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BIOGRAPHICAL  NOTE 
PLATO,  c.  428  B.C.-*.  348  B.C. 


PLATO,  son  of  Ariston  and  Perictione,  was  born 
in  428  or  427  B.C.  His  family  was,  on  both  sides, 
one  of  the  most  distinguished  of  Athens.  Aris 
ton  is  said  to  have  traced  his  descent  through 
Codrus  to  the  god  Poseidon;  on  the  mother's 
side,  the  family,  which  was  related  to  Solon, 
goes  back  to  Dropides,  archon  of  the  year  644 
B.C.  His  mother  apparently  married  as  her  sec 
ond  husband  her  uncle  Pyrilampes,  a  promi 
nent  supporter  of  Pericles,  and  Plato  was  prob 
ably  chiefly  brought  up  in  his  house. 

Plato's  early  life  coincided  with  the  disastrous 
years  of  the  Peloponnesian  War,  the  shattering 
of  the  Athenian  Empire,  and  the  fierce  civil 
strife  of  oligarchs  and  democrats  in  the  year  of 
anarchy  404-403  B.C.  He  was  too  young  to  have 
learned  anything  by  experience  of  the  imperial 
democracy  of  Pericles,  or  of  the  full  tide  of  the 
"sophistic"  movement.  He  must  have  known 
Socrates  from  boyhood,  for  his  relatives,  Cri- 
tias  and  Charmides,  were  old  friends  of  the 
philosopher.  Aristotle  also  ascribes  to  him  an 
early  familiarity  with  the  Heracleitean,  Craty- 
lus.  But  Plato  himself  tells  us  in  The  Seventh 
Letter  that  his  early  ambitions  were  political. 
Following  the  establishment  of  the  Tyranny  of 
the  Thirty  in  404,  in  which  his  relatives  were 
leaders,  Plato  was  "invited  to  share  in  their  do 
ings  as  something  to  which  I  had  a  claim."  lie 
held  back  until  their  policy  was  revealed  and 
then  was  repelled  by  their  violence,  particular 
ly  by  their  attempt  to  implicate  Socrates  in  an 
illegal  execution.  He  hoped  for  better  things 
from  the  restored  democracy  until  the  condem 
nation  of  Socrates  convinced  him  thai  he  could 
no  more  collaborate  with  the  democrats  than 
with  the  oligarchs.  Concluding  that  "public 
affairs  at  Athens  were  not  carried  on  in  accord 
ance  with  the  manners  and  practices  of  our 
fathers,  nor  was  there  any  ready  method  by 
which  [  could  make  new  friends,"  Plato  aban 
doned  his  intention  of  devoting  himself  to  poli 
tics. 

After  the  execution  of  Socrates  in  399  B.C., 
Plato  went  on  a  series  of  travels.  It  would  seem 
that  he  then  discovered  his  vocation  to  philoso 
phy  as  he  reflected  on  the  life  and  teaching  of 


Socrates.  Hermodorus,  an  immediate  disciple, 
is  the  authority  for  the  statement  that  Plato  and 
other  Socratic  men  took  temporary  refuge  at 
Megara  with  the  philosopher  Eucleides,  who  is 
said  to  have  taught  the  doctrines  of  Socrates  and 
of  Parmenides.  The  Alexandrian  Lives  repre 
sent  the  next  few  years  as  spent  in  extensive 
travels  in  Greece,  Egypt,  and  Italy.  Plato's  own 
statement  is  only  that  he  visited  Italy  and  Sicily 
at  the  age  of  forty,  was  disgusted  by  the  gross 
sensuality  of  life  there,  but  found  a  kindred 
spirit  in  Dion,  brother-in-law  of  Dionysius  I 
of  Syracuse,  who  was  to  involve  him  again  in 
politics  twenty  years  later. 

On  his  return  to  Athens  about  387,  Plato 
founded  the  Academy.  He  had  presumably  al 
ready  completed  some  of  his  dialogues,  in  par 
ticular  those  celebrating  the  memory  of  Socra 
tes.  For  the  rest  of  his  life  he  presided  over  the 
Academy,  making  it  the  intellectual  center  of 
Greek  life;  its  only  rival  was  the  school  of  Isoc- 
rates.  From  the  allusions  of  Aristotle  it  appears 
that  Plato  lectured  without  manuscript,  and 
"problems"  were  propounded  for  solution  by 
the  joint  researches  of  the  students.  In  addition 
to  philosophy,  particular  attention  was  given  to 
science  and  law.  The  most  important  mathe 
matical  work  of  the  fourth  century  was  done 
by  friends  or  pupils  of  Plato.  Theatetus,  the 
founder  of  solid  geometry,  was  a  member  of  the 
Academy,  and  Eucloxus  of  Cnidus  is  said  to 
have  removed  his  school  fromCyxicus  to  Athens 
for  the  purpose  of  cooperation  with  Plato.  The 
Academy  was  frequently  called  upon  by  va 
rious  cities  and  colonies  to  furnish  advisers  on 
legislative  matters;  Plutarch  records  that  among 
others  "Plato  sent  Aristonymus  to  the  Arca 
dians,  Phormionio  Klis,  MeneclemustoPyrrha." 

In  367,  when  Plato  was  in  his  sixtieth  year 
and  renowned  as  the  head  of  the  Academy,  he 
was  invited  to  intervene  in  the  politics  of  Syra 
cuse.  Dionysius  II  had  just  assumed  power, and 
Plato's  friend,  Dion,  urged  the  philosopher  to 
come  and  undertake  the  education  of  the  young 
king  and  to  strengthen  him  against  the  en 
croachment  of  Carthage  in  Sicily.  Plato's  reluc 
tance  to  make  such  an  attempt  was  overcome 


VI 

only  by  his  friendship  for  Dion  and  "a  feeling 
of  shame  . . .  lest  I  might  someday  appear  to  my 
self  wholly  and  solely  a  mere  man  of  words." 
Plato  started  Dionysius  on  a  program  of  philo 
sophical  education,  but  in  a  few  months  found 
himself  involved  in  the  intrigues  of  the  court 
against  Dion,  and  when  Dion  was  finally 
forced  into  virtual  banishment,  Plato  returned 
to  Athens.  Dionysius,  who  prided  himself  on 
his  philosophical  accomplishments,  kept  in  cor 
respondence  with  Plato  and  prevailed  upon 
him  to  visit  Syracuse  again  in  361.  Plato  re 
newed  his  attempt  to  persuade  Dionysius  "not 
to  enslave  Sicily  nor  any  other  State  to  despots 
.  .  .  but  to  put  it  under  the  rule  of  laws."  But 
he  again  found  that  the  tyrant  refused  "to  act 
righteously"  and  allowed  no  opportunity  for  a 
rule  in  which  "philosophy  and  power  really 
met  together."  It  was  only  after  considerable 
personal  danger  that  Plato  reached  Athens.  He 
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never  again  attempted  ^c^BB^^^011  n 
political  affairs,  although  seve^^^^Ribers  of 
the  Academy  joined  Dion's  expedition  against 
Syracuse  in  357,  which  resulted  in  the  over 
throw  of  the  tyranny. 

The  Sicilian  voyages  are  considered  to  mark 
a  distinct  break  in  Plato's  literary  activity.  The 
work  of  his  last  years  is  now  usually  held  to  con 
sist  of  a  group  of  seven  dialogues:  Thcaetetus> 
Parmenides,  Sophist,  Statesman,  Timaeus, 
Philebus,  and  Laws.  The  Academy  was  pre 
sumably  well  organized  by  that  time  and  made 
fewer  administrative  demands  upon  Plato.  But 
we  know  from  Aristotle.,  who  became  a  stu 
dent  there  in  367,  that  Plato  still  continued  to 
lecture  and  to  take  a  leading  part  in  the  research 
"problems."  Legislation  seems  to  have  been 
given  particular  concern,  and  the  Latt/s  is  said 
to  have  been  in  the  process  of  publication  when 
Plato  died  in  348  or  347  B.C. 
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CHARMIDES,  or  Temperance 


PERSONS  OF  THE  DIALOGUE:  SOCRATES,  who  is  the  narrator;  CHARMIDES;  CHAEREPHON; 
CRITIAS.  Scene:  The  Palaestra  of  Taureas,  which  is  near  the  Porch  of  the  King  Arc/ion 


<*&*£>«^g>*$**>:&^^£^ 


[153]  YESTERDAY  evening  I  returned  from  the 
army  at  Potidaea,  and  having  been  a  good 
while  away,  I  thought  that  I  should  like  to  go 
and  look  at  my  old  haunts.  So  I  went  into  the 
palaestra  of  Taureas,  which  is  over  against  the 
temple  adjoining  the  porch  of  the  King  Arch- 
on,  and  there  I  found  a  number  of  persons, 
most  of  whom  I  knew,  but  not  all.  My  visit  was 
unexpected,  and  no  sooner  did  they  see  me  en 
tering  than  they  saluted  me  from  afar  on  all 
sides;  and  Chaerephon,  who  is  a  kind  of  mad 
man,  started  up  and  ran  to  me,  seizing  my 
hand,  and  saying,  How  did  you  escape,  Socra 
tes? — (I  should  explain  that  an  engagement 
had  taken  place  at  Potidaea  not  long  before  we 
came  away,  of  which  the  news  had  only  just 
reached  Athens.) 

You  see,  I  replied,  that  here  I  am. 

There  was  a  report,  he  said,  that  the  engage 
ment  was  very  severe,  and  that  many  of  our  ac 
quaintance  had  fallen. 

That,  I  replied,  was  not  far  from  the  truth, 

I  suppose,  he  said,  that  you  were  present. 

I  was. 

Then  sit  down,  and  tell  us  the  whole  story, 
which  as  yet  we  have  only  heard  imperfectly, 

I  took  the  place  which  he  assigned  to  me,  by 
the  side  of  Critias  the  son  of  Callaeschrus,  and 
when  I  had  saluted  him  and  the  rest  of  the  com 
pany,  1  told  them  the  news  from  the  army,  and 
answered  their  several  enquiries. 

Then,  when  there  had  been  enough  of  this, 
I,  in  my  turn,  began  to  make  enquiries  about 
matters  at  home— about  the  present  state  of  phi 
losophy,  and  about  the  youth.  I  asked  whether 
any  of  them  were  remarkable  for  wisdom  or 


beauty,  or  both.  Critias,  glancing  at  the  door, 
[154]  invited  my  attention  to  some  youths  who 
were  coming  in,  and  talking  noisily  to  one  an 
other,  followed  by  a  crowd.  Of  the  beauties, 
Socrates,  he  said,  I  fancy  that  you  will  soon  be 
able  to  form  a  judgment  For  those  who  are 
just  entering  are  the  advanced  guard  of  the 
great  beauty,  as  he  is  thought  to  be,  of  the  day, 
and  he  is  likely  to  be  not  far  oft  himself. 

Who  is  he,  I  said;  and  who  is  his  father? 

Charmides,  he  replied,  is  his  name;  he  is  my 
cousin,  and  the  son  of  my  uncle  Glaucon:  I 
rather  think  that  you  know  him  too,  although 
he  was  not  grown  up  at  the  time  of  your  de 
parture. 

Certainly,  T  know  him,  I  said,  for  he  was  re 
markable  even  then  when  he  was  still  a  child, 
and  I  should  imagine  that  by  this  time  he  must 
be  almost  a  young  man. 

You  will  see,  he  said,  in  a  moment  what 
progress  he  has  made  and  what  he  is  like.  He 
had  scarcely  said  the  word,  when  Charmides 
entered. 

Now  you  know,  my  friend,  that  I  cannot 
measure  anything,  and  of  the  beautiful,  I  am 
simply  such  a  measure  as  a  white  line  is  of 
chalk;  for  almost  ail  young  persons  appear  to 
be  beautiful  in  my  eyes.  But- at  that  moment, 
when  I  saw  him  coming  in,  I  confess  that  I  was 
quite  astonished  at  his  beauty  and  stature;  all 
the  world  seemed  to  be  enamoured  of  him; 
amazement  and  confusion  reigned  when  he  en 
tered;  and  a  troop  of  lovers  followed  him.  That 
grown-up  men  like  ourselves  should  have  been 
affected  in  this  way  was  not  surprising,  but  I 
observed  that  there  was  the  same  feeling  among 
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the  boys;  all  of  them,  down  to  the  very  least 
child,  turned  and  looked  at  him,  as  if  he  had 
been  a  statue. 

Chaerephon  called  me  and  said:  What  do 
you  think  of  him,  Socrates?  Has  he  not  a  beau 
tiful  face? 

Most  beautiful,  I  said. 

But  you  would  think  nothing  of  his  face,  he 
replied,  if  you  could  see  his  naked  form:  he  is 
absolutely  perfect. 

And  to  this  they  all  agreed. 

By  Heracles,  I  said,  there  never  was  such  a 
paragon,  if  he  has  only  one  other  slight  addi 
tion. 

What  is  that?  said  Critias. 

If  he  has  a  noble  soul;  and  being  of  your 
house,  Critias,  he  may  be  expected  to  have  this. 

He  is  as  fair  and  good  within,  as  he  is  with 
out,  replied  Critias. 

Then,  before  we  see  his  body,  should  we  not 
ask  him  to  show  us  his  soul,  naked  and  undis 
guised?  he  is  just  of  an  age  at  which  he  will 
like  to  talk. 

/"/557  That  he  will,  said  Critias,  and  I  can 
tell  you  that  he  is  a  philosopher  already,  and 
also  a  considerable  poet,  not  in  his  own  opinion 
only,  but  in  that  of  others. 

That,  my  dear  Critias,  I  replied,  is  a  distinc 
tion  which  has  long  been  in  your  family,  and  is 
inherited  by  you  from  Solon.  But  why  do  you 
not  call  him,  and  show  him  to  us?  for  even  if 
he  were  younger  than  he  is,  there  could  be  no 
impropriety  in  his  talking  to  us  in  the  presence 
of  you,  who  are  his  guardian  and  cousin. 

Very  well,  he  said;  then  I  will  call  him;  and 
turning  to  the  attendant,  he  said,  Call  Char- 
mides,  and  tell  him  that  I  want  him  to  come 
and  see  a  physician  about  the  illness  of  which 
he  spoke  to  me  the  day  before  yesterday.  Then 
again  addressing  me,  he  added:  He  has  been 
complaining  lately  of  having  a  headache  when 
he  rises  in  the  morning:  now  why  should  you 
not  make  him  believe  that  you  know  a  cure  for 
the  headache? 

Why  not,  I  said;  but  will  he  come? 

He  will  be  sure  to  come,  he  replied. 

He  came  as  he  was  bidden,  and  sat  down  be 
tween  Critias  and  me.  Great  amusement  was 
occasioned  by  every  one  pushing  with  might 
and  main  at  his  neighbour  in  order  to  make  a 
place  for  him  next  to  themselves,  until  at  the 
two  ends  of  the  row  one  had  to  get  up  and  the 
other  was  rolled  over  sideways.  Now  I,  my 
friend,  was  beginning  to  feel  awkward;  my 
former  bold  belief  in  my  powers  of  conversing 
with  him  had  vanished.  And  when  Critias  told 


him  that  I  was  the  person  who  had  the  cure,  he 
looked  at  me  in  such  an  indescribable  manner, 
and  was  just  going  to  ask  a  question.  And  at 
that  moment  all  the  people  in  the  palaestra 
crowded  about  us,  and,  O  rare!  I  caught  a  sight 
of  the  inwards  of  his  garment,  and  took  the 
flame.  Then  I  could  no  longer  contain  myself. 
I  thought  how  well  Cydias  understood  the  na 
ture  of  love,  when,  in  speaking  of  a  fair  youth, 
he  warns  some  one  "not  to  bring  the  fawn  in 
the  sight  of  the  lion  to  be  devoured  by  him," 
for  I  felt  that  I  had  been  overcome  by  a  sort  of 
wild-beast  appetite.  But  I  controlled  myself, 
and  when  he  asked  me  if  I  knew  the  cure  of  the 
headache,  I  answered,  but  with  an  erfort,  that 
I  did  know. 

And  what  is  it?  he  said. 

I  replied  that  it  was  a  kind  of  leaf,  which  re 
quired  to  be  accompanied  by  a  charm,  and  if  a 
person  would  repeat  the  charm  at  the  same 
time  that  he  used  the  cure,  he  would  be  made 
whole;  but  that  without  the  charm  the  leaf 
would  be  of  no  avail. 

[156]  Then  I  will  write  out  the  charm  from 
your  dictation,  he  said. 

With  my  consent?  I  said,  or  without  my  con 
sent? 

With  your  consent,  Socrates,  he  said,  laugh 
ing. 

Very  good,  I  said;  and  are  you  quite  sure 
that  you  know  my  name? 

I  ought  to  know  you,  he  replied,  for  there 
is  a  great  deal  said  about  you  among  my  com 
panions;  and  I  remember  when  1  was  a  child 
seeing  you  in  company  with  my  cousin  Critias. 

I  am  glad  to  find  that  you  remember  me,  I 
said;  for  I  shall  now  be  more  at  home  with  you 
and  shall  be  better  able  to  explain  the  nature  of 
the  charm,  about  which  I  felt  a  difficulty  before. 
For  the  charm  will  do  more,  Charmules,  than 
only  cure  the  headache.  I  dare  say  that  you  have 
heard  eminent  physicians  say  to  a  patient  who 
comes  to  them  with  bad  eyes,  that  they  cannot 
cure  his  eyes  by  themselves,  but  that  if  his  eyes 
are  to  be  cured,  his  head  must  be  treated;  and 
then  again  they  say  that  to  think  of  curing  the 
head  alone,  and  not  the  rest  of  the  body  also,  is 
the  height  of  folly.  And  arguing  in,  this  way 
they  apply  their  methods  to  the  whole  body, 
and  try  to  treat  and  heal  the  whole  and  the  part* 
together.  Did  you  ever  observe  that  this  is  what 
they  say? 

Yes,  he  said. 

And  they  are  right,  and  you  would  agree 
with  them? 

Yes,  he  said,  certainly  I  should. 


CHARMIDES 


His  approving  answers  reassured  me,  and  I 
began  by  degrees  to  regain  confidence,  and  the 
vital  heat  returned.  Such,  Charmides,  I  said, 
is  the  nature  of  the  charm,  which  I  learned 
when  serving  with  the  army  from  one  of  the 
physicians  of  the  Thracian  king  Zamolxis,  who 
are  said  to  be  so  skilful  that  they  can  even  give 
immortality.  This  Thracian  told  me  that  in 
these  notions  of  theirs,  which  I  was  just  now 
mentioning,  the  Greek  physicians  are  quite 
right  as  far  as  they  go;  but  Zamolxis,  he  added, 
our  king,  who  is  also  a  god,  says  further,  "that 
as  you  ought  not  to  attempt  to  cure  the  eyes 
without  the  head,  or  the  head  without  the 
body,  so  neither  ought  you  to  attempt  to  cure 
the  body  without  the  soul;  and  this,"  he  said, 
"is  the  reason  why  the  cure  of  many  diseases  is 
unknown  to  the  physicians  of  Hellas,  because 
they  are  ignorant  of  the  whole,  which  ought  to 
be  studied  also;  for  the  part  can  never  be  well 
unless  the  whole  is  well."  For  all  good  and  evil, 
whether  in  the  body  or  in  human  nature,  origi 
nates,  as  he  declared,  in  the  soul,  and  overflows 
from  thence,  as  if  from  the  head  into  the  eyes. 
[iyj]  And  therefore  if  the  head  and  body  are 
to  be  well,  you  must  begin  by  curing  the  soul; 
that  is  the  first  thing.  And  the  cure,  my  dear 
youth,  has  to  be  effected  by  the  use  of  certain 
charms,  and  these  charms  are  fair  words;  and 
by  them  temperance  is  implanted  in  the  soul, 
and  where  temperance  is,  there  health  is  speed 
ily  imparted,  not  only  to  the  head,  but  to  the 
whole  body.  And  he  who  taught  me  the  cure 
and  the  charm  at  the  same  time  added  a  special 
direction:  "Let  no  one,"  he  said,  "persuade  you 
to  cure  the  head,  until  he  has  first  given  you  his 
soul  to  be  cured  by  the  charm.  For  this,"  he 
said,  "is  the  great  error  of  our  day  in  the  treat 
ment  of  the  human  body,  that  physicians  sepa 
rate  the  soul  from  the  body."  And  he  added 
with  emphasis,  at  the  same  time  making  me 
swear  to  his  words,  "Let  no  one,  however  rich, 
or  noble,  or  fair,  persuade  you  to  give  him  the 
cure,  without  the  charm."  Now  I  have  sworn, 
and  I  must  keep  my  oath,  and  therefore  if  you 
will  allow  me  to  apply  the  Thracian  charm  first 
to  your  soul,  as  the  stranger  directed,  I  will 
afterwards  proceed  to  apply  the  cure  to  your 
head.  But  if  not,  I  do  not  know  what  I  am  to 
do  with  you,  my  dear  Charmides. 

Critias,  when  he  heard  this,  said:  The  head 
ache  will  be  an  unexpected  gain  to  my  young 
relation,  if  the  pain  in  his  head  compels  him 
to  improve  his  mind:  and  1  can  tell  you,  Socra 
tes,  that  Charmidcs  is  not  only  pre-eminent  in 
beauty  among  his  equals,  but  also  in  that  qual 


ity  which  is  given  by  the  charm;  and  this,  as 
you  say,  is  temperance? 

Yes,  I  said. 

Then  let  me  tell  you  that  he  is  the  most  tem 
perate  of  human  beings,  and  for  his  age  ir 
fenor  to  none  in  any  quality. 

Yes,  I  said,  Charmides;  and  indeed  I  think 
that  you  ought  to  excel  others  in  all  good  qual 
ities;  for  if  I  am  not  mistaken  there  is  no  one 
present  who  could  easily  point  out  two  Athe 
nian  houses,  whose  union  would  be  likely  to 
produce  a  better  or  nobler  scion  than  the  two 
from  which  you  are  sprung.  There  is  your 
father's  house,  which  is  descended  from  Critias 
the  son  of  Dropidas,  whose  family  has  been 
commemorated  in  the  panegyrical  verses  of 
Anacreon,  Solon,  and  many  other  poets,  as  fa 
mous  for  beauty  and  virtue  and  all  other  high 
fortune:  [158]  and  your  mother's  house  is 
equally  distinguished; for  your  maternal  uncle, 
Pyrilampes,  is  reputed  never  to  have  found  his 
equal,  in  Persia  at  the  court  of  the  great  king, 
or  on  the  continent  of  Asia,  m  all  the  places  to 
which  he  went  as  ambassador,  for  stature  and 
beauty;  that  whole  family  is  not  a  whit  inferior 
to  the  other.  Having  such  ancestors  you  ought 
to  be  first  in  all  things,  and,  sweet  son  of  Glau- 
con,  your  outward  form  is  no  dishonour  to  any 
of  them.  If  to  beauty  you  add  temperance,  and 
if  in  other  respects  you  are  what  Critias  de 
clares  you  to  be,  then,  dear  Charmides,  blessed 
art  thou,  in  being  the  son  of  thy  mother.  And 
here  lies  the  point;  for  if,  as  he  declares,  you 
have  this  gift  of  temperance  already,  and  are 
temperate  enough,  in  that  case  you  have  no 
need  of  any  charms,  whether  of  Zamolxis  or  o£ 
Abaris  the  Hyperborean,  and  I  may  as  well  let 
you  have  the  cure  of  the  head  at  once;  but  if  you 
have  not  yet  acquired  this  quality,  I  must  use  the 
charm  before  I  give  you  the  medicine.  Please, 
therefore,  to  inform  me  whether  you  admit  the 
truth  of  what  Critias  has  been  saying;-— have 
you  or  have  you  not  this  quality  of  temperance? 
Charmides  blushed,  and  the  blush  heightened 
his  beauty,  lor  modesty  is  becoming  in  youth; 
he  then  said  very  ingenuously,  that  he  really 
could  not  at  once  answer,  either  yes,  or  no,  to 
the  question  which  I  had  asked:  For,  said  he, 
if  I  affirm  that  I  am  not  temperate,  that  would 
be  a  strange  thing  for  me  to  say  of  myself,  and 
also  I  should  give  the  lie  to  Critias,  and  many 
others  who  think  as  he  tells  you,  that  I  am 
temperate:  but,  on  the  other  hand,  if  I  say  that 
I  am,  I  shall  have  to  praise  my  self,  which  would 
be  ill  manners;  and  therefore  I  do  not  know 
how  to  answer  you. 


DIALOGUES  OF  PLATO 


I  said  to  him:  That  is  a  natural  reply,  Char- 
mides,  and  I  think  that  you  and  I  ought  togeth 
er  to  enquire  whether  you  have  this  quality 
about  which  I  am  asking  or  not;  and  then  you 
will  not  be  compelled  to  say  what  you  do  not 
like;  neither  shall  I  be  a  rash  practitioner  of 
medicine:  therefore,  if  you  please,  I  will  share 
the  enquiry  with  you,  but  I  will  not  press  you  if 
you  would  rather  not. 

There  is  nothing  which  I  should  like  better, 
he  said;  and  as  far  as  I  am  concerned  you  may 
proceed  in  the  way  which  you  think  best. 

/"/597  I  think,  I  said,  that  I  had  better  begin 
by  asking  you  a  question;  for  if  temperance 
abides  in  you,  you  must  have  an  opinion  about 
her;  she  must  give  some  intimation  of  her  na 
ture  and  qualities,  which  may  enable  you  to 
form  a  notion  of  her.  Is  not  that  true? 
Yes,  he  said,  that  I  think  is  true. 
You  know  your  native  language,  I  said,  and 
therefore  you  must  be  able  to  tell  what  you  feel 
about  this. 
Certainly,  he  said. 

In  order,  then,  that  I  may  form  a  conjecture 
whether  you  have  temperance  abiding  in  you 
or  not,  tell  me,  I  said,  what,  in  your  opinion,  is 
Temperance? 

At  first  he  hesitated,  and  was  very  unwilling 
to  answer:  then  he  said  that  he  thought  tem 
perance  was  doing  things  orderly  and  quietly, 
such  things  for  example  as  walking  in  the 
streets,  and  talking,  or  anything  else  of  that  na 
ture.  In  a  word,  he  said,  I  should  answer  that, 
in  my  opinion,  temperance  is  quietness. 

Are  you  right,  Charmides?  I  said.  No  doubt 
some  would  affirm  that  the  quiet  are  the  tem 
perate;  but  let  us  see  whether  these  words  have 
any  meaning;  and  first  tell  me  whether  you 
would  not  acknowledge  temperance  to  be  of 
the  class  of  the  noble  and  good? 
Yes. 

But  which  is  best  when  you  are  at  the  writ 
ing-master's,  to  write  the  same  letters  quickly 
or  quietly? 
Quickly. 

And  to  read  quickly  or  slowly? 
Quickly  again. 

And  in  playing  the  lyre,  or  wrestling,  quick 
ness  or  sharpness  are  far  better  than  quietness 
and  slowness? 
Yes. 

And  the  same  holds  in  boxing  and  in  the 
pancratium? 
Certainly. 

And  in  leaping  and  running  and  in  bodily 
exercises  generally,  quickness  and  agility  are 


good;  slowness,  and  inactivity,  and  quietness, 
are  bad? 

That  is  evident. 

Then,  I  said,  in  all  bodily  actions,  not  quiet 
ness,  but  the  greatest  agility  and  quickness,  is 
noblest  and  best? 
Yes,  certainly. 

And  is  temperance  a  good? 
Yes. 

Then,  in  reference  to  the  body,  not  quiet 
ness,  but  quickness  will  be  the  higher  degree  of 
temperance,  if  temperance  is  a  good? 
True,  he  said. 

And  which,  I  said,  is  better — facility  in  learn 
ing,  or  difficulty  in  learning? 
Facility. 

Yes,  I  said;  and  facility  in  learning  is  learn 
ing  quickly,  and  difficulty  in  learning  is  learn 
ing  quietly  and  slowly? 
True. 

And  is  it  not  better  to  teach  another  quickly 
and  energetically,  rather  than  quietly  and  slow 
ly? 
Yes. 

And  which  is  better,  to  call  to  mind,  and  to 
remember,  quickly  and  readily,  or  quietly  and 
slowly  ? 
The  former. 

[160]  And  is  not  shrewdness  a  quickness  or 
cleverness  of  the  soul,  and  not  a  quietness? 
True. 

And  is  it  not  best  to  understand  what  is  .said, 
whether  at  the  writing-master's  or  the  music- 
master's,  or  anywhere  else,  not  as  quietly  as  pos 
sible,  but -as  quickly  as  possible? 
Yes. 

And  in  the  searching  or  deliberations  of  the 
soul,  not  the  quietest,  as  1  imagine,  and  he  who 
with  difficulty  deliberates  and  discovers,  is 
thought  worthy  of  praise,  but  he  who  does  so 
most  easily  and  quickly? 
Quite  true,  he  said. 

And  in  all  that  concerns  either  body  or  soul, 
swiftness  and  activity  are  clearly  better  than 
slowness  and  quietness? 
Clearly  they  are. 

Then  temperance  is  not  quietness,  nor  is  the 
temperate  life  quiet,-— certainly  not  upon  this 
view;  for  the  life  which  is  temperate  is  sup 
posed  to  be  the  good.  And  of  two  things,  one  is 
true,— either  never,  or  very  seldom,  do  the 
quiet  actions  in  life  appear  to  be  belter  than  the 
quick  and  energetic  ones;  or  supposing  that  of 
the  nobler  actions,  there  are  as  many  quiet,  as 
quick  and  vehement:  still,  even  if  wegrauttliis, 
temperance  will  not  be  acting  quietly  any  more 
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than  acting  quickly  and  energetically,  either  in 
walking  or  talking  or  in  anything  else;  nor  will 
the  quiet  life  be  more  temperate  than  the  un 
quiet,  seeing  that  temperance  is  admitted  by 
us  to  be  a  good  and  noble  thing,  and  the  quick 
have  been  shown  to  be  as  good  as  the  quiet. 

I  think,  he  said,  Socrates,  that  you  are  right. 

Then  once  more,  Charmides,  I  said,  fix  your 
attention,  and  look  within;  consider  the  effect 
which  temperance  has  upon  yourself,  and  the 
nature  of  that  which  has  the  effect.  Think  over 
all  this,  and,  like  a  brave  youth,  tell  me — What 
is  temperance? 

After  a  moment's  pause,  in  which  he  made  a 
real  manly  effort  to  think,  he  said:  My  opinion 
is,  Socrates,  that  temperance  makes  a  man 
ashamed  or  modest,  and  that  temperance  is  the 
same  as  modesty. 

Very  good,  I  said;  and  did  you  not  admit, 
just  now,  that  temperance  is  noble? 

Yes,  certainly,  he  said. 

And  the  temperate  are  also  good? 

Yes. 

And  can  that  be  good  which  does  not  make 
men  good? 

Certainly  not. 

And  you  would  infer  that  temperance  is  not 
only  noble,  but  also  good? 

[161]  That  is  my  opinion. 

Well, I  said;  but  surely  you  would  agree  with 
Homer  when  he  says, 

Modesty  is  not  good  for  a  needy  man  ? 

Yes,  he  said;  I  agree. 

Then  I  suppose  that  modesty  is  and  is  not 
good? 

Clearly. 

But  temperance,  whose  presence  makes  men 
only  good,  and  not  bad,  is  always  good? 

That  appears  to  me  to  be  as  you  say. 

And  the  inference  is  that  temperance  cannot 
be  modesty-™ if  temperance  is  a  good,  and  if 
modesty  is  as  much  an  evil  as  a  good? 

All  that,  Socrates,  appears  to  me  to  be  true; 
but  I  should  like  to  know  what  you  think  about 
another  definition  of  temperance,  which  I  just 
now  remember  to  have  heard  from  some  one, 
who  said,  "That  temperance  is  doing  our  own 
business."  Was  he  right  who  affirmed  that? 

You  monster!  f  said;  this  is  what  Critias,  or 
some  philosopher  has  told  you. 

Some  one  else,  then,  said  Critias;  for  certain 
ly  I  have  not. 

But  what  matter,  said  Charmides,  from 
whom  I  heard  this? 

No  matter  at  all,  I  replied;  for  the  point  is 


not  who  said  the  words,  but  whether  they  are 
true  or  not. 

There  you  are  in  the  right,  Socrates,  he  re 
plied. 

To  be  sure,  I  said;  yet  I  doubt  whether  we 
shall  ever  be  able  to  discover  their  truth  or 
falsehood;  for  they  are  a  kind  of  riddle. 

What  makes  you  think  so?  he  said. 

Because,  I  said,  he  who  uttered  them  seems 
to  me  to  have  meant  one  thing,  and  said  an 
other.  Is  the  scribe,  for  example,  to  be  regarded 
as  doing  nothing  when  he  reads  or  writes  ? 

I  should  rather  think  that  he  was  doing  some 
thing. 

And  does  the  scribe  write  or  read,  or  teach 
you  boys  to  write  or  read,  your  own  names  only, 
or  did  you  write  your  enemies'  names  as  well 
as  your  own  and  your  friends'? 

As  much  one  as  the  other. 

And  was  there  anything  meddling  or  intem 
perate  in  this? 

Certainly  not. 

And  yet  if  reading  and  writing  are  the  same 
as  doing,  you  were  doing  what  was  not  your 
own  business? 

But  they  are  the  same  as  doing. 

And  the  healing  art,  my  friend,  and  build 
ing,  and  weaving,  and  doing  anything  what 
ever  which  is  done  by  art,-— these  all  clearly 
come  under  the  head  of  doing? 

Certainly. 

And  do  you  think  that  a  state  would  be  well 
ordered  by  a  law  which  compelled  every  man 
to  weave  and  wash  his  own  coat,  and  make  his 
own  shoes,  and  his  own  flask  and  strigil,  and 
other  implements,  [162]  on  this  principle  of 
every  one  doing  and  performing  his  own,  and 
abstaining  from  what  is  not  his  own? 

I  think  not,  he  said. 

But,  I  said,  a  temperate  state  will  be  a  well- 
ordered  state. 

Of  course,  he  replied. 

Then  temperance,  I  said,  will  not  be  doing 
one's  own  business;  not  at  least  in  this  way, 
or  doing  things  of  this  sort? 

Clearly  not. 

Then,  as  I  was  just  now  saying,  he  who  de 
clared  that  temperance  is  a  man  doing  his  own 
business  had  another  and  a  hidden  meaning; 
for  I  do  not  think  that  he  could  have  been  such 
a  fool  as  to  mean  this.  Was  he  a  fool  who  told 
you,  Charmides? 

Nay,  he  replied,  I  certainly  thought  him  a 
very  wise  man. 

Then  I  am  quite  certain  that  he  put  forth  his 
definition  as  a  riddle,  thinking  that  no  one 
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would  know  the  meaning  o£  the  words  "doing 
his  own  business." 

I  dare  say,  he  replied. 

And  what  is  the  meaning  of  a  man  doing  his 
own  business?  Can  you  tell  me? 

Indeed,  I  cannot;  and  I  should  not  wonder  if 
the  man  himself  who  used  this  phrase  did  not 
understand  what  he  was  saying.  Whereupon 
he  laughed  slyly,  and  looked  at  Critias. 

Critias  had  long  been  showing  uneasiness, 
for  he  felt  that  he  had  a  reputation  to  maintain 
with  Charmides  and  the  rest  of  the  company. 
He  had,  however,  hitherto  managed  to  restrain 
himself;  but  now  he  could  no  longer  forbear, 
and  I  am  convinced  of  the  truth  of  the  suspicion 
which  I  entertained  at  the  time,  that  Char- 
mides  had  heard  this  answer  about  temperance 
from  Critias.  And  Charmides,  who  did  not  want 
to  answer  himself,  but  to  make  Critias  answer, 
tried  to  stir  him  up.  He  went  on  pointing  out 
that  he  had  been  refuted,  at  which  Critias  grew 
angry,  and  appeared,  as  I  thought,  inclined  to 
quarrel  with  him;  just  as  a  poet  might  quarrel 
with  an  actor  who  spoiled  his  poems  in  repeat 
ing  them;  so  he  looked  hard  at  him  and  said — 

Do  you  imagine,  Charmides,  that  the  author 
of  this  definition  of  temperance  did  not  under 
stand  the  meaning  of  his  own  words,  because 
you  do  not  understand  them  ? 

Why,  at  his  age,  I  said,  most  excellent  Critias, 
he  can  hardly  be  expected  to  understand;  but 
you,  who  are  older,  and  have  studied,  may  well 
be  assumed  to  know  the  meaning  of  them;  and 
therefore,  if  you  agree  with  him,  and  accept  his 
definition  of  temperance,  I  would  much  rather 
argue  with  you  than  with  him  about  the  truth 
or  falsehood  of  the  definition. 

I  entirely  agree,  said  Critias,  and  accept  the 
definition. 

Very  gooda  I  said;  and  now  let  me  repeat  my 
question — Do  you  admit, as  I  was  just  now  say 
ing,  that  all  craftsmen  make  or  do  something? 

I  do. 

[163]  And  do  they  make  or  do  their  own 
business  only,  or  that  of  others  also? 

They  make  or  do  that  of  others  also. 

And  are  they  temperate,  seeing  that  they 
make  not  for  themselves  or  their  own  business 
only? 

Why  not?  he  said. 

No  objection  on  my  part,  I  said,  but  there 
may  be  a  difficulty  on  his  who  proposes  as  a 
definition  of  temperance,  "doing  one's  own 
business,"  and  then  says  that  there  is  no  reason 
why  those  who  do  the  business  of  others  should 
not  be  temperate. 


Nay,  said  he;  did  I  ever  acknowledge  that 
those  who  do  the  business  of  others  are  tem 
perate?  I  said,  those  who  make,  not  those  who 
do. 

What!  I  asked;  do  you  mean  to  say  that  do- 
ing  and  making  are  not  the  same? 

No  more,  he  replied,  than  making  or  work 
ing  are  the  same;  thus  much  I  have  learned 
from  Hesiod,  who  says  that  "work  is  no  dis 
grace."  Now  do  you  imagine  that  if  he  had 
meant  by  working  and  doing  such  things  as 
you  were  describing,  he  would  have  said  that 
there  was  no  disgrace  in  them — for  example, 
in  the  manufacture  of  shoes,  or  in  selling  pickles, 
or  sitting  for  hire  in  a  house  of  ill-fame?  That, 
Socrates,  is  not  to  be  supposed:  but  I  conceive 
him  to  have  distinguished  making  from  doing 
and  work;  and,  while  admitting  that  the  mak 
ing  anything  might  sometimes  become  a  dis 
grace,  when  the  employment  was  not  honour 
able,  to  have  thought  that  work  was  never  any 
disgrace  at  all.  For  things  nobly  and  usefully 
made  he  called  works;  and  such  makings  he 
called  workings,  and  doings;  and  he  must  be 
supposed  to  have  called  such  things  only  man's 
proper  business,  and  what  is  hurtful,  not  his 
business:  and  in  that  sense  Hesiod,  and  any 
other  wisse  man,  may  be  reasonably  supposed 
to  call  him  wise  who  does  his  own  work. 

0  Critias,  I  said,  no  sooner  had  you  opened 
your  mouth,  than  I  pretty  well  knew  that  you 
would  call  that  which  is  proper  to  a  man,  and 
that  which  is  his  own,  good;  and  that  the 
markings  of  the  good  you  would  call  doings, 
for  1  am  no  stranger  to  the  endless  distinctions 
which  Prodicus  draws  about  names.  Now  I 
have  no  objection  to  your  giving  names  any 
signification  which  you  please,  if  you  will  only 
tell  me  what  you  mean  by  them.  Please  then 
to  begin  again,  ami  be  a  little  plainer.  Do  you 
mean  that  this  doing  or  making,  or  whatever 
is  the  word  which  you  would  use,  of  good  ac 
tions,  is  temperance? 

1  do,  he  said. 

Then  not  he  who  does  evil,  but  he  who  does 
good,  is  temperate? 

Yes,  he  said;  and  you,  friend,  would  agree. 

No  matter  whether  1  should  or  not;  just 
now,  not  what  I  think,  but  what  you  are  say 
ing,  is  the  point  at  issue. 

Well,  he  answered;  I  mean  to  say,  that  he 
who  does  evil,  and  not  good,  is  not  temperate; 
and  that  he  is  temperate  who  does  good,  and 
not  evil;  for  temperance  I  define  in  plain  words 
to  be  the  doing  of  good  actions. 

And  you  may  be  very  likely  right  in 
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what  you  are  saying;  but  I  am  curious  to  know 
whether  you  imagine  that  temperate  men  are 
ignorant  of  their  own  temperance? 

I  do  not  think  so,  he  said. 

And  yet  were  you  not  saying,  just  now,  that 
craftsmen  might  be  temperate  in  doing  an 
other's  work,  as  well  as  in  doing  their  own? 

I  was,  he  replied;  but  what  is  your  drift? 

I  have  no  particular  drift,  but  I  wish  that  you 
would  tell  me  whether  a  physician  who  cures 
a  patient  may  do  good  to  himself  and  good  to 
another  also? 

I  think  that  he  may. 

And  he  who  does  so  does  his  duty? 

Yes. 

And  does  not  he  who  does  his  duty  act  tem 
perately  or  wisely? 

Yes,  he  acts  wisely. 

But  must  the  physician  necessarily  know 
when  his  treatment  is  likely  to  prove  beneficial, 
and  when  not?  or  must  the  craftsman  neces 
sarily  know  when  he  is  likely  to  be  benefited, 
and  when  not  to  be  benefited,  by  the  work 
which  he  is  doing? 

I  suppose  not. 

Then,  I  said,  he  may  sometimes  do  good  or 
harm,  and  not  know  what  he  is  himself  doing, 
and  yet,  in  doing  good,  as  you  say,  he  has  done 
temperately  or  wisely.  Was  not  that  your  state 
ment? 

Yes. 

Then,  as  would  seem,  in  doing  good,  he  may 
act  wisely  or  temperately,  and  be  wise  or  tem 
perate,  but  not  know  his  own  wisdom  or  tem 
perance? 

But  that,  Socrates,  he  said,  is  impossible;  and 
therefore  if  this  is,  as  you  imply,  the  necessary 
consequence  of  any  of  my  previous  admissions, 
I  will  withdraw  them,  rather  than  admit  that 
a  man  can  be  temperate  or  wise  who  does  not 
know  himself;  and  1  am  not  ashamed  to  con 
fess  that  I  was  in  error.  For  self-knowledge 
would  certainly  be  maintained  by  me  to  be  the 
very  essence  of  knowledge,  and  in  this  I  agree 
with  him  who  dedicated  the  inscription,  "Know 
thyself!"  at  Delphi,  That  word,  if  I  am  not  mis 
taken,  is  put  there  as  a  sort  of  salutation  which 
the  god  addresses  to  those  who  enter  the  tem 
ple;  as  much  as  to  say  that  the  ordinary  saluta 
tion  of  "Hail!"  is  not  right,  and  that  the  exhor 
tation  "Be  temperate!"  would  be  a  far  better 
way  of  saluting  one  another.  The  notion  of  him 
who  dedicated  the  inscription  was,  as  I  believe, 
that  the  god  speaks  to  those  who  enter  his  tem 
ple,  not  as  men  speak;  but,  when  a  worshipper 
enters,  the  first  word  which  he  hears  is  "Be 


temperate!"  This,  however,  like  a  prophet  he 
expresses  in  a  sort  of  riddle,  for  "Know  thy 
self!"  and  "Be  temperate!"  are  the  same,  as  I 
maintain,  and  as  the  letters  imply,  and  yet  they 
may  be  easily  misunderstood;  [165]  and  suc 
ceeding  sages  who  added  "Never  too  much," 
or,  "Give  a  pledge,  and  evil  is  nigh  at  hand," 
would  appear  to  have  so  misunderstood  them; 
for  they  imagined  that  "Know  thyself!"  was  a 
piece  of  advice  which  the  god  gave,  and  not  his 
salutation  of  the  worshippers  at  their  first  com 
ing  in;  and  they  dedicated  their  own  inscrip 
tion  under  the  idea  that  they  too  would  give 
equally  useful  pieces  of  advice.  Shall  I  tell  you, 
Socrates,  why  I  say  all  this?  My  object  is  to 
leave  the  previous  discussion  (in  which  I  know 
not  whether  you  or  I  are  more  right,  but,  at  any 
rate,  no  clear  result  was  attained),  and  to  raise 
a  new  one  in  which  I  will  attempt  to  prove,  if 
you  deny,  that  temperance  is  self-knowledge. 

Yes,  I  said,  Critias;  but  you  come  to  me  as 
though  I  professed  to  know  about  the  questions 
which  I  ask,  and  as  though  I  could,  if  I  only 
would,  agree  with  you.  Whereas  the  fact  is  that 
I  enquire  with  you  into  the  truth  of  that  which 
is  advanced  from  time  to  time,  just  because  I 
do  not  know;  and  when  I  have  enquired,  I 
will  say  whether  I  agree  with  you  or  not.  Please 
then  to  allow  me  time  to  reflect. 

Reflect,  he  said. 

I  am  reflecting,  I  replied,  and  discover  that 
temperance,  or  wisdom,  if  implying  a  knowl 
edge  of  anything,  must  be  a  science,  and  a  sci 
ence  of  something. 

Yes,  he  said;  the  science  of  itself. 

Is  not  medicine,  I  said,  the  science  of  health? 

True. 

And  suppose,  I  said,  that  I  were  asked  by  you 
what  is  the  use  or  effect  of  medicine,  which  is 
this  science  of  health,  I  should  answer  that  medi 
cine  is  of  very  great  use  in  producing  health^ 
which,  as  you  will  admit,  is  an  excellent  effect. 

Granted. 

And  if  you  were  to  ask  me,  what  is  the  result 
or  effect  of  architecture,  which  is  the  science  of 
building,  I  should  say  houses,  and  so  of  other 
arts,  which  all  have  their  different  results.  Now 
I  want  you,  Critias,  to  answer  a  similar  ques 
tion  about  temperance,  or  wisdom,  which,  ac 
cording  to  you,  is  the  science  of  itself.  Admit 
ting  this  view,  1  ask  of  you,  what  good  work, 
worthy  of  the  name  wise,  does  temperance  or 
wisdom,  which  is  the  science  of  itself,  effect? 
Answer  me. 

That  is  not  the  true  way  of  pursuing  the  en 
quiry,  Socrates,  he  said;  for  wisdom  is  not  like 
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the  other  sciences,  any  more  than  they  are  like 
one  another:  but  you  proceed  as  if  they  were 
alike.  For  tell  me,  he  said,  what  result  is  there 
of  computation  or  geometry,  in  the  same  sense 
as  a  house  is  the  result  of  building,  or  a  gar 
ment  of  weaving,  [166]  or  any  other  work  of 
any  other  art?  Can  you  show  me  any  such  re 
sult  of  them  ?  You  cannot. 

That  is  true,  I  said;  but  still  each  of  these 
sciences  has  a  subject  which  is  different  from 
the  science.  I  can  show  you  that  the  art  of  com 
putation  has  to  do  with  odd  and  even  numbers 
in  their  numerical  relations  to  themselves  and 
to  each  other.  Is  not  that  true? 
Yes,  he  said. 

And  the  odd  and  even  numbers  are  not  the 
same  with  the  art  of  computation?. 
They  are  not. 

The  art  of  weighing,  again,  has  to  do  with 
lighter  and  heavier;  but  the  art  of  weighing  is 
one  thing,  and  the  heavy  and  the  light  another. 
Do  you  admit  that? 
Yes. 

Now,  I  want  to  know,  what  is  that  which  is 
not  wisdom,  and  of  which  wisdom  is  the  sci 
ence? 

You  are  just  falling  into  the  old  error,  Socra 
tes,  he  said.  You  come  asking  in  what  wisdom 
or  temperance  differs  from  the  other  sciences, 
and  then  you  try  to  discover  some  respect  in 
which  they  are  alike;  but  they  are  not,  for  all 
the  other  sciences  are  of  something  else,  and 
not  of  themselves;  wisdom  alone  is  a  science  of 
other  sciences,  and  of  itself.  And  of  this,  as  I 
believe,  you  are  very  well  aware:  and  that  you 
are  only  doing  what  you  denied  that  you  were 
doing  just  now,  trying  to  refute  me,  instead  of 
pursuing  the  argument. 

And  what  if  I  am?  How  can  you  think  that 
I  have  anv  other  motive  in  refuting  you  but 
what  I  should  have  in  examining  into  myself? 
which  motive  would  be  just  a  fear  of  my  un 
consciously  fancying  that  I  knew  something  of 
which  I  was  ignorant.  And  at  this  moment  I 
pursue  the  argument  chiefly  for  my  own  sake, 
and  perhaps  in  some  degree  also  for  the  sake  of 
my  other  friends.  For  is  not  the  discovery  of 
things  as  they  truly  are,  a  good  common  to  all 
mankind? 

Yes,  certainly,  Socrates,  he  said. 
Then,  I  said,  be  cheerful,  sweet  sir,  and  give 
your  opinion  in  answer  to  the  question  which 
I  asked,  never  minding  whether  Critias  or  Soc 
rates  is  the  person  reiuted;  attend  only  to  the 
argument,  and  see  what  will  come  of  the  refu 
tation. 


I  think  that  you  are  right,  he  replied;  and  I 
will  do  as  you  say. 

Tell  me,  then,  I  said,  what  you  mean  to  affirm 
about  wisdom. 

I  mean  to  say  that  wisdom  is  the  only  science 
which  is  the  science  of  itself  as  well  as  of  the 
other  sciences. 

But  the  science  of  science,  I  said,  will  also  be 
the  science  of  the  absence  of  science. 
Very  true,  he  said. 

[i6j]  Then  the  wise  or  temperate  man,  and 
he  only,  will  know  himself,  and  be  able  to  ex 
amine  what  he  knows  or  does  not  know,  and 
to  see  what  others  know  and  think  that  they 
know  and  clo  really  know;  and  what  they  do 
not  know,  and  fancy  that  they  know,  when 
they  do  not.  No  other  person  will  be  able  to  do 
this.  And  this  is  wisdom  and  temperance  and 
self-knowledge—for  a  man  to  know  what  he 
knows,  and  what  he  does  not  know.  That  is 
your  meaning? 
Yes,  he  said. 

Now  then,  I  said,  making  an  offering  of  the 
third  or  last  argument  to  Zeus  the  Saviour,  let 
us  begin  again,  and  ask,  in  the  first  place, 
whether  it  is  or  is  not  possible  for  a  person  to 
know  that  he  knows  and  does  not  know  what 
he  knows  and  does  not  know;  and  in  the  second 
place,  whether,  if  perfectly  possible,  such  knowl 
edge  is  of  any  use. 

That  is  what  we  have  to  consider,  he  said. 
And  here,  Critias,  I  said,  I  hope  that  you  will 
find  a  way  out  of  a  difficulty  into  which  I  have 
got  myself.  Shall  I  tell  you  the  nature  of  the 
difficulty? 

By  all  means,  he  replied. 
Does  not  what  you  have  been  saying,  if  true, 
amount  to  this:  that  there  must  be  a  single 
science  which  is  wholly  a  science  of  itself  and 
of  other  sciences,  and  that  the  same  is  also  the 
science  of  the  absence  of  science? 
Yes. 

But  consider  how  monstrous  this  proposition 
is,  my  friend:  in  any  parallel  case,  the  impos 
sibility  will  be  transparent  to  you. 

How  is  that?  and  in  what  cases  do  you 
mean  ? 

In  such  cases  as  this:  Suppose  that  there  is  a 
kind  of  vision  which  is  not  like  ordinary  vision, 
but  a  vision  of  itself  and  of  other  sorts  of  vision, 
and  of  the  defect  of  them,  which  in  seeing  sees 
no  colour,  but  only  itself  and  oilier  sorts  of 
vision:  Do  you  think  that  there  is  such  a  kind 
of  vision? 
Certainly  not. 
Or  is  there  a  kind  of  hearing  which  hears  no 
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sound  at  all,  but  only  itself  and  other  sorts  of 
hearing,  or  the  defects  of  them? 

There  is  not. 

Or  take  all  the  senses:  can  you  imagine  that 
there  is  any  sense  of  itself  and  of  other  senses, 
but  which  is  incapable  of  perceiving  the  objects 
of  the  senses  ? 

I  think  not. 

Could  there  be  any  desire  which  is  not  the 
desire  of  any  pleasure,  but  of  itself,  and  of  all 
other  desires  ? 

Certainly  not. 

Or  can  you  imagine  a  wish  which  wishes  for 
no  good,  but  only  for  itself  and  all  other 
wishes  ? 

I  should  answer,  No. 

Or  would  you  say  that  there  is  a  love  which 
is  not  the  love  of  beauty,  but  of  itself  and  of 
other  loves? 

I  should  not. 

[168]  Or  did  you  ever  know  of  a  fear  which 
fears  itself  or  other  fears,  but  has  no  object  of 
fear? 

I  never  did,  he  said. 

Or  of  an  opinion  which  is  an  opinion  of  it 
self  and  of  other  opinions,  and  which  has  no 
opinion  on  the  subjects  of  opinion  in  general? 

Certainly  not. 

But  surely  we  are  assuming  a  science  of  this 
kind,  which,  having  no  subject-matter,  is  a  sci 
ence  of  itself  and  of  the  other  sciences? 

Yes,  that  is  what  is  affirmed. 

But  how  strange  is  this,  if  it  be  indeed  true: 
we  must  not  however  as  yet  absolutely  deny  the 
possibility  of  such  a  science;  let  us  rather  con 
sider  the  matter. 

You  are  quite  right. 

Well  then,  this  science  of  which  we  are 
speaking  is  a  science  of  something,  and  is  of  a 
nature  to  be  a  science  of  something? 

Yes. 

Just  as  that  which  is  greater  is  of  a  nature  to 
be  greater  than  something  else? 

Yes. 

Which  is  less,  if  the  other  is  conceived  to  be 
greater? 

To  be  sure. 

And  if  we  could  find  something  which  is  at 
once  greater  than  itself,  and  greater  than  other 
great  things,  but  not  greater  than  those  things 
in  comparison  of  which  the  others  are  greater, 
then  that  thing  would  have  the  property  of  be 
ing  greater  and  also  less  than  itself? 

That,  Socrates,  he  said,  is  the  inevitable  in 
ference. 

Or  if  there  be  a  double  which  is  double  of 


itself  and  of  other  doubles,  these  will  be  halves; 
for  the  double  is  relative  to  the  half? 

That  is  true. 

And  that  which  is  greater  than  itself  will  also 
be  less,  and  that  which  is  heavier  will  also  be 
lighter,  and  that  which  is  older  will  also  be 
younger:  and  the  same  of  other  things;  that 
which  has  a  nature  relative  to  self  will  retain 
also  the  nature  of  its  object:  I  mean  to  say,  for 
example,  that  hearing  is,  as  we  say,  of  sound  or 
voice.  Is  that  true? 

Yes. 

Then  if  hearing  hears  itself,  it  must  hear  a 
voice;  for  there  is  no  other  way  of  hearing. 

Certainly. 

And  sight  also,  my  excellent  friend,  if  it  sees 
itself  must  see  a  colour,  for  sight  cannot  see  that 
which  has  no  colour. 

No. 

Do  you  remark,  Critias,  that  in  several  of  the 
examples  which  have  been  recited  the  notion  of 
a  relation  to  self  is  altogether  inadmissible,  and 
in  other  cases  hardly  credible — inadmissible,  for 
example,  in  the  case  of  magnitudes,  numbers, 
and  the  like? 

Very  true. 

But  in  the  case  of  hearing  and  sight,  or  in  the 
power  of  self-motion,  and  the  power  of  heat  to 
burn,  this  relation  to  sell:  will  be  regarded  as 
incredible  by  some,  [i6g]  but  perhaps  not  by 
others.  And  some  great  man,  my  friend,  is 
wanted,  who  will  satisfactorily  determine  for 
us,  whether  there  is  nothing  which  has  an  in 
herent  property  of  relation  to  self,  or  some 
things  only  and  not  others;  and  whether  in  this 
class  of  self-related  things,  if  there  be  such  a 
class,  that  science  which  is  called  wisdom  or 
temperance  is  included.  I  altogether  distrust 
my  own  power  of  determining  these  matters: 
I  am  not  certain  whether  there  is  such  a  science 
of  science  at  all;  and  even  if  there  be,  I  should 
not  acknowledge  this  to  be  wisdom  or  temper 
ance,  until  I  can  also  see  whether  such  a  science 
would  or  would  not  do  us  any  good;  for  I  have 
an  impression  that  temperance  is  a  benefit  and 
a  good.  And  therefore,  O  son  of  Callaeschrus, 
as  you  maintain  that  temperance  or  wisdom  is 
a  science  of  science,  and  also  of  the  absence  of 
science,  I  will  request  you  to  show  in  the  first 
place,  as  I  was  saying  before,  the  possibility, 
and  in  the  second  place,  the  advantage,  of  such 
a  science;  and  then  perhaps  you  may  satisfy  me 
that  you  are  right  in  your  view  of  temperance. 

Critias  heard  me  say  this,  and  saw  that  I  was 
in  a  difficulty;  and  as  one  person  when  another 
yawns  in  his  presence  catches  the  infection  of 
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yawning  from  him,  so  did  he  seem  to  be  driven 
into  a  difficulty  by  my  difficulty.  But  as  he  had 
a  reputation  to  maintain.,  he  was  ashamed  to 
admit  before  the  company  that  he  could  not 
answer  my  challenge  or  determine  the  question 
at  issue;  and  he  made  an  unintelligible  attempt 
to  hide  his  perplexity.  In  order  that  the  argu 
ment  might  proceed,  I  said  to  him,  Well  then, 
Critias,  if  you  like,  let  us  assume  that  there  is 
this  science  of  science;  whether  the  assumption 
is  right  or  wrong  may  hereafter  be  investigat 
ed.  Admitting  the  existence  of  it,  will  you  tell 
me  how  such  a  science  enables  us  to  distinguish 
what  we  know  or  do  not  know,  which,  as  we 
were  saying,  is  self-knowledge  or  wisdom:  so 
we  were  saying? 

Yes,  Socrates,  he  said;  and  that  I  think  is  cer 
tainly  true:  for  he  who  has  this  science  or 
knowledge  which  knows  itself  will  become  like 
the  knowledge  which  he  has,  in  the  same  way 
that  he  who  has  swiftness  will  be  swift,  and  he 
who  has  beauty  will  be  beautiful,  and  he  who 
has  knowledge  will  know.  In  the  same  way  he 
who  has  that  knowledge  which  is  self-knowing, 
will  know  himself. 

I  do  not  doubt,  I  said,  that  a  man  will  know 
himself,  when  he  possesses  that  which  has  self- 
knowledge:  but  what  necessity  is  there  that, 
having  this,  he  should  know  what  he  knows 
and  what  he  does  not  know  ? 

[ijo]  Because,  Socrates,  they  are  the  same. 

Very  likely,  I  said;  but  I  remain  as  stupid 
as  ever;  for  still  I  fail  to  comprehend  how  this 
knowing  what  you  know  and  do  not  know  is 
the  same  as  the  knowledge  of  self. 

What  do  you  mean?  he  said. 

This  is  what  I  mean,  I  replied:  I  will  admit 
that  there  is  a  science  of  science;— can  this  do 
more  than  determine  that  of  two  things  one  is 
and  the  other  is  not  science  or  knowledge? 

No,  just  that. 

But  is  knowledge  or  want  of  knowledge  of 
health  the  same  as  knowledge  or  want  of  knowl 
edge  of  justice? 

Certainly  not. 

The  one  is  medicine,  and  the  other  is  poli 
tics;  whereas  that  of  which  we  are  speaking  is 
knowledge  pure  and  simple. 

Very  true. 

And  if  a  man  knows  only,  and  has  only 
knowledge  of  knowledge,  and  has  no  further 
knowledge  of  health  and  justice,  the  probabil 
ity  is  that  he  will  only  know  that  he  knows  some 
thing,  and  has  a  certain  knowledge,  whether 
concerning  himself  or  other  men. 

True. 


Then  how  will  this  knowledge  or  science 
teach  him  to  know  what  he  knows?  Say  that 
he  knows  health; — not  wisdom  or  temperance, 
but  the  art  of  medicine  has  taught  it  to  him; — 
and  he  has  learned  harmony  from  the  art  of 
music,  and  building  from  the  art  of  building, — 
neither,  from  wisdom  or  temperance:  and  the 
same  of  other  things. 

That  is  evident. 

How  will  wisdom,  regarded  only  as  a  knowl 
edge  of  knowledge  or  science  of  science,  ever 
teach  him  that  he  knows  health,  or  that  he 
knows  building? 

It  is  impossible. 

Then  he  who  is  ignorant  of  these  things  will 
only  know  that  he  knows,  but  not  what  he 
knows? 

True. 

Then  wisdom  or  being  wise  appears  to  be 
not  the  knowledge  of  the  things  which  we  do 
or  do  not  know,  but  only  the  knowledge  that 
we  know  or  do  not  know? 

That  is  the  inference. 

Then  he  who  has  this  knowledge  will  not  be 
able  to  examine  whether  a  pretender  knows 
or  does  not  know  that  which  he  says  that  he 
knows:  he  will  only  know  that  he  has  a  knowl 
edge  of  some  kind;  but  wisdom  will  not  show 
him  of  what  the  knowledge  is? 

Plainly  not. 

Neither  will  he  be  able  to  distinguish  the  pre 
tender  in  medicine  from  the  true  physician, 
nor  between  any  other  true  and  false  professor 
of  knowledge.  Let  us  consider  the  matter  in 
this  way:  If  the  wise  man  or  any  other  man 
wants  to  distinguish  the  true  physician  from, 
the  false,  how  will  he  proceed?  He  will  not  talk 
to  him  about  medicine;  and  that,  as  we  were 
saying,  is  the  only  thing  which  the  physician 
understands. 

True. 

And,  on  the  other  hand,  the  physician  knows 
nothing  of  science,  for  this  has  been  assumed 
to  be  the  province  of  wisdom. 

True. 

[iji]  And  further,  since  medicine  is  science, 
we  must  infer  that  he  does  not  know  anything 
of  medicine. 

Exactly. 

Then  the  wise  man  may  indeed  know  that  the 
physician  has  some  kind  of  science  or  knowl 
edge;  but  when  he  wants  to  discover  the  nature 
of  this  he  will  ask,  What  is  the  subject-matter? 
For  the  several  sciences  are  distinguished  not 
by  the  mere  fact  that  they  arc  sciences,  but  by 
the  nature  of  their  subjects.  Is  riot  that  true? 
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Quite  true. 

And  medicine  is  distinguished  from  other 
sciences  as  having  the  subject-matter  of  health 
and  disease? 

Yes. 

And  he  who  would  enquire  into  the  nature 
of  medicine  must  pursue  the  enquiry  into  health 
and  disease,  and  not  into  what  is  extraneous  ? 

True. 

And  he  who  judges  rightly  will  judge  of  the 
physician  as  a  physician  in  what  relates  to 
these? 

He  will. 

He  will  consider  whether  what  he  says  is 
true,  and  whether  what  he  does  is  right,  in  re 
lation  to  health  and  disease  ? 

He  will. 

But  can  any  one  attain  the  knowledge  of 
either  unless  he  have  a  knowledge  of  medicine? 

He  cannot. 

No  one  at  all,  it  would  seem,  except  the  phy 
sician  can  have  this  knowledge;  and  therefore 
not  the  wise  man;  he  would  have  to  be  a  phy 
sician  as  well  as  a  wise  man. 

Very  true. 

Then,  assuredly,  wisdom  or  temperance,  if 
only  a  science  of  science,  and  of  the  absence  of 
science  or  knowledge,  will  not  be  able  to  dis 
tinguish  the  physician  who  knows  from  one 
who  does  not  know  but  pretends  or  thinks  that 
he  knows,  or  any  other  professor  of  anything  at 
all;  like  any  other  artist,  he  will  only  know  his 
fellow  in  art  or  wisdom,  and  no  one  else. 

That  is  evident,  he  said.    , 

But  then  what  profit,  Crit!ias,  I  said,  is  there 
any  longer  in  wisdom  or  temperance  which  yet 
remains,  if  this  is  wisdom?  If,  indeed,  as  we 
were  supposing  at  first,  the  wise  man  had  been 
able  to  distinguish  what  he  knew  and  did  not 
know,  and  that  he  knew  the  one  and  did  not 
know  the  other,  and  to  recognize  a  similar  fac 
ulty  of  discernment  in  others,  there  would  cer 
tainly  have  been  a  great  advantage  in  being  wise; 
for  then  we  should  never  have  made  a  mistake, 
but  have  passed  through  life  the  unerring  guides 
of  ourselves  and  of  those  who  are  under  us;  and 
we  should  not  have  attempted  to  do  what  we 
did  not  know,  but  we  should  have  found  out 
those  who  knew,  and  have  handed  the  business 
over  to  them  and  trusted  in  them;  nor  should  we 
have  allowed  those  who  were  under  us  to  do 
anything  which  they  were  not  likely  to  do  well 
and  they  would  be  likely  to  do  well  just  that  of 
which  they  had  knowledge;  and  the  house  or 
state  which  was  ordered  or  administered  under 
the  guidance  of  wisdom,  and  everything  else  of 


which  wisdom  was  the  lord,  would  have  been 
well  ordered;  for  truth  guiding,  and  error  hav 
ing  been  eliminated,  [172]  in  all  their  doings, 
men  would  have  done  well,  and  would  have 
been  happy.  Was  not  this,  Critias,  what  we 
spoke  of  as  the  great  advantage  of  wisdom — 
to  know  what  is  known  and  what  is  unknown 
to  us? 

Very  true,  he  said. 

And  now  you  perceive,  I  said,  that  no  such 
science  is  to  be  found  anywhere. 

I  perceive,  he  said. 

May  we  assume  then,  I  said,  that  wisdom, 
viewed  in  this  new  light  merely  as  a  knowledge 
of  knowledge  and  ignorance,  has  this  advan 
tage: — that  he  who  possesses  such  knowledge 
will  more  easily  learn  any  thing  which  he  learns; 
and  that  everything  will  be  clearer  to  him,  be 
cause,  in  addition  to  the  knowledge  of  individ 
uals,  he  sees  the  science,  and  this  also  will  bet 
ter  enable  him  to  test  the  knowledge  which 
others  have  of  what  he  knows  himself;  whereas 
the  enquirer  who  is  without  this  knowledge 
may  be  supposed  to  have  a  feebler  and  weaker 
insight?  Are  not  these,  my  friend,  the  real  ad 
vantages  which  are  to  be  gained  from  wisdom? 
And  are  not  we  looking  and  seeking  after 
something  more  than  is  to  be  found  in  her? 

That  is  very  likely,  he  said. 

That  is  very  likely,  I  said;  and  very  likely,  too, 
we  have  been  enquiring  to  no  purpose;  as  I  am 
led  to  infer,  because  I  observe  that  if  this  is  wis 
dom,  some  strange  consequences  would  follow. 
Let  us,  if  you  please,  assume  the  possibility  of 
this  science  of  sciences,  and  further  admit  and 
allow,  as  was  originally  suggested,  that  wisdom 
is  the  knowledge  of  what  we  know  and  do  not 
know.  Assuming  all  this,  still,  upon  further 
consideration,  I  am  doubtful,  Critias,  whether 
wisdom,  such  as  this,  would  do  us  much  good. 
For  we  were  wrong,  I  think,  in  supposing,  as 
we  were  saying  just  now,  that  such  wisdom 
ordering  the  government  of  house  or  state 
would  be  a  great  benefit. 

How  so?  he  said. 

Why,  I  said,  we  were  far  too  ready  to  admit 
the  great  benefits  which  mankind  would  ob 
tain  from  their  severally  doing  the  things  which 
they  knew,  and  committing  the  things  of  which 
they  are  ignorant  to  those  who  were  better  ac 
quainted  with  them. 

Were  we  not  right  in  making  that  admission  ? 

I  think  not. 

How  very  strange,  Socrates! 

By  the  dog  of  Egypt,  I  said,  there  I  agree  with 
you;  and  I  was  thinking  as  much  just  now 
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when  I  said  that  strange  consequences  would 
follow,  and  that  I  was  afraid  we  were  on  the 
wrong  track;  for  however  ready  we  may  be  to 
admit  that  this  is  wisdom,  [173]  I  certainly 
cannot  make  out  what  good  this  sort  of  thing 
does  to  us. 

What  do  you  mean?  he  said;  I  wish  that  you 
could  make  me  understand  what  you  mean. 

I  dare  say  that  what  I  am  saying  is  nonsense, 
I  replied;  and  yet  if  a  man  has  any  feeling  of 
what  is  due  to  himself,  he  cannot  let  the 
thought  which  comes  into  his  mind  pass  away 
unheeded  and  unexamined. 
I  like  that,  he  said. 

Hear,  then,  I  said,  my  own  dream;  whether 
coming  through  the  horn  or  the  ivory  gate,  I 
cannot  tell.  The  dream  is  this:  Let  us  suppose 
that  wisdom  is  such  as  we  are  now  defining, 
and  that  she  has  absolute  sway  over  us;  then 
each  action  will  be  done  according  to  the  arts 
or  sciences,  and  no  one  professing  to  be  a  pilot 
when  he  is  not,  or  any  physician  or  general,  or 
any  one  else  pretending  to  know  matters  of 
which  he  is  ignorant,  will  deceive  or  elude  us; 
our  health  will  be  improved;  our  safety  at  sea, 
and  also  in  battle,  will  be  assured;  our  coats  and 
shoes,  and  all  other  instruments  and  implements 
will  be  skilfully  made,  because  the  workmen 
will  be  good  and  true.  Aye,  and  if  you  please, 
you  may  suppose  that  prophecy,  which  is  the 
knowledge  of  the  future,  will  be  under  the  con 
trol  of  wisdom,  and  that  she  will  deter  deceivers 
and  set  up  the  true  prophets  in  their  place  as 
the  revealers  of  the  future.  Now  I  quite  agree 
that  mankind,  thus  provided,  would  live  and 
act  according  to  knowledge,  for  wisdom  would 
watch  and  prevent  ignorance  from  intruding  on 
us.  But  whether  by  acting  according  to  knowl 
edge  we  shall  act  well  and  be  happy,  my  dear 
Critias, — this  is  a  point  which  we  have  not  yet 
been  able  to  determine. 

Yet  I  think,  he  replied,  that  if  you  discard 
knowledge,  you  will  hardly  find  the  crown  of 
happiness  in  anything  else. 

But  of  what  is  this  knowledge?  I  said.  Just 
answer  me  that  small  question.  Do  you  mean 
a  knowledge  of  shoemaking? 
God  forbid. 

Or  of  working  in  brass? 
Certainly  not. 

Or  in  wool,  or  wood,  or  any  thing  of  that  sort? 
No,  I  do  not. 

Then,  I  said,  we  are  giving  up  the  doctrine 
that  he  who  lives  according  to  knowledge  is 
happy,  for  these  live  according  to  knowledge, 
and  yet  they  arc  not  gljowedi  by  you  to  b<? 


happy;  but  I  think  that  you  mean  to  confine 
happiness  to  particular  individuals  who  live  ac 
cording  to  knowledge,  [174]  such  for  example 
as  the  prophet,  who,  as  I  was  saying,  knows  the 
future.  Is  it  of  him  you  are  speaking  or  of  some 
one  else? 

Yes,  I  mean  him,  but  there  are  others  as  well. 
Yes,  I  said,  some  one  who  knows  the  past 
and  present  as  well  as  the  future,  and  is  igno 
rant  of  nothing.  Let  us  suppose  that  there  is 
such  a  person,  and  if  there  is,  you  will  allow 
that  he  is  the  most  knowing  of  all  living  men. 
Certainly  he  is. 

Yet  I  should  like  to  know  one  thing  more: 
which  of  the  different  kinds  of  knowledge 
makes  him  happy?  or  do  all  equally  make  him 
happy  ? 

Not  all  equally.,  he  replied. 
But  which  most  tends  to  make  him  happy? 
the  knowledge  of  what  past,  present,  or  future 
thing?  May  I  infer  this  to  be  the  knowledge  of 
the  game  of  draughts? 
Nonsense  about  the  game  of  draughts. 
Or  of  computation? 
No. 

Or  of  health? 

That  is  nearer  the  truth,  he  said, 
And  that  knowledge  which  is  nearest  of  all, 
I  said,  is  the  knowledge  of  what? 

The  knowledge  with  which  he  discerns  good 
and  evil 

Monster!  I  said;  you  have  been  carrying  me 
round  in  a  circle,  and  all  this  time  hiding  from 
me  the  fact  that  the  life  according  to  knowl 
edge  is  not  that  which  makes  men  act  rightly 
and  be  happy,  not  even  if  knowledge  include 
all  the  sciences,  but  one  science  only,  that  of 
good  and  evil.  For,  let  me  ask  you,  Critias, 
whether,  if  you  take  away  this,  medicine  will 
not  equally  give  health,  and  shoemaking  equal 
ly  produce  shoes,  and  the  art  of  the  weaver 
clothes?— whether  the  art  of  the  pilot  will  not 
equally  save  our  lives  at  sea,  and  the  art  of  the 
general  in  war? 
Quite  so. 

And  yet,  my  dear  Critias,  none  of  these 
things  will  be  well  or  beneficially  done,  if  the 
science  of  the  good  be  wanting. 
True. 

But  that  science  is  not  wisdom  or  temper 
ance,  but  a  science  of  human  advantage;  not  a 
science  of  other  sciences,  or  of  ignorance,  but 
of  good  and  evil:  and  if  this  be  of  use,  then 
wisdom  or  temperance  will  not  be  of  use, 

And  why,  he  replied,  will  not  wisdom  be  of 
use?  For,  however  much  we  assume  that  wis- 
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dom  is  a  science  of  sciences,  and  has  a  sway  over 
other  sciences,  surely  she  will  have  this  particu 
lar  science  of  the  good  under  her  control,  and 
in  this  way  will  benefit  us. 

And  will  wisdom  give  health?  I  said;  is  not 
this  rather  the  effect  of  medicine?  Or  does 
wisdom  do  the  work  of  any  of  the  other  arts, — 
do  they  not  each  of  them  do  their  own  work? 
Have  we  not  long  ago  asseverated  that  wisdom 
is  only  the  knowledge  of  knowledge  and  of 
ignorance,  and  of  nothing  else? 

That  is  obvious. 

Then  wisdom  will  not  be  the  producer  of 
health. 

Certainly  not. 

The  art  of  health  is  different. 

Yes,  different. 

[175]  Nor  does  wisdom  give  advantage,  my 
good  friend;  for  that  again  we  have  just  now 
been  attributing  to  another  art. 

Very  true. 

How  then  can  wisdom  be  advantageous, 
when  giving  no  advantage? 

That,  Socrates,  is  certainly  inconceivable. 

You  see  then,  Critias,  that  I  was  not  far 
wrong  in  fearing  that  I  could  have  no  sound 
notion  about  wisdom;  I  was  quite  right  in  de 
preciating  myself;  for  that  which  is  admitted 
to  be  the  best  of  all  things  would  never  have 
seemed  to  us  useless,  if  I  had  been  good  for  any 
thing  at  an  enquiry.  But  now  I  have  been  ut 
terly  defeated,  and  have  failed  to  discover  what 
that  is  to  which  the  imposer  of  names  gave  this 
name  of  temperance  or  wisdom.  And  yet  many 
more  admissions  were  made  by  us  than  could 
be  fairly  granted;  for  we  admitted  that  there 
was  a  science  of  science,  although  the  argu 
ment  said  No,  and  protested  against  us;  and 
we  admitted  further,  that  this  science  knew  the 
works  of  the  other  sciences  (although  this  too 
was  denied  by  the  argument),  because  we 
wanted  to  show  that  the  wise  man  had  knowl 
edge  oC  what  he  knew  and  did  not  know;  also 
we  nobly  disregarded,  and  never  even  consid 
ered,  the  impossibility  oC  a  man  knowing  in  a 
sort  of  way  that  which  he  docs  not  know  at  all; 
for  our  assumption  was,  that  he  knows  that 
which  he  docs  not  know;  than  which  nettling, 
as  I  think,  can  be  more  irrational.  And  yet, 
after  finding  us  so  easy  and  good-natured,  the 
enquiry  is  still  unable  to  discover  the  truth; 
but  mocks  us  to  a  degree,  and  has  gone  out  of 
its  way  to  prove  the  inutility  of  that  which  we 
admitted  only  by  a  sort  of  supposition  and  fic 
tion,  to  be  the  true  definition  of  temperance  or 
wisdom:  which  result,  as  far  as  I  am  con 


cerned,  is  not  so  much  to  be  lamented,  I  said. 
But  for  your  sake,  Charmides,  I  am  very  sorry 
— that  you,  having  such  beauty  and  such  wis 
dom  and  temperance  of  soul,  should  have  no 
profit  or  good  in  life  from  your  wisdom  and 
temperance.  And  still  more  am  I  grieved  about 
the  charm  which  I  learned  with  so  much  pain, 
and  to  so  little  profit,  from  the  Thracian,  for 
the  sake  of  a  thing  which  is  nothing  worth.  I 
think  indeed  that  there  is  a  mistake,  and  that  I 
must  be  a  bad  enquirer,  for  wisdom  or  temper 
ance  I  believe  to  be  really  a  great  good;  and 
happy  are  you,  Charmides,  if  you  certainly  pos 
sess  it.  Wherefore  examine  yourself,  [ij6]  and 
see  whether  you  have  this  gift  and  can  do  with 
out  the  charm;  for  if  you  can,  I  would  rather 
advise  you  to  regard  me  simply  as  a  fool  who  is 
never  able  to  reason  out  anything;  and  to  rest 
assured  that  the  more  wise  and  temperate  you 
are,  the  happier  you  will  be. 

Charmides  said:  I  am  sure  that  I  do  not  know, 
Socrates,  whether  I  have  or  have  not  this  gift  of 
wisdom  and  temperance;  for  how  can  I  know 
whether  I  have  a  thing,  of  which  even  you  and 
Critias  are,  as  you  say,  unable  to  discover  the 
nature? — (not  that  I  believe  you.)  And  further, 
I  am  sure,  Socrates,  that  1  do  need  the  charm, 
and  as  far  as  I  am  concerned,  I  shall  be  willing 
to  be  charmed  by  you  daily,  until  you  say  that 
I  have  had  enough. 

Very  good,  Charmides,  said  Critias;  if  you 
do  this  I  shall  have  a  proof  of  your  temperance, 
that  is,  if  you  allow  yourself  to  be  charmed  by 
Socrates,  and  never  desert  him  at  all. 

You  may  depend  on  my  following  and  not 
deserting  him,  said  Charmides:  if  you  who  are 
my  guardian  command  me,  I  should  be  very 
wrong  not  to  obey  you. 

And  I  do  command  you,  he  said. 

Then  I  will  do  as  you  say,  and  begin  this 
very  day. 

You  sirs,  I  said,  what  are  you  conspiring 
about  ? 

We  are  not  conspiring,  said  Charmides,  we 
have  conspired  already. 

And  are  you  about  to  use  violence,  without 
even  going  through  the  forms  of  justice? 

Yes,  I  shall  use  .violence,  he  replied,  since  he 
orders  me;  and  therefore  you  had  better  consid 
er  well. 

But  the  time  for  consideration  has  passed,  I 
said,  when  violence  is  employed;  and  you,  when 
you  arc  determined  on  anything,  and  in  the 
mood  of  violence,  are  irresistible. 

Do  not  you  resist  me  then,  he  said. 

I  will  not  resist  you3 1  replied. 


LYSIS,  or  Friendship 
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[203]  I  WAS  going  from  the  Academy  straight 
to  the  Lyceum,  intending  to  take  the  outer 
road,  which  is  close  under  the  wall.  When  I 
came  to  the  postern  gate  of  the  city,  which  is 
by  the  fountain  of  Panops,  I  fell  in  with  Hippo 
thales,  the  son  of  Hieronymus,  and  Ctesippus 
the  Paeanian,  and  a  company  of  young  men 
who  were  standing  with  them.  Hippothales, 
seeing  me  approach,  asked  whence  I  came  and 
whither  I  was  going. 

I  am  going,  I  replied,  from  the  Academy 
straight  to  the  Lyceum. 

Then  come  straight  to  us,  he  said,  and  put  in 
here;  you  may  as  well. 

Who  are  you,  I  said;  and  where  am  I  to 
come? 

He  showed  rne  an  enclosed  space  and  an 
open  door  over  against  the  wall.  And  there,  he 
said,  is  the  building  at  which  we  all  meet:  and 
a  goodly  company  we  are. 

And  what  is  this  building,  I  asked;  and  what 
sort  of  entertainment  have  you? 

[204]  The  building,  he  replied,  is  a  newly- 
erected  Palaestra;  and  the  entertainment  is  gen 
erally  conversation,  to  which  you  are  welcome. 

Thank  you,  I  said;  and  is  there  any  teacher 
there? 

Yes,  he  said,  your  old  friend  and  admirer, 
Miccus. 

Indeed,  I  replied;  he  is  a  very  eminent  pro 
fessor. 

Are  you  disposed,  he  said,  to  go  with  me  and 
see  them? 

Yes,  I  said;  but  I  should  like  to  know  first, 
what  is  expected  of  me,  and  who  is  the  favour 
ite  among  you? 


Some  persons  have  one  favourite,  Socrates, 
and  some  another,  he  said. 

And  who  is  yours?  I  asked:  tell  me  that,  Hip 
pothales. 

At  this  he  blushed;  and  I  said  to  him,  O  Hip 
pothales,  thou  son  of  Hieronymus!  do  not  say 
that  you  are,  or  that  you  are  not,  in  love;  the 
confession  is  too  late;  for  i  see  that  you  are  not 
only  in  love,  but  are  already  far  gone  in  your 
love.  Simple  and  foolish  as  I  am,  the  Gods  have 
given  me  the  power  of  understanding  affec 
tions  of  this  kind. 

Whereupon  he  blushed  more  and  more. 

Ctesippus  said:  I  like  to  see  you  blushing, 
Hippothales,  and  hesitating  to  tell  Socrates  the 
name;  when,  if  he  were  with  you  but  for  a  very 
short  time,  you  would  have  plagued  him  to 
death  by  talking  about  nothing  else.  Indeed, 
Socrates,  he  has  literally  deafened  us,  and 
stopped  our  ears  with  the  praises  of  Lysis;  and 
if  he  is  a  little  intoxicated,  there  is  every  likeli 
hood  that  we  may  have  our  sleep  murdered 
with  a  cry  of  Lysis.  His  performances  in  prose 
are  bad  enough,  but  nothing  at  all  in  compari 
son  with  his  verse;  and  when  he  drenches  us 
with  his  poems  and  other  compositions,  it  is 
really  too  bad;  and  worse  still  is  his  manner  of 
singing  them  to  his  love;  he  has  a  voice  which 
is  truly  appalling,  and  we  cannot  help  hearing 
him:  and  now  having  a  question  put  to  him  by 
you,  behold  he  is  blushing. 

Who  is  Lysis?  I  said:  I  suppose  that  he  must 
be  young;  for  the  name  does  not  recall  any  one 
to  me, 

Why,  he  said,  his  father  being  a  very  well- 
known  man,  he  retains  his  patronymic,  and  is 
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not  as  yet  commonly  called  by  his  own  name; 
but,  although  you  do  not  know  his  name,  I  am 
sure  that  you  must  know  his  face,  for  that  is 
quite  enough  to  distinguish  him. 
But  tell  me  whose  son  he  is,  I  said. 
He  is  the  eldest  son  of  Democrates,  of  the 
deme  of  Aexone. 

Ah,  Hippothales,  I  said;  what  a  noble  and 
really  perfect  love  you  have  found!  I  wish  that 
you  would  favour  me  with  the  exhibition 
which  you  have  been  making  to  the  rest  of  the 
company,  and  then  I  shall  be  able  to  judge 
whether  you  know  what  a  lover  ought  to  say 
7*2057  about  his  love,  either  to  the  youth  him 
self,  or  to  others. 

Nay,  Socrates,  he  said;  you  surely  do  not  at 
tach  any  importance  to  what  he  is  saying. 

Do  you  mean,  I  said,  that  you  disown  the  love 
of  the  person  whom  he  says  that  you  love? 

No;  but  I  deny  that  I  make  verses  or  address 
compositions  to  him. 

He  is  not  in  his  right  mind,  said  Ctesippus; 
he  is  talking  nonsense,  and  is  stark  mad. 

O  Hippothales,  I  said,  if  you  have  ever  made 
any  verses  or  songs  in  honour  of  your  favourite, 
I  do  not  want  to  hear  them;  but  I  want  to  know 
the  purport  of  them,  that  I  maybe  able  to  judge 
of  your  mode  of  approaching  your  fair  one. 

Ctesippus  will  be  able  to  tell  you,  he  said;  for 
if,  as  he  avers,  the  sound  of  my  words  is  always 
dinning  in  his  ears,  he  must  have  a  very  ac 
curate  knowledge  and  recollection  of  them. 

Yes,  indeed,  said  Ctesippus;  I  know  only  too 
well;  and  very  ridiculous  the  tale  is:  for  al 
though  he  is  a  lover,  and  very  devotedly  in 
love,  he  has  nothing  particular  to  talk  about  to 
his  beloved  which  a  child  might  not  say.  Now 
is  not  that  ridiculous?  He  can  only  speak  of  the 
wealth  of  Democrates,  which  the  whole  city 
celebrates,  and  grandfather  Lysis,  and  the  other 
ancestors  of  the  youth,  and  their  stud  of  horses, 
and  their  victory  at  the  Pythian  games,  and  at 
the  Isthmus,  and  at  Ncmea  with  four  horses 
and  single  horses — these  are  the  tales  which  he 
composes  and  repeats.  And  there  is  greater 
twaddle  still  Only  the  day  before  yesterday  he 
made  a  poem  in  which  he  described  the  enter 
tainment  of  Heracles,  who  was  a  connexion  of 
the  family,  setting  forth  how  in  virtue  of  this 
relationship  he  was  hospitably  received  by  an 
ancestor  of  Lysis;  this  ancestor  was  himself  be 
gotten  of  Zeus  by  the  daughter  oC  the  founder 
of  the  deme.  And  these  are  the  sort  of  old 
wives'  talcs  which  he  sings  and  recites  to  us, 
and  we  are  obliged  to  listen  to  him. 
When  I  heard  this,  I  said:  O  ridiculous  Hip 


pothales!  how  can  you  be  making  and  singing 
hymns  in  honour  of  yourself  before  you  have 
won? 

But  my  songs  and  verses,  he  said,  are  not  in 
honour  of  myself,  Socrates. 
You  think  not?  I  said. 
Nay,  but  what  do  you  think?  he  replied. 
Most  assuredly,  I  said,  those  songs  are  all  in 
your  own  honour;  for  if  you  win  your  beauti 
ful  love,  your  discourses  and  songs  will  be  a  glory 
to  you,  and  may  be  truly  regarded  as  hymns  of 
praise  composed  in  honour  of  you  who  have 
conquered  and  won  such  a  love;  but  if  he  slips 
away  from  you,  the  more  you  have  praised  him, 
the  more  ridiculous  you  will  look  at  having  lost 
this  fairest  and  best  of  blessings;  [206]  and 
therefore  the  wise  lover  does  not  praise  his  be 
loved  until  he  has  won  him,  because  he  is  afraid 
of  accidents.  There  is  also  another  danger;  the 
fair,  when  any  one  praises  or  magnifies  them, 
are  filled  with  the  spirit  of  pride  and  vain-glory. 
Do  you  not  agree  with  me? 
Yes,  he  said. 

And  the  more  vain-glorious  they  are,  the 
more  difficult  is  the  capture  of  them? 
I  believe  you. 

What  should  you  say  of  a  hunter  who  fright 
ened  away  his  prey,  and  made  the  capture  of 
the  animals  which  he  is  hunting  more  difficult? 
He  would  be  a  bad  hunter,  undoubtedly. 
Yes;  and  if,  instead  of  soothing  them,  he 
were  to  infuriate  them  with  words  and  songs, 
that  would  show  a  great  want  of  wit:  do  you  not 
agree. 
Yes. 

And  now  reflect,  Hippothales,  and  see  wheth 
er  you  are  not  guilty  of  all  these  errors  in  writ 
ing  poetry.  For  I  can  hardly  suppose  that  you 
will  affirm  a  man  to  be  a  good  poet  who  in 
jures  himself  by  his  poetry. 

Assuredly  nota  he  said;  such  a  poet  would  be 
a  fool.  And  this  is  the  reason  why  1  take  you 
into  my  counsels,  Socrates,  and  I  shall  be  glad 
of  any  further  advice  which  you  may  have  to 
ofler.  Will  you  tell  me  by  what  words  or  ac 
tions  I  may  become  endeared  to  my  love? 

That  is  not  easy  to  determine,  I  said;  but  if 
you  will  bring  your  love  to  me,  and  will  let  me 
talk  with  him,  I  may  perhaps  be  able  to  show 
you  how  to  converse  with  him,  instead  oi  sing 
ing  and  reciting  in  the  fashion  of  which  you  are 
accused. 

There  will  be  no  difficulty  in  bringing  him, 
he  replied;  if  you  will  only  go  with  Ctesippus 
into  the  Palaestra,  and  sit  clown  and  talk,  1  be 
lieve  that  he  will  come  of  his  own  accord;  for 
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he  is  fond  of  listening,  Socrates.  And  as  this  is 
the  festival  of  the  Hermaea,  the  young  men 
and  boys  are  all  together,  and  there  is  no  sepa 
ration  between  them.  He  will  be  sure  to  come: 
but  if  he  does  not,  Ctesippus  with  whom  he  is 
familiar,  and  whose  relation  Menexenus  is  his 
great  friend,  shall  call  him. 

That  will  be  the  way,  I  said.  Thereupon  I  led 
Ctesippus  into  the  Palaestra,  and  the  rest  fol 
lowed. 

Upon  entering  we  found  that  the  boys  had 
just  been  sacrificing;  and  this  part  of  the  festi 
val  was  nearly  at  an  end.  They  were  all  in  their 
white  array,  and  games  at  dice  were  going  on 
among  them.  Most  of  them  were  in  the  outer 
court  amusing  themselves;  but  some  were  in  a 
corner  of  the  Apodyterium  playing  at  odd  and 
even  with  a  number  of  dice,  which  they  took 
out  of  little  wicker  baskets.  There  was  also  a 
circle  of  lookers-on;  among  them  was  Lysis.  He 
was  standing  with  the  other  boys  and  youths, 
[zoj]  having  a  crown  upon  his  head,  like  a  fair 
vision,  and  not  less  worthy  of  praise  for  his  good 
ness  than  for  his  beauty.  We  left  them,  and 
went  over  to  the  opposite  side  of  the  room, 
where,  finding  a  quiet  place,  we  sat  down;  and 
then  we  began  to  talk.  This  attracted  Lysis,  who 
was  constantly  turning  round  to  look  at  us — 
he  was  evidently  wanting  to  come  to  us.  For  a 
time  he  hesitated  and  had  not  the  courage  to 
come  alone;  but  first  of  all,  his  friend  Menexen 
us,  leaving  his  play,  entered  the  Palaestra  from 
the  court,  and  when  he  saw  Ctesippus  and  my 
self,  was  going  to  take  a  seat  by  us;  and  then 
Lysis,  seeing  him,  followed,  and  sat  down  by 
his  side;  and  the  other  boys  joined.  I  should  ob 
serve  that  Hippothales,  when  he  saw  the  crowd, 
got  behind  them,  where  he  thought  that  he 
would  be  out  of  sight  of  Lysis,  lest  he  should 
anger  him;  and  there  he  stood  and  listened. 

I  turned  to  Menexenus,  and  said:  Son  of  De- 
mophon,  which  of  you  two  youths  is  the  elder? 

That  is  a  matter  of  dispute  between  us?  he 
said. 

And  which  is  the  nobler?  Is  that  also  a  mat 
ter  of  dispute? 

Yes,  certainly. 

And  another  disputed  point  is,  which  is  the 
fairer? 

The  two  boys  laughed. 

I  shall  not  ask  which  is  the  richer  of  the  two, 
I  said;  for  you  are  friends,  are  you  not? 

Certainly,  they  replied. 

And  friends  have  all  things  in  common,  so 
that  one  of  you  can  be  no  richer  than  the  other, 
if  you  say  truly  that  you  are  friends. 


They  assented.  I  was  about  to  ask  which  was 
the  juster  of  the  two,  and  which  was  the  wiser 
of  the  two;  but  at  this  moment  Menexenus  was 
called  away  by  some  one  who  came  and  said 
that  the  gymnastic-master  wanted  him.  I  sup 
posed  that  he  had  to  offer  sacrifice.  So  he  went 
away,  and  I  asked  Lysis  some  more  questions. 
I  dare  say,  Lysis,  I  said.,  that  your  father  and 
mother  love  you  very  much. 

Certainly,  he  said. 

And  they  would  wish  you  to  be  perfectly 
happy. 

Yes. 

But  do  you  think  that  any  one  is  happy  who 
is  in  the  condition  of  a  slave,  and  who  cannot 
do  what  he  likes  ? 

I  should  think  not  indeed,  he  said. 

And  if  your  father  and  mother  love  you,  and 
desire  that  you  should  be  happy,  no  one  can 
doubt  that  they  are  very  ready  to  promote  your 
happiness. 

Certainly,  he  replied. 

And  do  they  then  permit  you  to  do  what  you 
like,  and  never  rebuke  you  or  hinder  you  from 
doing  what  you  desire? 

Yes,  indeed,  Socrates;  there  are  a  great  many 
things  which  they  hinder  me  from  doing. 

What  do  you  mean?  I  said.  Do  they  want  you 
to  be  happy,  and  yet  hinder  you  from  doing 
what  you  like?  [208]  For  example,  il:  you  want 
to  mount  one  of  your  father's  chariots,  and  take 
the  reins  at  a  race,  they  will  not  allow  you  to 
do  so — they  will  prevent  you  ? 

Certainly,  he  said,  they  will  not  allow  me  to 
do  so. 

Whom  then  will  they  allow? 

There  is  a  charioteer,  whom  my  father  pays 
for  driving. 

And  do  they  trust  a  hireling  more  than  you  ? 
and  may  he  do  what  he  likes  with  the  horses? 
and  do  they  pay  him  for  this? 

They  do. 

But  1  dare  say  that  you  may  take  the  whip 
and  guide  the  mule-cart  if  you  like;— -they  will 
permit  that? 

Permit  me!  indeed  they  will  not* 

Then,  1  said,  may  no  one  use  the  whip  to  the 
mules  ? 

Yes,  he  said,  the  muleteer. 

And  is  he  a  slave  or  a  free  man? 

A  slave,  he  said. 

And  do  they  esteem  a  slave  of  more  value 
than  you  who  are  their  sou?  Ami  do  they  en 
trust  their  property  to  him  rather  than  to  you? 
and  allow  him  to  do  what  he  likes,  when  they 
prohibit  you?  Answer  me  now;  Are  you  your 
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own  master,  or  do  they  not  even  allow  that? 

Nay,  he  said;  of  course  they  do  not  allow  it. 

Then  you  have  a  master? 

Yes,  my  tutor;  there  he  is. 

And  is  he  a  slave? 

To  be  sure;  he  is  our  slave,  he  replied. 

Surely,  I  said,  this  is  a  strange  thing,  that  a 
free  man  should  be  governed  by  a  slave.  And 
what  does  he  do  with  you? 

He  takes  me  to  my  teachers. 

You  do  not  mean  to  say  that  your  teachers 
also  rule  over  you? 

Of  course  they  do. 

Then  I  must  say  that  your  father  is  pleased 
to  inflict  many  lords  and  masters  on  you.  But  at 
any  rate  when  you  go  home  to  your  mother,  she 
will  let  you  have  your  own  way,  and  will  not  in 
terfere  with  your  happiness;  her  wool,  or  the 
piece  of  cloth  which  she  is  weaving,  are  at  your 
disposal:  I  am  sure  that  there  is  nothing  to  hin 
der  you  from  touching  her  wooden  spathe,  or 
her  comb,  or  any  other  of  her  spinning  imple 
ments. 

Nay,  Socrates,  he  replied,  laughing;  not  only 
does  she  hinder  me,  but  I  should  be  beaten  if  I 
were  to  touch  one  of  them. 

Well,  I  said,  this  is  amazing.  And  did  you 
ever  behave  ill  to  your  father  or  your  mother? 

No,  indeed,  he  replied. 

But  why  then  are  they  so  terribly  anxious  to 
prevent  you  from  being  happy,  and  doing  as 
you  like? — keeping  you  all  day  long  in  sub 
jection  to  another,  and,  in  a  word,  doing  noth 
ing  which  you  desire;  [209]  so  that  you  have 
no  good,  as  would  appear,  out  of  their  great  pos 
sessions,  which  are  under  the  control  of  any 
body  rather  than  of  you,  and  have  no  use  of  your 
own  fair  person,  which  is  tended  and  taken 
care  of  by  another;  while  you,  Lysis,  are  master 
of  nobody,  and  can  do  nothing? 

Why,  he  said,  Socrates,  the  reason  is  that  I  am 
not  of  age. 

I  doubt  whether  that  is  the  real  reason,  I  said; 
for  I  should  imagine  that  your  father  Democra- 
tes,  and  your  mother,  do  permit  you  to  do  many 
things  already,  and  clo  not  wait  until  you  are  of 
age:  for  example,  if  they  want  anything  read  or 
written,  you,  I  presume,  would  be  the  first  per 
son  in  the  house  who  is  summoned  by  them. 

Very  true. 

And  you  would  be  allowed  to  write  or  read 
the  letters  in  any  order  which  you  please,  or  to 
take  up  the  lyre  and  tune  the  notes,  and  play 
with  the  fingers,  or  strike  with  the  plectrum, 
exactly  as  you  please,  and  neither  father  nor 
mother  would  interfere  with  you. 


That  is  true,  he  said. 

Then  what  can  be  the  reason,  Lysis,  I  said, 
why  they  allow  you  to  do  the  one  and  not  the 
other? 

I  suppose,  he  said,  because  I  understand  the 
one,  and  not  the  other. 

Yes,  my  dear  youth,  I  said,  the  reason  is  not 
any  deficiency  of  years,  but  a  deficiency  of 
knowledge;  and  whenever  your  father  thinks 
that  you  are  wiser  than  he  is,  he  will  instantly 
commit  himself  and  his  possessions  to  you. 

I  think  so. 

Aye,  I  said;  and  about  your  neighbour,  too, 
does  not  the  same  rule  hold  as  about  your 
father?  If  he  is  satisfied  that  you  know  more 
of  housekeeping  than  he  does,  will  he  continue 
to  administer  his  affairs  himself,  or  will  he  com 
mit  them  to  you  ? 

I  think  that  he  will  commit  them  to  me. 

Will  not  the  Athenian  people,  too,  entrust 
their  affairs  to  you  when  they  see  that  you  have 
wisdom  enough  to  manage  them? 

Yes. 

And  oh!  let  rne  put  another  case,  I  said: 
There  is  the  great  king,  and  he  has  an  eldest 
son,  who  is  the  Prince  of  Asia;-— suppose  that 
you  and  I  go  to  him  and  establish  to  his  satis 
faction  that  we  are  better  cooks  than  his  son, 
will  he  not  entrust  to  us  the  prerogative  of 
making  soup,  and  putting  in  anything  that  we 
like  while  the  pot  is  boiling,  rather  than  to  the 
Prince  of  Asia,  who  is  his  son? 

To  us,  clearly. 

And  we  shall  be  allowed  to  throw  in  salt  by 
handfuls,  whereas  the  son  will  not  be  allowed 
to  put  in  as  much  as  he  can  take  up  between 
his  fingers? 

Of  course. 

Or  suppose  again  that  the  son  has  bad  eyes, 
will  he  allow  him,  or  will  he  not  allow  him,  to 
touch  his  own  eyes  if  he  thinks  that  he  has  no 
knowledge  of  medicine? 

/ 21  o]  He  will  not  allow  him. 

Whereas,  if  he  supposes  us  to  have  a  knowl 
edge  of  medicine,  he  will  allow  us  to  do  what 
we  like  with  him— even  to  open  the  eyes  wide 
and  sprinkle  ashes  upon  them,  because  he  sup 
poses  that  we  know  what  is  best? 

That  is  true. 

And  everything  in  which  we  appear  to  him 
to  be  wiser  than  himself  or  his  son  he  will  com 
mit  to  us? 

That  is  very  true,  Socrates,  he  replied. 

Then  now,  my  dear  Lysis,  1  said,  you  per 
ceive  that  in  things  which  we  know  every  one 
will  trust  us — Hellenes  and  barbarians,  men 
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and  women — and  we  may  do  as  we  please 
about  them,  and  no  one  will  like  to  interfere 
with  us;  we  shall  be  free,  and  masters  of  others; 
and  these  things  will  be  really  ours,  for  we  shall 
be  benefited  by  them.  But  in  things  of  which  we 
have  no  understanding,  no  one  will  trust  us  to 
do  as  seems  good  to  us — they  will  hinder  us  as 
far  as  they  can;  and  not  only  strangers,  but 
father  and  mother,  and  the  friend,  if  there  be 
one,  who  is  dearer  still,  will  also  hinder  us;  and 
we  shall  be  subject  to  others;  and  these  things 
will  not  be  ours,  for  we  shall  not  be  benefited  by 
them.  Do  you  agree? 

He  assented. 

And  shall  we  be  friends  to  others,  and  will 
any  others  love  us,  in  as  far  as  we  are  useless 
to  them? 

Certainly  not. 

Neither  can  your  father  or  mother  love  you, 
nor  can  anybody  love  anybody  else,  in  so  far  as 
they  are  useless  to  them  ? 

No. 

And  therefore,  my  boy,  if  you  are  wise,  all 
men  will  be  your  friends  and  kindred,  for  you 
will  be  useful  and  good;  but  if  you  are  not  wise, 
neither  father,  nor  mother,  nor  kindred,  nor  any 
one  else,  will  be  your  friends.  And  in  matters 
of  which  you  have  as  yet  no  knowledge,  can 
you  have  any  conceit  of  knowledge  ? 

That  is  impossible,  he  replied. 

And  you,  Lysis,  if  you  require  a  teacher,  have 
not  yet  attained  to  wisdom. 

True. 

And  therefore  you  are  not  conceited,  having 
nothing  of  which  to  be  conceited. 

Indeed,  Socrates,  I  think  not. 

When  I  heard  him  say  this,  I  turned  to  Hip- 
pothales,  and  was  very  nearly  making  a  blun 
der,  for  I  was  going  to  say  to  him:  That  is  the 
way,  Hippothales,  in  which  you  should  talk  to 
your  beloved,  humbling  and  lowering  him, 
and  not  as  you  do,  puffing  him  up  and  spoiling 
him.  But  I  saw  that  he  was  in  great  excitement 
and  confusion  at  what  had  been  said,  and  I 
remembered  that,  although  he  was  in  the  neigh 
bourhood,  [211]  he  did  not  want  to  be  seen 
by  Lysis;  so  upon  second  thoughts  I  refrained. 

In  the  meantime  Menexenus  came  back  and 
sat  down  in  his  place  by  Lysis;  and  Lysis,  in  a 
childish  and  affectionate  manner,  whispered 
privately  in  my  ear,  so  that  Menexenus  should 
not  hear:  Do,  Socrates,  tell  Menexenus  what 
you  have  been  telling  me. 

Suppose  that  you  tell  him  yourself,  Lysis,  I 
replied;  for  I  am  sure  that  you  were  attending. 

Certainly,  he  replied. 


Try,  then,  to  remember  the  words,  and  be 
as  exact  as  you  can  in  repeating  them  to  him, 
and  if  you  have  forgotten  anything,  ask  me 
again  the  next  time  that  you  see  me. 

I  will  be  sure  to  do  so,  Socrates;  but  go  on 
telling  him  something  new,  and  let  me  hear, 
as  long  as  I  am  allowed  to  stay. 

I  certainly  cannot  refuse,  I  said,  since  you 
ask  me;  but  then,  as  you  know,  Menexenus  is 
very  pugnacious,  and  therefore  you  must  come 
to  the  rescue  if  he  attempts  to  upset  me. 

Yes,  indeed,  he  said;  he  is  very  pugnacious, 
and  that  is  the  reason  why  I  want  you  to  argue 
with  him. 

That  I  may  make  a  fool  of  myself? 

No,  indeed,  he  said;  but  I  want  you  to  put 
him  down. 

That  is  no  easy  matter,  I  replied;  for  he  is  a 
terrible  fellow — a  pupil  of  Ctesippus.  And 
there  is  Ctesippus  himself:  do  you  see  him? 

Never  mind,  Socrates,  you  shall  argue  with 
him. 

Well,  I  suppose  that  I  must,  I  replied. 

Hereupon  Ctesippus  complained  that  we 
were  talking  in  secret,  and  keeping  the  feast  to 
ourselves. 

1  shall  be  happy,  I  said,  to  let  you  have  a 
share.  Here  is  Lysis,  who  docs  not  understand 
something  that  I  was  saying,  and  wants  me  to 
ask  Menexenus,  who,  as  he  thinks,  is  likely  to 
know. 

And  why  do  you  not  ask  him?  he  said. 

Very  well,  I  said,  I  will;  and  do  you,  Men* 
exenus,  answer.  But  first  I  must  tell  you  that 
I  am  one  who  from  my  childhood  upward  have 
set  my  heart  upon  a  certain  thing.  All  people 
have  their  fancies;  some  desire  horses,  and 
others  dogs;  and  some  are  fond  of  gold,  and 
others  of  honour.  Now,  I  have  no  violent  de 
sire  of  any  of  these  things;  but  f  have  a  passion 
for  friends;  and  I  would  rather  have  a  good 
friend  than  the  best  cock  or  quail  in  the  world: 
I  would  even  go  further,  and  say  the  best  horse 
or  dog.  Yea,  by  the  dog  of  Egypt,  I  should  great 
ly  prefer  a  real  friend  to  all  the  gold  of  Darius, 
/2/2/  or  even  to  Darius  himself:  J  am  such  a 
lover  of  friends  as  that.  And  when  I  see  you  and 
Lysis,  at  your  early  age,  so  easily  possessed  oi 
this  treasurCj  and  so  soon,  he  of  you,  and  you  of 
him,  I  am  amazed  and  delighted,  seeing  that  I 
myself,  although  I  am  now  advanced  in  years, 
am  so  far  from  having  made  a  similar  acquisi 
tion,  that  I  clo  not  even  know  in  what  way  a 
friend  is  acquired.  But  I  want  to  ask  you  a  ques 
tion  about  this,  for  you  have  experience:  tell  me 
then,  when  one  loves  another,  is  the  lover  or  the 


LYSIS 


19 


beloved  the  friend;  or  may  either  be  the  friend  ? 

Either  may,  I  should  think,  be  the  friend  of 
either. 

Do  you  mean,  I  said,  that  if  only  one  of  them 
loves  the  other,  they  are  mutual  friends? 

Yes,  he  said;  that  is  my  meaning. 

But  what  if  the  lover  is  not  loved  in  return? 
which  is  a  very  possible  case. 

Yes. 

Or  is,  perhaps,  even  hated?  which  is  a  fancy 
which  sometimes  is  entertained  by  lovers  re 
specting  their  beloved.  Nothing  can  exceed  their 
love;  and  yet  they  imagine  either  that  they  are 
not  loved  in  return,  or  that  they  are  hated.  Is 
not  that  true? 

Yes,  he  said,  quite  true. 

In  that  case,  the  one  loves,  and  the  other  is 
loved? 

Yes. 

Then  which  is  the  friend  of  which?  Is  the 
lover  the  friend  of  the  beloved,  whether  he  be 
loved  in  return,  or  hated;  or  is  the  beloved  the 
friend;  or  is  there  no  friendship  at  all  on  either 
side,  unless  they  both  love  one  another? 

There  would  seem  to  be  none  at  all. 

Then  this  notion  is  not  in  accordance  with 
our  previous  one.  We  were  saying  that  both 
were  friends,  if  one  only  loved;  but  now,  un 
less  they  both  love,  neither  is  a  friend. 

That  appears  to  be  true. 

Then  nothing  which  does  not  love  in  return 
is  beloved  by  a  lover? 

I  think  not. 

Then  they  are  not  lovers  of  horses,  whom 
the  horses  do  not  love  in  return;  nor  lovers  of 
quails,  nor  of  dogs,  nor  of  wine,  nor  of  gym 
nastic  exercises,  who  have  no  return  of  love; 
no,  nor  of  wisdom,  unless  wisdom  loves  them 
in  return.  Or  shall  we  say  that  they  do  love 
them,  although  they  are  not  beloved  by  them; 
and  that  the  poet  was  wrong  who  sings — 

Happy  the  man  to  whom  his  children  are  dear, 
and  steeds  having  single  hoofs,  and  dogs  of  chase, 
and  the  stranger  of  another  land? 

I  do  not  think  that  he  was  wrong. 

You  think  that  he  is  right? 

Yes. 

Then,  M enexenus,  the  conclusion  is,  that  what 
is  beloved,  whether  loving  or  hating,  may  be 
dear  to  the  lover  of  it:  for  example,  very  young 
children,  too  young  to  love,  or  even  hating  their 
father  or  mother  when  they  are  punished  by 
them,  [213]  are  never  dearer  to  them  than  at 
the  time  when  they  are  being  hated  by  them. 


I  think  that  what  you  say  is  true. 

And,  if  so,  not  the  lover,  but  the  beloved,  is 
the  friend  or  dear  one? 

Yes. 

And  the  hated  one,  and  not  the  hater,  is  the 
enemy? 

Clearly. 

Then  many  men  are  loved  by  their  enemies, 
and  hated  by  their  friends,  and  are  the  friends 
of  their  enemies,  and  the  enemies  of  their 
friends.  Yet  how  absurd,  my  dear  friend,  or 
indeed  impossible  is  this  paradox  of  a  man  be 
ing  an  enemy  to  his  friend  or  a  friend  to  his 
enemy. 

I  quite  agree,  Socrates,  in  what  you  say. 

But  if  this  cannot  be,  the  lover  will  be  the 
friend  of  that  which  is  loved  ? 

True. 

And  the  hater  will  be  the  enemy  of  that 
which  is  hated? 

Certainly. 

Yet  we  must  acknowledge  in  this,  as  in  the 
preceding  instance,  that  a  man  may  be  the  friend 
of  one  who  is  not  his  friend,  or  who  may  be  his 
enemy,  when  he  loves  that  which  does  not  love 
him  or  which  even  hates  him.  And  he  may  be 
the  enemy  of  one  who  is  not  his  enemy,  and  is 
even  his  friend:  for  example,  when  he  hates 
that  which  does  not  hate  him,  or  which  even 
loves  him. 

That  appears  to  be  true. 

But  if  the  lover  is  not  a  friend,  nor  the  be 
loved  a  friend,  nor  both  together,  what  are  we 
to  say?  Whom  are  we  to  call  friends  to  one  an 
other?  Do  any  remain? 

Indeed,  Socrates,  I  cannot  find  any. 

But,  O  Menexenus!  I  said,  may  we  not  have 
been  altogether  wrong  in  our  conclusions? 

I  am  sure  that  we  have  been  wrong,  Socrates, 
said  Lysis.  And  he  blushed  as  he  spoke,  the 
words  seeming  to  come  from  his  lips  involun 
tarily,  because  his  whole  mind  was  taken  up 
with  the  argument;  there  was  no  mistaking  his 
attentive  look  while  he  was  listening. 

I  was  pleased  at  the  interest  which  was  shown 
by  Lysis,  and  I  wanted  to  give  Menexenus  a 
rest,  so  I  turned  to  him  and  said,  I  think,  Lysis, 
that  what  you  say  is  true,  and  that,  if  we  had 
been  right,  we  should  never  have  gone  so  far 
wrong;  let  us  proceed  no  further  in  this  direc 
tion  (for  the  road  seems  to  be  getting  trouble 
some),  but  take  the  other  path  into  which  we 
turned,  and  sec  what  the  poets  have  to  say; 
[214]  for  they  are  to  us  in  a  manner  the  fathers 
and  authors  of  wisdom,  and  they  speak  of  friends 
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in  no  light  or  trivial  manner,  but  God  himself, 
as  they  say,  makes  them  and  draws  them  to  one 
another;  and  this  they  express,  if  I  am  not  mis 
taken,  in  the  following  words: — 

God  is  ever  drawing  li\e  towards  like,  and 
making  them  acquainted. 

I  dare  say  that  you  have  heard  those  words. 

Yes,  he  said;  I  have. 

And  have  you  not  also  met  with  the  treatises 
of  philosophers  who  say  that  like  must  love 
like?  they  are  the  people  who  argue  and  write 
about  nature  and  the  universe. 

Very  true,  he  replied. 

And  are  they  right  in  saying  this? 

They  may  be. 

Perhaps,  I  said,  about  half,  or  possibly,  alto 
gether,  right,  if  their  meaning  were  rightly  ap 
prehended  by  us.  For  the  more  a  bad  man  has 
to  do  with  a  bad  man,  and  the  more  nearly  he  is 
brought  into  contact  with  him,  the  more  he  will 
be  likely  to  hate  him,  for  he  injures  him;  and 
injurer  and  injured  cannot  be  friends.  Is  not 
that  true? 

Yes,  he  said. 

Then  one  half  of  the  saying  is  untrue,  if  the 
wicked  are  like  one  another? 

That  is  true. 

But  the  real  meaning  of  the  saying,  as  I  im 
agine,  is,  that  the  good  are  like  one  another,  and 
friends  to  one  another;  and  that  the  bad,  as  is 
often  said  of  them,  are  never  at  unity  with  one 
another  or  with  themselves;  for  they  are  pas 
sionate  and  restless,  and  anything  which  is  at 
variance  and  enmity  with  itself  is  not  likely  to 
be  in  union  or  harmony  with  any  other  thing. 
Do  you  not  agree? 

Yes,  I  do. 

Then,  my  friend,  those  who  say  that  the  like 
is  friendly  to  the  like  mean  to  intimate,  if  I 
rightly  apprehend  them,  that  the  good  only  is 
the  friend  of  the  good,  and  of  him  only;  but 
that  the  evil  never  attains  to  any  real  friend 
ship,  either  with  good  or  evil*  Do  you  agree? 

He  nodded  assent. 

Then  now  we  know  how  to  answer  the  ques 
tion  "Who  are  friends?"  for  the  argument  de 
clares  "That  the  good  are  friends." 

Yes,  he  said,  that  is  true. 

Yes,  1  replied;  and  yet  I  am  not  quite  satis 
fied  with  this  answer.  By  heaven,  and  shall  I  tell 
you  what  I  suspect?  I  will.  Assuming  that  like, 
inasmuch  as  he  is  like,  is  the  friend  of  like,  and 
useful  to  him — or  rather  let  me  try  another 
way  of  putting  the  matter:  Can  like  do  any 
good  or  harm  to  like  which  he  could  not  do  to 


himself,  or  suffer  anything  from  his  like  which 
he  would  not  suffer  from  himself?  [215]  And 
if  neither  can  be  of  any  use  to  the  other,  how 
can  they  be  loved  by  one  another?  Can  they 
now? 

They  cannot. 

And  can  he  who  is  not  loved  be  a  friend  ? 

Certainly  not. 

But  say  that  the  like  is  not  the  friend  of  the 
like  in  so  far  as  he  is  like;  still  the  good  may  be 
the  friend  of  the  good  in  so  far  as  he  is  good? 

True. 

But  then  again,  will  not  the  good,  in  so  far 
as  he  is  good,  be  sufficient  for  himself?  Cer 
tainly  he  will.  And  he  who  is  sufficient  wants 
nothing — that  is  implied  in  the  word  sufficient. 

Of  course  not. 

And  he  who  wants  nothing  will  desire  noth 
ing? 

He  will  not. 

Neither  can  he  love  that  which  he  does  not 
desire? 

He  cannot. 

And  he  who  loves  not  is  not  a  lover  or  friend  ? 

Clearly  not. 

What  place  then  is  there  for  friendship,  if, 
when  absent,  good  men  have  no  need  of  one 
another  (for  even  when  alone  they  are  suffi 
cient  for  themselves),  and  when  present  have 
no  use  of  one  another?  How  can  such  persons 
ever  be  induced  to  value  one  another? 

They  cannot. 

And  friends  they  cannot  be,  unless  they  value 
one  another? 

Very  true. 

But  see  now,  Lysis,  whether  we  are  not  being 
deceived  in  all  this— are  we  not  indeed  entirely 
wrong? 

How  so?  he  replied. 

Have  I  not  heard  some  one  say,  as  I  just  now 
recollect,  that  the  like  is  the  greatest  enemy  of 
the  like,  the  good  o£  the  good?— Yes,  and  he 
quoted  the  authority  of  Ilesiod,  who  says: 

Potter  quarrels  with  potter  f  bard  with  bard, 
Beggar  with  beggar; 

and  of  all  other  things  he  affirmed,  in  like  man 
ner,  "That  of  necessity  the  most  like  arc  most 
full  of  envy,  strife,  and  hatred  of  one  another, 
and  the  most  unlike,  of  friendship.  For  the  poor 
man  is  compelled  to  be  the  friend  of  the  rich, 
and  the  weak  requires  the  aid  of  the  strong, 
and  the  sick  man  of  the  physician;  and  every 
one  who  is  ignorant,  has  to  love  and  court  him 
how  knows."  And  indeed  he  went  on  to  say 
in  grandiloquent  language,  that  the  idea  of 
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friendship  existing  between  similars  is  not  the 
truth,  but  the  very  reverse  of  the  truth,  and  that 
the  most  opposed  are  the  most  friendly;  for 
that  everything  desires  not  like  but  that  which 
is  most  unlike:  for  example,  the  dry  desires  the 
moist,  the  cold  the  hot,  the  bitter  the  sweet,  the 
sharp  the  blunt,  the  void  the  full,  the  full  the 
void,  and  so  of  all  other  things;  for  the  opposite 
is  the  food  of  the  opposite,  whereas  like  receives 
nothing  from  like.  [216]  And  I  thought  that 
he  who  said  this  was  a  charming  man,  and  that 
he  spoke  well.  What  do  the  rest  of  you  say? 

I  should  say,  at  first  hearing,  that  he  is  right, 
said  Menexenus. 

Then  we  are  to  say  that  the  greatest  friend 
ship  is  of  opposites? 

Exactly. 

Yes,  Menexenus;  but  will  not  that  be  a  mon 
strous  answer?  and  will  not  the  all-wise  eristics 
be  down  upon  us  in  triumph,  and  ask,  fairly 
enough,  whether  love  is  not  the  very  opposite 
of  hate;  and  what  answer  shall  we  make  to 
them — must  we  not  admit  that  they  speak  the 
truth? 

We  must. 

They  will  then  proceed  to  ask  whether  the 
enemy  is  the  friend  of  the  friend,  or  the  friend 
the  friend  of  the  enemy? 

Neither,  he  replied. 

Well,  but  is  a  just  man  the  friend  of  the  un 
just,  or  the  temperate  of  the  intemperate,  or  the 
good  of  the  bad  ? 

I  do  not  see  how  that  is  possible. 

And  yet,  I  said,  if  friendship  goes  by  con 
traries,  the  contraries  must  be  friends. 

They  must. 

Then  neither  like  and  like  nor  unlike  and 
unlike  are  friends. 

I  suppose  not. 

And  yet  there  is  a  further  consideration: 
may  not  all  these  notions  of  friendship  be  erro 
neous?  but  may  not  that  which  is  neither  good 
nor  evil  still  in  some  cases  be  the  friend  of  the 
good  ? 

How  do  you  mean?  he  said. 

Why  really,  I  said,  the  truth  is  that  !  do  not 
know;  but  my  head  is  dizzy  with  thinking  of 
the  argument,  and  therefore  I  hazard  the  con 
jecture,  that  "the  beautiful  is  the  friend,"  as  the 
old  proverb  says.  Beauty  is  certainly  a  soft, 
smooth,  slippery  thing,  and  therefore  of  a  na 
ture  which  easily  slips  in  arid  permeates  our 
souls.  For  I  affirm  that  the  good  is  the  beautiful. 
You  will  agree  to  that? 

Yes. 

This  I  say  from  a  sort  of  notion  that  what  is 


neither  good  nor  evil  is  the  friend  of  the  beauti 
ful  and  the  good,  and  I  will  tell  you  why  I  am 
inclined  to  think  so:  I  assume  that  there  are 
three  principles — the  good,  the  bad,  and  that 
which  is  neither  good  nor  bad.  You  would  agree 
— would  you  not? 

I  agree. 

And  neither  is  the  good  the  friend  of  the 
good,  nor  the  evil  of  the  evil,  nor  the  good  of 
the  evil; — these  alternatives  are  excluded  by 
the  previous  argument;  and  therefore,  if  there 
be  such  a  thing  as  friendship  or  love  at  all,  we 
must  infer  that  what  is  neither  good  nor  evil 
must  be  the  friend,  either  of  the  good,  or  of  that 
which  is  neither  good  nor  evil,  for  nothing  can 
be  the  friend  of  the  bad. 

True. 

But  neither  can  like  be  the  friend  of  like,  as 
we  were  just  now  saying. 

True. 

And  if  so,  that  which  is  neither  good  nor  evil 
can  have  no  friend  which  is  neither  good  nor 
evil. 

Clearly  not. 

Then  the  good  alone  is  the  friend  of  that 
only  which  is  neither  good  nor  evil. 

[21  j]  That  may  be  assumed  to  be  certain. 

And  does  not  this  seem  to  put  us  in  the  right 
way?  Just  remark,  that  the  body  which  is  in 
health  requires  neither  medical  nor  any  other 
aid,  but  is  well  enough;  and  the  healthy  man 
has  no  love  of  the  physician,  because  he  is  in 
health. 

He  has  none. 

But  the  sick  loves  him,  because  he  is  sick? 

Certainly. 

And  sickness  is  an  evil,  and  the  art  of  medi 
cine  a  good  and  useful  thing? 

Yes. 

But  the  human  body,  regarded  as  a  body,  is 
neither  good  nor  evil? 

True. 

And  the  body  is  compelled  by  reason  of  dis 
ease  to  court  and  make  friends  of  the  art  o£ 
medicine? 

Yes. 

Then  that  which  is  neither  good  nor  evil  be 
comes  the  friend  of  good,  by  reason  of  the  pres 
ence  of  evil? 

So  we  may  infer. 

And  clearly  this  must  have  happened  before 
that  which  was  neither  good  nor  evil  had  be 
come  altogether  corrupted  with  the  element  of 
evil— if  itself  had  become  evil  it  would  not  still 
desire  and  love  the  good;  for,  as  we  were  say 
ing,  the  evil  cannot  be  the  friend  of  the  good. 
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Impossible. 

Further,  I  must  observe  that  some  substances 
are  assimilated  when  others  are  present  with 
them;  and  there  are  some  which  are  not  assimi 
lated:  take,  for  example,  the  case  of  an  oint 
ment  or  colour  which  is  put  on  another  sub 
stance. 

Very  good. 

In  such  a  case,  is  the  substance  which  is 
anointed  the  same  as  the  colour  or  ointment? 

What  do  you  mean?  he  said. 

This  is  what  I  mean:  Suppose  that  I  were  to 
cover  your  auburn  locks  with  white  lead,  would 
they  be  really  white,  or  would  they  only  appear 
to  be  white? 

They  would  only  appear  to  be  white,  he  re 
plied. 

And  yet  whiteness  would  be  present  in  them? 

True. 

But  that  would  not  make  them  at  all  the 
more  white,  notwithstanding  the  presence  of 
white  in  them — they  would  not  be  white  any 
more  than  black? 

No. 

But  when  old  age  infuses  whiteness  into 
them,  then  they  become  assimilated,  and  are 
white  by  the  presence  of  white. 

Certainly. 

Now  I  want  to  know  whether  in  all  cases  a 
substance  is  assimilated  by  the  presence  of  an 
other  substance;  or  must  the  presence  be  after 
a  peculiar  sort? 

The  latter,  he  said. 

Then  that  which  is  neither  good  nor  evil 
may  be  in  the  presence  of  evil,  but  not  as  yet 
evil,  and  that  has  happened  before  now? 

Yes. 

And  when  anything  is  in  the  presence  of  evil, 
not  being  as  yet  evil,  the  presence  of  good 
arouses  the  desire  of  good  in  that  thing;  [218] 
but  the  presence  of  evil,  which  makes  a  thing 
evil,  takes  away  the  desire  and  friendship  of  the 
good;  for  that  which  was  once  both  good  and 
evil  has  now  become  evil  only,  and  the  good  was 
supposed  to  have  no  friendship  with  the  evil? 

None. 

And  therefore  we  say  that  those  who  are  al 
ready  wise,  whether  Gods  or  men,  are  no  longer 
lovers  of  wisdom;  nor  can  they  be  lovers  of  wis 
dom  who  are  ignorant  to  the  extent  o£  being 
evil,  for  no  evil  or  ignorant  person  is  a  lover  of 
wisdom.  There  remain  those  who  have  the  mis 
fortune  to  be  ignorant,  but  are  not  yet  hardened 
in  their  ignorance,  or  void  of  understanding,  and 
do  not  as  yet  fancy  that  they  know  what  they  do 
not  know:  and  therefore  those  who  are  the  lov 


ers  of  wisdom  are  as  yet  neither  good  nor  bad. 
But  the  bad  do  not  love  wisdom  any  more  than 
the  good;  for,  as  we  have  already  seen,  neither 
is  unlike  the  friend  of  unlike,  nor  like  of  like. 
You  remember  that? 

Yes,  they  both  said. 

And  so,  Lysis  and  Menexenus,  we  have  dis 
covered  the  nature  of  friendship — there  can 
be  no  doubt  of  it:  Friendship  is  the  love  which 
by  reason  of  the  presence  of  evil  the  neither 
good  nor  evil  has  of  the  good,  either  in  the  soul, 
or  in  the  body,  or  anywhere. 

They  both  agreed  and  entirely  assented,  and 
for  a  moment  I  rejoiced  and  was  satisfied  like 
a  huntsman  just  holding  fast  his  prey.  But  then 
a  most  unaccountable  suspicion  came  across 
me,  and  I  felt  that  the  conclusion  was  untrue.  I 
was  pained,  and  said,  Alas!  Lysis  and  Menexen 
us,  I  am  afraid  that  we  have  been  grasping  at 
a  shadow  only. 

Why  do  you  say  so?  said  Menexenus. 

I  am  afraid,  I  said,  that  the  argument  about 
friendship  is  false:  arguments,  like  men,  are 
often  pretenders. 

Flow  do  you  mean?  he  asked. 

Well,  I  said;  look  at  the  matter  in  this  way:  a 
friend  is  the  friend  of  some  one;  is  he  not? 

Certainly  he  is. 

And  has  he  a  motive  and  object  in  being  a 
friend,  or  has  he  no  motive  and  object? 

He  has  a  motive  and  object. 

And  is  the  object  which  makes  him  a  friend, 
dear  to  him,  or  neither  dear  nor  hatelul  to  him? 

I  do  not  quite  follow  you,  he  said. 

I  do  not  wonder  at  that.,  I  said.  But  perhaps, 
if  I  put  the  matter  in  another  way,  you  will  be 
able  to  follow  me,  and  my  own  meaning  will 
be  clearer  to  myself.  The  sick  man,  as  I  was  just 
now  saying,  is  the  friend  of  the  physician— is 
he  not? 

Yes. 

And  he  is  the  friend  of  the  physician  be 
cause  of  disease,  and  for  the  sake  of  health? 

Yes. 

And  disease  is  an  evil? 

Certainly. 

And  what  of  health?  I  said.  Is  that  good  or 
evil,  or  neither? 

/~2i9/  Good,  he  replied. 

And  we  were  saying,  I  believe,  that  the  body 
being  neither  good  nor  evil,  because  of  disease, 
that  is  to  say  because  of  evil,  is  the  friend  of 
medicine,  and  medicine  is  a  good:  and  medi 
cine  has  entered  into  this  friendship  for  the 
sake  of  health,  and  health  is  a  good. 

True. 
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And  is  health  a  friend,  or  not  a  friend? 

A  friend. 

And  disease  is  an  enemy? 

Yes. 

Then  that  which  is  neither  good  nor  evil 
is  the  friend  of  the  good  because  of  the  evil  and 
hateful,  and  for  the  sake  of  the  good  and  the 
friend  ? 

Clearly. 

Then  the  friend  is  a  friend  for  the  sake  of 
the  friend,  and  because  of  the  enemy? 

That  is  to  be  inferred. 

Then  at  this  point,  my  boys,  let  us  take  heed, 
and  be  on  our  guard  against  deceptions.  I  will 
not  again  repeat  that  the  friend  is  the  friend  of 
the  friend,  and  the  like  of  the  like,  which  has 
been  declared  by  us  to  be  an  impossibility;  but, 
in  order  that  this  new  statement  may  not  de 
lude  us,  let  us  attentively  examine  another  point, 
which  I  will  proceed  to  explain:  Medicine,  as 
we  were  saying,  is  a  friend,  or  dear  to  us  for  the 
sake  of  health? 

Yes. 

And  health  is  also  dear? 

Certainly. 

And  if  dear,  then  dear  for  the  sake  of  some 
thing? 

Yes. 

And  surely  this  object  must  also  be  dear,  as 
is  implied  in  our  previous  admissions? 

Yes. 

And  that  something  dear  involves  something 
else  dear? 

Yes. 

But  then,  proceeding  in  this  way,  shall  we 
not  arrive  at  some  first  principle  of  friendship 
or  clearness  which  is  not  capable  of  being  re 
ferred  to  any  other,  for  the  sake  of  which,  as  we 
maintain,  all  other  things  are  dear,  and,  having 
there  arrived,  we  shall  stop? 

True. 

My  fear  is  that  all  those  other  things,  which, 
as  we  say,  are  dear  for  the  sake  of  another,  are 
illusions  and  deceptions  only,  but  where  that 
first  principle  is,  there  is  the  true  ideal  of  friend 
ship.  Let  me  put  the  matter  thus:  Suppose  the 
case  of  a  great  treasure  (this  may  be  a  son,  who 
is  more  precious  to  his  father  than  all  his  other 
treasures);  would  not  the  lather,  who  values 
his  son  above  all  things,  value  other  things  also 
for  the  sake  of  his  son?  I  mean,  lor  instance,  if 
he  knew  that  his  son  had  drunk  hemlock,  and 
the  father  thought  that  wine  would  save  him, 
he  would  value  the  wine? 

He  would. 

And  also  the  vessel  which  contains  the  wine? 


Certainly. 

But  does  he  therefore  value  the  three  meas 
ures  of  wine,  or  the  earthen  vessel  which  con 
tains  them,  equally  with  his  son?  Is  not  this 
rather  the  true  state  of  the  case?  All  his  anxiety 
has  regard  not  to  the  means  which  are  pro 
vided  for  the  sake  of  an  object,  [220]  but  to  the 
object  for  the  sake  of  which  they  are  provided. 
And  although  we  may  often  say  that  gold  and 
silver  are  highly  valued  by  us,  that  is  not  the 
truth;  for  there  is  a  further  object,  whatever  it 
may  be,  which  we  value  most  of  all,  and  for 
the  sake  of  which  gold  and  all  our  other  posses 
sions  are  acquired  by  us.  Am  I  not  right? 

Yes,  certainly. 

And  may  not  the  same  be  said  of  the  friend  ? 
That  which  is  only  dear  to  us  for  the  sake  of 
something  else  is  improperly  said  to  be  dear, 
but  the  truly  dear  is  that  in  which  all  these  so- 
called  dear  friendships  terminate. 

That,  he  said,  appears  to  be  true. 

And  the  truly  dear  or  ultimate  principle  of 
friendship  is  not  for  the  sake  of  any  other  or 
further  dear. 

True. 

Then  we  have  done  with  the  notion  that 
friendship  has  any  further  object.  May  we  then 
infer  that  the  good  is  the  friend? 

I  think  so. 

And  the  good  is  loved  for  the  sake  of  the 
evil?  Let  me  put  the  case  in  this  way:  Suppose 
that  of  the  three  principles,  good,  evil,  and  that 
which  is  neither  good  nor  evil,  there  remained 
only  the  good  and  the  neutral,  and  that  evil 
went  far  away,  and  in  no  way  afTected  soul  or 
body,  nor  ever  at  all  that  class  of  things  which, 
as  we  say,  arc  neither  good  nor  evil  in  them 
selves;— would  the  good  be  of  any  use,  or  other 
than  useless  to  us?  For  if  there  were  nothing  to 
hurt  us  any  longer,  we  should  have  no  need  of 
anything  that  would  do  us  good.  Then  would 
be  clearly  seen  that  we  did  but  love  aud  desire 
the  good  because  of  the  evil,  and  as  the  remedy 
of  the  evil,  which  was  the  disease;  but  if  there 
had  been  no  disease,  there  would  have  been  no 
need  of  a  remedy.  Is  not  this  the  nature  of  the 
good— to  be  loved  by  us  who  are  placed  be 
tween  the  two,  because  of  the  evil?  but  there  is 
no  use  in  the  good  lor  its  own  sake. 

1  suppose  not. 

Then  the  final  principle  of  friendship,  in 
which  all  other  friendships  terminated,  those, 
I  mean,  which  are  relatively  dear  and  lor  the 
sake  of  something  else,  is  of  another  and  a  dif 
ferent  nature  from  them.  For  they  are  called 
dear  because  oi*  another  dear  or  friend.  But 
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with  the  true  friend  or  dear,  the  case  is  quite 
the  reverse;  for  that  is  proved  to  be  dear  because 
of  the  hated,  and  if  the  hated  were  away  it 
would  be  no  longer  dear. 

Very  true,  he  replied:  at  any  rate  not  if  our 
present  view  holds  good. 

But,  oh!  will  you  tell  me,  I  said,  whether  if 
evil  were  to  perish,  we  should  hunger  any  more, 
or  thirst  any  more,  or  have  any  similar  desire? 
[221]  Or  may  we  suppose  that  hunger  will  re 
main  while  men  and  animals  remain,  but  not 
so  as  to  be  hurtful  ?  And  the  same  of  thirst  and 
the  other  desires, — that  they  will  remain,  but 
will  not  be  evil  because  evil  has  perished?  Or 
rather  shall  I  say,  that  to  ask  what  either  will 
be  then  or  will  not  be  is  ridiculous,  for  who 
knows?  This  we  do  know,  that  in  our  present 
condition  hunger  may  injure  us,  and  may  also 
benefit  us: — Is  not  that  true? 

Yes. 

And  in  like  manner  thirst  or  any  similar  de 
sire  may  sometimes  be  a  good  and  sometimes 
an  evil  to  us,  and  sometimes  neither  one  nor 
the  other? 

To  be  sure. 

But  is  there  any  reason  why,  because  evil 
perishes,  that  which  is  not  evil  should  perish 
with  it? 

None. 

Then,  even  if  evil  perishes,  the  desires  which 
are  neither  good  nor  evil  will  remain  ? 

Clearly  they  will. 

And  must  not  a  man  love  that  which  he  de 
sires  and  affects? 

Fie  must. 

Then,  even  if  evil  perishes,  there  may  still 
remain  some  elements  of  love  or  friendship? 

Yes. 

But  not  if  evil  is  the  cause  of  friendship:  for  in 
that  case  nothing  will  be  the  friend  of  any  oth 
er  thing  after  the  destruction  of  evil;  for  the  ef 
fect  cannot  remain  when  the  cause  is  destroyed. 

True. 

And  have  we  not  admitted  already  that  the 
friend  loves  something  for  a  reason?  and  at  the 
time  of  making  the  admission  we  were  of  opin 
ion  that  the  neither  good  nor  evil  loves  the  good 
because  of  the  evil? 

Very  true. 

But  now  our  view  is  changed,  and  we  con 
ceive  that  there  must  be  some  other  cause  of 
friendship? 

I  suppose  so. 

May  not  the  truth  be  rather,  as  we  were  say 
ing  just  now,  that  desire  is  the  cause  of  friend 
ship;  for  that  which  desires  is  dear  to  that 


which  is  desired  at  the  time  of  desiring  it?  and 
may  not  the  other  theory  have  been  only  a  long 
story  about  nothing? 

Likely  enough. 

But  surely,  I  said,  he  who  desires,  desires  that 
of  which  he  is  in  want? 

Yes. 

And  that  of  which  he  is  in  want  is  dear  to 
him? 

True. 

And  he  is  in  want  of  that  of  which  he  is  de 
prived  ? 

Certainly. 

Then  love,  and  desire,  and  friendship  would 
appear  to  be  of  the  natural  or  congenial.  Such, 
Lysis  and  Menexenus,  is  the  inference. 

They  assented. 

Then  if  you  are  friends,  you  must  have  na 
tures  which  are  congenial  to  one  another? 

Certainly,  they  both  said. 

And  I  say,  my  boys,  that  no  one  who  loves  or 
desires  another  would  ever  have  loved  or  de 
sired  or  affected  him,  [222]  if  he  had  not  been 
in  some  way  congenial  to  him,  cither  in  his 
soul,  or  in  his  character,  or  in  his  manners,  or 
in  his  form. 

Yes,  yes,  said  Menexenus.  But  Lysis  was 
silent. 

Then,  I  said,  the  conclusion  is,  that  what  is 
of  a  congenial  nature  must  be  loved. 

It  follows,  he  said. 

Then  the  lover,  who  is  true  and  no  counter 
feit,  must  of  necessity  be  loved  by  his  love. 

Lysis  and  Menexenus  gave  a  faint  assent  to 
this;  and  Hippothales  changed  into  all  manner 
of  colours  with  delight. 

Here,  intending  to  revise  the  argument,  I 
said:  Can  we  point  out  any  difference  between 
the  congenial  and  the  like?  For  if  that  is  pos 
sible,  then  I  think,  Lysis  and  Menexenus,  there 
may  be  some  sense  in  our  argument  about 
friendship.  But  if  the  congenial  is  only  the  like, 
how  will  you  get  rid  of  the  other  argument,  of 
the  usclessncss  of  like  to  like  in  as  far  as  they 
are  like;  for  to  say  that  what  is  useless  is  clear, 
would  be  absurd?  Suppose,  then,  that  we  agree 
to  distinguish  between  the  congenial  and  the 
like — in  the  intoxication  of  argument, that  may 
perhaps  be  allowed. 

Very  true. 

And  shall  we  further  say  that  the  good  is  con 
genial,  and  the  evil  uncongenial  to  every  one? 
Or  again  that  the  evil  is  congenial  to  the  evil, 
and  the  good  to  the  good;  and  that  which  is 
neither  good  nor  evil  to  that  which  is  neither 
good  nor  evil? 
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They  agreed  to  the  latter  alternative. 

Then,  my  boys,  we  have  again  fallen  into  the 
old  discarded  error;  for  the  unjust  will  be  the 
friend  o£  the  unjust,  and  the  bad  of  the  bad,  as 
well  as  the  good  of  the  good. 

That  appears  to  be  the  result. 

But  again,  if  we  say  that  the  congenial  is  the 
same  as  the  good,  in  that  case  the  good  and  he 
only  will  be  the  friend  of  the  good. 

True. 

But  that  too  was  a  position  of  ours  which, 
as  you  will  remember,  has  been  already  refuted 
by  ourselves. 

We  remember. 

Then  what  is  to  be  done?  Or  rather  is  there 
anything  to  be  done  ?  I  can  only,  like  the  wise 
men  who  argue  in  courts,  sum  up  the  argu 
ments: — If  neither  the  beloved,  nor  the  lover, 
nor  the  like,  nor  the  unlike,  nor  the  good,  nor 
the  congenial,  nor  any  other  of  whom  we  spoke 
— for  there  were  such  a  number  of  them  tRat 
I  cannot  remember  all — if  none  of  these  are 


friends,  I  know  not  what  remains  to  be  said. 

[22.3]  Here  I  was  going  to  invite  the  opinion 
of  some  older  person,  when  suddenly  we  were 
interrupted  by  the  tutors  of  Lysis  and  Menexe- 
nus,  who  came  upon  us  like  an  evil  apparition 
with  their  brothers,  and  bade  them  go  home, 
as  it  was  getting  late.  At  first,  we  and  the  by 
standers  drove  them  off;  but  afterwards,  as 
they  would  not  mind,  and  only  went  on  shout 
ing  in  their  barbarous  dialect,  and  got  angry, 
and  kept  calling  the  boys — they  appeared  to  us 
to  have  been  drinking  rather  too  much  at  the 
Hermaea,  which  made  them  difficult  to  manage 
— we  fairly  gave  way  and  broke  up  the  com 
pany. 

I  said,  however,  a  few  words  to  the  boys  at 
parting:  O  Menexenus  and  Lysis,  how  ridicu 
lous  that  you  two  boys,  and  I,  an  old  boy,  who 
would  fain  be  one  of  you,  should  imagine  our 
selves  to  be  friends — this  is  what  the  by-standers 
will  go  away  and  say — and  as  yet  we  have  not 
been  able  to  discover  what  is  a  friend! 
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ys.  You  have  seen  the  exhibition  of  the 
man  fighting  in  armour,  Nicias  and  Laches, 
but  we  did  not  tell  you  at  the  time  the  reason 
why  my  friend  Melesias  and  I  asked  you  to  go 
with  us  and  see  him.  I  think  that  we  may  as 
well  confess  what  this  was,  for  we  certainly 
ought  not  to  have  any  reserve  with  you.  The 
reason  was,  that  we  were  intending  to  ask  your 
advice.  Some  laugh  at  the  very  notion  of  advis 
ing  others,  and  when  they  are  asked  will  not 
say  what  they  think.  They  guess  at  the  wishes 
of  the  person  who  asks  them,  and  answer  ac 
cording  to  his,  and  not  according  to  their  own, 
opinion.  But  as  we  know  that  you  are  good 
judges,  and  will  say  exactly  what  you  think, 
we  have  taken  you  into  our  counsels.  The 
matter  about  which  I  am  making  all  this  pref 
ace  is  as  follows:  Melesias  and  I  have  two  sons; 
that  is  his  son,  and  he  is  named  Thucydides, 
after  his  grandfather;  [179]  and  this  is  mine, 
who  is  also  called  after  his  grandfather,  Aristi- 
des.  Now,  we  are  resolved  to  take  the  greatest 
care  of  the  youths,  and  not  to  let  them  run  about 
as  they  like,  which  is  too  often  the  way  with  the 
young,  when  they  are  no  longer  children,  but 
to  begin  at  once  and  do  the  utmost  that  we  can 
for  them.  And  knowing  you  to  have  sons  of 
your  own,  we  thought  that  you  were  most 
likely  to  have  attended  to  their  training  and  im 
provement,  and,  if  perchance  you  have  not 
attended  to  them,  we  may  remind  you  that  you 
ought  to  have  done  so,  and  would  invite  you  to 
assist  us  in  the  fulfilment  of  a  common  duty. 
I  will  tell  you,  Nicias  and  Laches,  even  at  the 
risk  of  being  tedious,  how  we  came  to  think  of 
this.  Melesias  and  I  live  together,  and  our  sons 


lifte  with  us;  and  now,  as  I  was  saying  at  first, 
we  are  going  to  confess  to  you.  Both  of  us  often 
talk  to  the  lads  about  the  many  noble  deeds 
which  our  own  fathers  did  in  war  and  peace— 
in  the  management  of  the  allies,  and  in  the  ad 
ministration  of  the  city;  but  neither  of  us  has 
any  deeds  of  his  own  which  he  can  show.  The 
truth  is  that  we  are  ashamed  of  this  contrast 
being  seen  by  them,  and  we  blame  our  fathers 
for  letting  us  be  spoiled  in  the  days  oi  our 
youth,  while  they  were  occupied  with  the  con 
cerns  of  others;  and  we  urge  all  this  upon  the 
lads,  pointing  out  to  them  that  they  will  not 
grow  up  to  honour  if  they  are  rebellious  and 
take  no  pains  about  themselves;  but  that  if  they 
take  pains  they  may,  perhaps,  become  worthy 
of  the  names  which  they  bear.  They,  on  their 
part,  promise  to  comply  with  our  wishes;  and 
our  care  is  to  discover  what  studies  or  pursuits 
are  likely  to  be  most  improving  to  them.  Some 
one  commended  to  us  the  art  of  fighting  in 
armour,  which  he  thought  an  excellent  accom 
plishment  for  a  young  man  to  learn;  and  he 
praised  the  man  whose  exhibition  you  have  seen, 
and  told  us  to  go  and  see  him.  And  we  deter 
mined  that  we  would  go,  and  get  you  to  accom 
pany  us;  and  we  were  intending  at  the  same 
time,  if  you  did  not  object,  to  take  counsel  with 
you  about  the  education  of  our  sons.  That  is 
the  matter  which  we  wanted  to  talk  over  with 
you;  [180!  and  we  hope  that  you  will  give  us 
your  opinion  about  this  art  of  fighting  in  ar 
mour,  and  about  any  other  studies  or  pursuits 
which  may  or  may  not  be  desirable  for  a  young 
man  to  learn.  Please  to  say  whether  you  agree 
to  our  proposal. 
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Nic.  As  far  as  I  am  concerned,  Lysimachus 
and  Melesias,  I  applaud  your  purpose,  and  will 
gladly  assist  you;  and  I  believe  that  you, Laches, 
will  be  equally  glad. 

La.  Certainly,  Nicias;  and  I  quite  approve 
of  the  remark  which  Lysimachus  made  about 
his  own  father  and  the  father  of  Melesias,  and 
which  is  applicable,  not  only  to  them,  but  to  us, 
and  to  every  one  who  is  occupied  with  public 
affairs.  As  he  says,  such  persons  are  too  apt  to 
be  negligent  and  careless  of  their  own  children 
and  their  private  concerns.  There  is  much  truth 
in  that  remark  of  yours,  Lysimachus.  But  why, 
instead  of  consulting  us,  do  you  not  consult 
our  friend  Socrates  about  the  education  of  the 
youths  ?  He  is  of  the  same  deme  with  you,  and 
is  always  passing  his  time  in  places  where  the 
youth  have  any  noble  study  or  pursuit,  such  as 
you  are  enquiring  after. 

Lys.  Why,  Laches,  has  Socrates  ever  attended 
to  matters  of  this  sort? 

La.  Certainly,  Lysimachus. 

Nic.  That  I  have  the  means  of  knowing  as 
well  as  Laches;  for  quite  lately  he  supplied  me 
with  a  teacher  of  music  for  my  sons, — Damon, 
the  disciple  of  Agathocles,  who  is  a  most  accom 
plished  man  in  every  way,  as  well  as  a  musician, 
and  a  companion  of  inestimable  value  for 
young  men  at  their  age. 

Lys.  Those  who  have  reached  rny  time  of  life, 
Socrates  and  Nicias  and  Laches,  fall  out  of  ac 
quaintance  with  the  young,  because  they  are  gen 
erally  detained  at  home  by  old  age;  but  you,  O 
son  of  Sophroniscus,  should  let  your  fellow 
dernesman  have  the  benefits  of  any  advice 
which  you  are  able  to  give.  Moreover  I  have  a 
claim  upon  you  as  an  old  friend  of  your  father; 
for  I  and  he  were  always  companions  and 
friends,  and  to  the  hour  of  his  death  there  never 
was  a  difference  between  us;  and  now  it  comes 
back  to  me,  at  the  mention  of  your  name,  that 
I  have  heard  these  lads  talking  to  one  another 
at  home,  [181]  and  often  speaking  of  Socrates 
in  terms  of  the  highest  praise;  but  I  have  never 
thought  to  ask  them  whether  the  son  of  So 
phroniscus  was  the  person  whom  they  meant. 
Tell  me,  my  boys,  whether  this  is  the  Socrates 
of  whom  you  have  often  spoken? 

Son.  Certainly,  father,  this  is  he. 

Lys.  I  am  delighted  to  hear,  Socrates,  that 
you  maintain  the  name  of  your  father,  who  was 
a  most  excellent  man;  and  I  further  rejoice  at 
die  prospect  of  our  family  tics  being  renewed. 

La.  Indeed,  Lysimachus,  you  ought  not  to 
give  him  up;  lor  T  can,  assure  you  that  1  have 
seen  him  maintaining,  not  only  his  father's,  but 


also  his  country's  name.  Fie  was  my  companion 
in  the  retreat  from  Delium,  and  I  can  tell  you 
that  if  others  had  only  been  like  him,  the  hon 
our  of  our  country  would  have  been  upheld, 
and  the  great  defeat  would  never  have  occurred. 

Lys.  That  is  very  high  praise  which  is  ac 
corded  to  you,  Socrates,  by  faithful  witnesses 
and  for  actions  like  those  which  they  praise.  Let 
me  tell  you  the  pleasure  which  I  feel  in  hearing 
of  your  fame;  and  I  hope  that  you  will  regard 
me  as  one  of  your  warmest  friends.  You  ought 
to  have  visited  us  long  ago,  and  made  yourself 
at  home  with  us;  but  now,  from  this  day  for 
ward,  as  we  have  at  last  found  one  another  out, 
do  as  I  say — come  and  make  acquaintance  with 
me,  and  with  these  young  men,  that  I  may  con^ 
tinue  your  friend,  as  I  was  your  father's.  I  shall 
expect  you  to  do  so,  and  shall  venture  at  some 
future  time  to  remind  you  of  your  duty.  But 
what  say  you  of  the  matter  of  which  we  were 
beginning  to  speak — the  art  of  fighting  in  ar 
mour?  Is  that  a  practice  in  which  the  lads  may 
be  advantageously  instructed? 

Soc.  I  will  endeavour  to  advise  you,  Lysi 
machus,  as  far  as  I  can  in  this  matter,  and  also 
in  every  way  will  comply  with  your  wishes; 
but  as  I  am  younger  and  not  so  experienced,  1 
think  that  I  ought  certainly  to  hear  first  what 
my  elders  have  to  say,  and  to  learn  of  them,  and 
if  I  have  anything  to  add,  then  I  may  venture 
to  give  my  opinion  to  them  as  well  as  to  you. 
Suppose,  Nicias,  that  one  or  other  of  you  begin. 

NIC.  I  have  no  objection,  Socrates;  and  my 
opinion  is  that  the  acquirement  of  this  art  is  in 
many  ways  useful  to  young  men.  It  is  an  ad 
vantage  to  them  that  among  the  favourite 
amusements  of  their  leisure  hours  they  should 
have  one  which  tends  to  improve  and  not  to  in 
jure  their  bodily  health.  [182]  No  gymnastics 
could  be  better  or  harder  exercise;  and  this,  and 
the  art  of  riding,  are  of  all  arts  most  befitting 
to  a  freeman;  for  they  only  who  arc  thus  trained 
in  the  use  of  arms  arc  the  athletes  of  our  mili 
tary  profession,  trained  in  that  on  which  the 
conflict  turns.  Moreover  in  actual  battle,  when 
you  have  to  fight  in  a  line  with  a  number  of 
others,  such  an  acquirement  will  be  of  some  use, 
and  will  be  of  the  greatest  whenever  the  ranks 
are  broken  and  you  have  to  fight  singly,  either 
in  pursuit,  when  you  arc  attacking  some  one 
who  is  defending  himself,  or  in  flight,  when 
you  have  to  defend  yourself  against  an  assailant. 
Certainly  he  who  possessed  the  art  could  not 
meet  with  any  harm  at  the  hands  of  a  single 
person,  or  perhaps  of  several;  and  in  any  case 
he  would  have  a  great  advantage.  Further,  this 
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sort  of  skill  inclines  a  man  to  the  love  of  other 
noble  lessons;  for  every  man  who  has  learned 
how  to  fight  in  armour  will  desire  to  learn  the 
proper  arrangement  of  an  army,  which  is  the 
sequel  of  the  lesson:  and  when  he  has  learned 
this,  and  his  ambition  is  once  fired,  he  will  go 
on  to  learn  the  complete  art  of  the  general. 
There  is  no  difficulty  in  seeing  that  the  knowl 
edge  and  practice  of  other  military  arts  will  be 
honourable  and  valuable  to  a  man;  and  this 
lesson  may  be  the  beginning  of  them.  Let  me 
add  a  further  advantage,  which  is  by  no  means 
a  slight  one, — that  this  science  will  make  any 
man  a  great  deal  more  valiant  and  self-pos 
sessed  in  the  field.  And  I  will  not  disdain  to 
mention,  what  by  some  may  be  thought  to  be  a 
small  matter; — he  will  make  a  better  appear 
ance  at  the  right  time;  that  is  to  say,  at  the  time 
when  his  appearance  will  strike  terror  into  his 
enemies.  My  opinion  then,  Lysimachus,  is, 
as  I  say,  that  the  youths  should  be  instructed  in 
this  art,  and  for  the  reasons  which  I  have  given. 
But  Laches  may  take  a  different  view;  and  I 
shall  be  very  glad  to  hear  what  he  has  to  say. 

La.  I  should  not  like  to  maintain,  Nicias, 
that  any  kind  of  knowledge  is  not  to  be  learned; 
for  all  knowledge  appears  to  be  a  good :  and  if, 
as  Nicias  and  as  the  teachers  of  the  art  affirm, 
this  use  of  arms  is  really  a  species  of  knowledge, 
then  it  ought  to  be  learned;  but  if  not,  and  if 
those  who  profess  to  teach  it  are  deceivers  only; 
or  if  it  be  knowledge,  but  not  of  a  valuable  sort, 
then  what  is  the  use  of  learning  it? [183]  I  say 
this,  because  I  think  that  if  it  had  been  really 
valuable,  the  Lacedaemonians,  whose  whole 
life  is  passed  in  finding  out  and  practising  the 
arts  which  give  them  an  advantage  over  other 
nations  in  war,  would  have  discovered  this  one. 
And  even  if  they  had  not,  still  these  professors 
of  the  art  would  certainly  not  have  failed  to 
discover  that  of  all  the  Hellenes  the  Lacedae 
monians  have  the  greatest  interest  in  such  mat 
ters,  and  that  a  master  of  the  art  who  was  hon 
oured  among  them  would  be  sure  to  make  his 
fortune  among  other  nations,  just  as  a  tragic 
poet  would  who  is  honoured  among  ourselves; 
which  is  the  reason  why  he  who  fancies  that  he 
can  write  a  tragedy  does  not  go  about  itinerat 
ing  in  the  neighbouring  states,  but  rushes  hither 
straight,  and  exhibits  at  Athens;  and  this  is 
natural.  Whereas  I  perceive  that  these  fighters 
in  armour  regard  Lacedaemon  as  a  sacred  in 
violable  territory,  which  they  do  not  touch  with 
the  point  of  their  foot;  but  they  make  a  circuit 
of  the  neighbouring  states,  and  would  rather 
exhibit  to  any  others  than  to  the  Spartans;  and 


particularly  to  those  who  would  themselves  ac 
knowledge  that  they  are  by  no  means  first-rate 
in  the  arts  of  war.  Further,  Lysimachus,  I  have 
encountered  a  good  many  of  these  gentlemen 
in  actual  service,  and  have  taken  their  measure, 
which  I  can  give  you  at  once;  for  none  of  these 
masters  of  fence  have  ever  been  distinguished 
in  war, — there  has  been  a  sort  of  fatality  about 
them;  while  in  all  other  arts  the  men  of  note 
have  been  always  those  who  have  practised  the 
art,  they  appear  to  be  a  most  unfortunate  excep 
tion.  For  example,  this  very  Stesilaus,  whom 
you  and  I  have  just  witnessed  exhibiting  in  all 
that  crowd  and  making  such  great  professions 
of  his  powers,  I  have  seen  at  another  time  mak 
ing,  in  sober  truth,  an  involuntary  exhibition  of 
himself,  which  was  a  far  better  spectacle.  Fie 
was  a  marine  on  board  a  ship  which  struck  a 
transport  vessel,  and  was  armed  with  a  weap 
on,  half  spear,  half  scythe;  the  singularity  of 
this  weapon  was  worthy  of  the  singularity  of 
the  man.  To  make  a  long  story  short,  I  will 
only  tell  you  what  happened  to  this  notable  in 
vention  of  the  scythe-spear.  He  was  fighting, 
and  the  scythe  was  caught  in  the  rigging  of  the 
other  ship,  and  stuck  fast;  and  he  tugged,  but 
was  unable  to  get  his  weapon  free.  The  two 
ships  were  passing  one  another.  He  first  ran 
along  his  own  ship  holding  on  to  the  spear;  but 
as  the  other  ship  passed  by  and  drew  him  after 
as  he  was  holding  on,  [184]  he  let  the  spear  slip 
through  his  hand  until  he  retained  only  the 
end  of  the  handle.  The  people  in  the  transport 
clapped  their  hands,  and  laughed  at  his  ridicu 
lous  figure;  and  when  some  one  threw  a  stone, 
which  fell  on  the  deck  at  his  feet,  and  he  quitted 
his  hold  of  the  scythe-spear,  the  crew  of  his  own 
trireme  also  burst  out  laughing;  they  could  not 
refrain  when  they  beheld  the  weapon  waving 
in  the  air,  suspended  from  the  transport.  Now 
I  do  not  deny  that  there  may  be  something  in 
such  an  art,  as  Nicias  asserts,  but  I  tell  you  my 
experience;  and,  as  I  said  at  first,  whether  this 
be  an  art  of  which  the  advantage  is  so  slight, 
or  not  an  art  at  all,  but  only  an  imposition,  in 
either  case  such  an  acquirement  is  not  worth 
having.  For  my  opinion  is,  that  if  the  professor 
of  this  art  be  a  coward,  he  will  be  likely  to  be 
come  rash,  and  his  character  will  be  only  more 
notorious;  or  if  he  be  brave,  and  fail  ever  so 
little,  other  men  will  be  on  the  watch,  and  he 
will  be  greatly  traduced;  for  there  is  a  jealousy 
of  such  pretenders;  and  unless  a  man  be  pre 
eminent  in  valour,  he  cannot  help  being  ridicu 
lous,  if  he  says  that  he  has  this  sort  of  skill 
Such  is  rny  judgment,  Lysimachus,  o£  the  de- 
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sirableness  of  this  art;  but,  as  I  said  at  first,  ask 
Socrates,  and  do  not  let  him  go  until  he  has 
given  you  his  opinion  of  the  matter. 

Lys.  I  am  going  to  ask  this  favour  of  you, 
Socrates;  as  is  the  more  necessary  because  the 
two  councillors  disagree,  and  some  one  is  in  a 
manner  still  needed  who  will  decide  between 
them.  Had  they  agreed,  no  arbiter  would  have 
been  required.  But  as  Laches  has  voted  one  way 
and  Nicias  another,  I  should  like  to  hear  with 
which  of  our  two  friends  you  agree. 

Soc.  What,  Lysimachus,  are  you  going  to  ac 
cept  the  opinion  of  the  majority? 

Lys.  Why,  yes,  Socrates;  what  else  am  I  to 
do? 

Soc.  And  would  you  do  so  too,  Melesias?  If 
you  were  deliberating  about  the  gymnastic 
training  of  your  son,  would  you  follow  the  ad 
vice  of  the  majority  of  us,  or  the  opinion  of  the 
one  who  had  been  trained  and  exercised  under 
a  skilful  master? 

Mel.  The  latter,  Socrates;  as  would  surely  be 
reasonable. 

Soc.  His  one  vote  would  be  worth  more  than 
the  vote  of  all  us  four? 

Mel.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  for  this  reason,  as  I  imagine, — be 
cause  a  good  decision  is  based  on  knowledge 
and  not  on  numbers? 

Mel.  To  be  sure. 

[185]  Soc.  Must  we  not  then  first  of  all  ask, 
whether  there  is  any  one  of  us  who  has  knowl 
edge  of  that  about  which  we  are  deliberating? 
If  there  is,  let  us  take  his  advice,  though  he  be 
one  only,  and  not  mind  the  rest;  if  there  is  not, 
let  us  seek  further  counsel.  Is  this  a  slight  mat 
ter  about  which  you  and  Lysimachus  are  de 
liberating?  Are  you  not  risking  the  greatest  of 
your  possessions?  For  children  are  your  riches; 
and  upon  their  turning  out  well  or  ill  depends 
the  whole  order  of  their  father's  house. 

Mel.  That  is  true. 

Soc.  Great  care,  then,  is  required  in  this  mat 
ter? 

Mel.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Suppose,  as  I  was  just  now  saying,  that 
we  were  considering,  or  wanting  to  consider, 
who  was  the  best  trainer.  Should  we  not  select 
him  who  knew  and  had  practised  the  art,  and 
had  the  best  teachers? 

MeL  I  think  that  we  should. 

Soc.  But  would  there  not  arise  a  prior  ques 
tion  about  the  nature  of  the  art  of  which  we 
want  to  find  the  masters? 

MeL  I  do  not  understand. 

Soc.  Let  me  try  to  make  my  meaning  plainer 


then.  I  do  not  think  that  we  have  as  yet  decided 
what  that  is  about  which  we  are  consulting, 
when  we  ask  which  of  us  is  or  is  not  skilled  in 
the  art,  and  has  or  has  not  had  a  teacher  of  the 
art. 

Nic.  Why,  Socrates,  is  not  the  question 
whether  young  men  ought  or  ought  not  to 
learn  the  art  of  fighting  in  armour? 

Soc.  Yes,  Nicias;  but  there  is  also  a  prior 
question,  which  I  may  illustrate  in  this  way: 
When  a  person  considers  about  applying  a 
medicine  to  the  eyes,  would  you  say  that  he  is 
consulting  about  the  medicine  or  about  the 
eyes? 

NIC.  About  the  eyes. 

Soc.  And  when  he  considers  whether  he  shall 
set  a  bridle  on  a  horse  and  at  what  time,  he  is 
thinking  of  the  horse  and  not  of  the  bridle? 

Nic.  True. 

Soc.  And  in  a  word,  when  he  considers  any 
thing  for  the  sake  of  another  thing,  he  thinks 
of  the  end  and  not  of  the  means? 

Nic.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  when  you  call  in  an  adviser,  you 
should  see  whether  he  too  is  skilful  in  the  ac 
complishment  of  the  end  which  you  have  in 
view  ? 

Nic.  Most  true. 

Soc.  And  at  present  we  have  in  view  some 
knowledge,  of  which  the  end  is  the  soul  of 
youth? 

Nic.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  we  are  enquiring.  Which  of  us  is 
skilful  or  successful  in  the  treatment  of  the 
soul,  and  which  of  us  has  had  good  teachers? 

La.  Well  but,  Socrates;  did  you  never  ob 
serve  that  some  persons,  who  have  had  no 
teachers,  are  more  skilful  than  those  who  have, 
in  some  things? 

Soc.  Yes,  Laches,  I  have  observed  that;  but 
you  would  not  be  very  willing  to  trust  them  if 
they  only  professed  to  be  masters  of  their  art, 
[186]  unless  they  could  show  some  proof  of 
their  skill  or  excellence  in  one  or  more  works. 

La.  That  is  true. 

Soc.  And  therefore,  Laches  and  Nicias,  as 
Lysimachus  and  Melesias,  in  their  anxiety  to 
improve  the  minds  of  their  sons,  have  asked 
our  advice  about  them,  we  too  should  tell  them 
who  our  teachers  were,  it"  we  say  that  we  have 
had  any,  and  prove  them  to  be  in  the  first  place 
men  of  merit  and  experienced  trainers  of  the 
minds  of  youth  and  also  to  have  been  really  our 
teachers.  Or  if  any  of  us  says  that  he  has  no 
teacher,  but  that  he  has  works  of  his  own  to 
show;  then  he  should  point  out  to  them  what 
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Athenians  or  strangers,  bond  or  free,  he  is  gen 
erally  acknowledged  to  have  improved.  But  if 
he  can  show  neither  teachers  nor  works,  then  he 
should  tell  them  to  look  out  for  others;  and  not 
run  the  risk  of  spoiling  the  children  of  friends, 
and  thereby  incurring  the  most  formidable  ac 
cusation  which  can  be  brought  against  any  one 
by  those  nearest  to  him.  As  for  myself,  Lysima- 
chus  and  Melesias,  I  am  the  first  to  confess  that 
I  have  never  had  a  teacher  of  the  art  of  virtue; 
although  I  have  always  from  my  earliest  youth 
desired  to  have  one.  But  I  am  too  poor  to  give 
money  to  the  Sophists,  who  are  the  only  pro 
fessors  of  moral  improvement;  and  to  this  day 
I  have  never  been  able  to  discover  the  art  my 
self,  though  I  should  not  be  surprised  if  Nicias 
or  Laches  may  have  discovered  or  learned  it; 
for  they  are  far  wealthier  than  I  am,  and  may 
therefore  have  learnt  of  others.  And  they  are 
older  too;  so  that  they  have  had  more  time  to 
make  the  discovery.  And  I  really  believe  that 
they  are  able  to  educate  a  man;  for  unless  they 
had  been  confident  in  their  own  knowledge, 
they  would  never  have  spoken  thus  decidedly 
of  the  pursuits  which  are  advantageous  or  hurt 
ful  to  a  young  man.  I  repose  confidence  in  both 
of  them;  but  I  am  surprised  to  find  that  they 
differ  from  one  another.  And  therefore,  Lysi- 
machus,  as  Laches  suggested  that  you  should 
detain  me,  and  not  let  me  go  until  I  answered, 
I  in  turn  earnestly  beseech  and  advise  you  to 
detain  Laches  and  Nicias,  and  question  them. 
I  would  have  you  say  to  them:  Socrates  avers 
that  he  has  no  knowledge  of  the  matter — he  is 
unable  to  decide  which  of  you  speaks  truly; 
neither  discoverer  nor  student  is  he  of  anything 
of  the  kind.  But  you,  Laches  and  Nicias,  should 
each  of  you  tell  us  who  is  the  most  skilful  edu 
cator  whom  you  have  ever  known;  and  wheth 
er  you  invented  the  art  yourselves,  or  learned  of 
another;  and  if  you  learned,  [187]  who  were 
your  respective  teachers,  and  who  were  their 
brothers  in  the  art;  and  then,  if  you  are  too 
much  occupied  in  politics  to  teach  us  your 
selves,  let  us  go  to  them,  and  present  them  with 
gifts,  or  make  interest  with  them,  or  both,  in 
the  hope  that  they  may  be  induced  to  take 
charge  of  our  children  and  of  yours;  and  then 
they  will  not  grow  up  inferior,  and  disgrace 
their  ancestors.  But  if  you  are  yourselves  origi 
nal  discoverers  in  that  field,  give  us  some  proof 
of  your  skill.  Who  are  they  who,  having  been 
inferior  persons,  have  become  under  your  care 
good  and  noble?  For  if  this  is  your  first  attempt 
at  education,  there  is  a  danger  that  you  may  be 
trying  the  experiment,  not  on  the  "vile  corpus" 


of  a  Carian  slave,  but  on  your  own  sons,  or  the 
sons  of  your  friend,  and,  as  the  proverb  says, 
"break  the  large  vessel  in  learning  to  make 
pots."  Tell  us  then,  what  qualities  you  claim  or 
do  not  claim.  Make  them  tell  you  that,  Lysitna- 
chus,  and  do  not  let  them  off. 

Lys.  I  very  much  approve  of  the  words  of 
Socrates,  my  friends;  but  you,  Nicias  and  La 
ches,  must  determine  whether  you  will  be  ques 
tioned,  and  give  an  explanation  about  matters 
of  this  sort.  Assuredly,  I  and  Melesias  would 
be  greatly  pleased  to  hear  you  answer  the  ques 
tions  which  Socrates  asks,  if  you  will:  for  I  be 
gan  by  saying  that  we  took  you  into  our  coun 
sels  because  we  thought  that  you  would  have 
attended  to  the  subject,  especially  as  you  have 
children  who,  like  our  own,  are  nearly  of  an 
age  to  be  educated.  Well,  then,  if  you  have  no 
objection,  suppose  that  you  take  Socrates  into 
partnership;  and  do  you  and  he  ask  and  answer 
one  another's  questions:  for,  as  he  has  well  said, 
we  are  deliberating  about  the  most  important 
of  our  concerns.  I  hope  that  you  will  see  fit  to 
comply  with  our  request. 

Nic.  I  see  very  clearly,  Lysimachus,  that  you 
have  only  known  Socrates'  father,  and  have  no 
acquaintance  with  Socrates  himself:  at  least, 
you  can  only  have  known  him  when  he  was  a 
child,  andrnay  have  met  him  among  his  fellow- 
wardsmen,  in  company  with  his  father,  at  a 
sacrifice,  or  at  some  other  gathering.  You  clear 
ly  show  that  you  have  never  known  him  since 
he  arrived  at  manhood. 

Lys.  Why  do  you  say  that,  Nicias? 

Nic.  Because  you  seem  not  to  be  aware  that 
any  one  who  has  an  intellectual  affinity  to  Soc 
rates  and  enters  into  conversation  with  him  is 
liable  to  be  drawn  into  an  argument;  and,  what 
ever  subject  he  may  start,  he  will  bt:  continually 
carried  round  and  round  by  him,  until  at  last 
he  finds  that  he  has  to  give  an  account  both  of 
his  present  [188]  and  past  life;  and  when  he  is 
once  entangled,  Socrates  will  not  let  him  go  un 
til  he  has  completely  and  thoroughly  sifted  him. 
Now  J  am  used  to  his  ways;  and  I  know  that 
he  will  certainly  do  as  1  say,  and  also  that  I  my 
self  shall  be  the  sufferer;  lor  I  am  fond  of  his 
conversation,  Lysimachus.  And  I  think  that 
there  is  no  harm  in  being  reminded  of  any 
wrong  thing  which  we  are,  or  have  been,  do 
ing:  he  who  does  not  fly  from  reproof  will  be 
sure  to  take  more  heed  of  his  after-life;  as  Solon 
says,  he  will  wish  and  desire  to  be  learning  so 
long  as  he  lives,  and  will  not  think  that  old  age 
of  itself  brings  wisdom.  To  me,  to  be  cross- 
examined  by  Socrates  is  neither  unusual  nor 


LACHES 


31 


unpleasant;  indeed,  I  knew  all  along  that  where 
Socrates  was,  the  argument  would  soon  pass 
from  our  sons  to  ourselves;  and  therefore,  I  say 
that  for  my  part,  I  am  quite  willing  to  dis 
course  with  Socrates  in  his  own  manner;  but 
you  had  better  ask  our  friend  Laches  what  his 
feeling  may  be. 

La.  I  have  but  one  feeling,  Nicias,  or  (shall 
I  say?)  two  feelings,  about  discussions.  Some 
would  think  that  I  am  a  lover,  and  to  others  I 
may  seem  to  be  a  hater  of  discourse;  for  when 
I  hear  a  man  discoursing  of  virtue,  or  of  any 
sort  of  wisdom,  who  is  a  true  man  and  worthy 
of  his  theme,  I  am  delighted  beyond  measure: 
and  I  compare  the  man  and  his  words,  and 
note  the  harmony  and  correspondence  of  them. 
And  such  an  one  I  deem  to  be  the  true  musi 
cian,  attuned  to  a  fairer  harmony  than  that  of 
the  lyre,  or  any  pleasant  instrument  of  music; 
for  truly  he  has  in  his  own  life  a  harmony  of 
words  and  deeds  arranged,  not  in  the  Ionian, 
or  in  the  Phrygian  mode,  nor  yet  in  the  Lydian, 
but  in  the  true  Hellenic  mode,  which  is  the 
Dorian,  and  no  other.  Such  an  one  makes  me 
merry  with  the  sound  of  his  voice;  and  when 
I  hear  him  I  am  thought  to  be  a  lover  of  dis 
course;  so  eager  am  I  in  drinking  in  his  words. 
But  a  man  whose  actions  do  not  agree  with  his 
words  is  an  annoyance  to  me;  and  the  better  he 
speaks  the  more  I  hate  him,  and  then  I  seem  to 
be  a  hater  of  discourse.  As  to  Socrates,  I  have 
no  knowledge  of  his  words,  but  of  old,  as  would 
seem,  I  have  had  experience  of  his  deeds;  and 
his  deeds  show  that  free  and  noble  sentiments 
are  natural  to  [189]  him.  And  if  his  words  ac 
cord,  then  I  am  of  one  mind  with  him,  and 
shall  be  delighted  to  be  interrogated  by  a  man 
such  as  he  is,  and  shall  not  be  annoyed  at 
having  to  learn  of  him:  for  I  too  agree  with 
Solon,  "that  I  would  fain  grow  old,  learning 
many  things."  But  I  must  be  allowed  to  add 
"of  the  good  only."  Socrates  must  be  willing 
to  allow  that  he  is  a  good  teacher,  or  I  shall  be 
a  dull  and  uncongenial  pupil:  but  that  the 
teacher  is  younger,  or  not  as  yet  in  repute — any 
thing  of  that  sort  is  of  no  account  with  me.  And 
therefore,  Socrates,  I  give  you  notice  that  you 
may  teach  and  confute  me  as  much  as  ever  you 
like,  and  also  learn  of  me  anything  which  I 
know.  So  high  is  the  opinion  which  1  have  en 
tertained  of  you  ever  since  the  day  on  which 
you  were  my  companion  in  danger,  and  gave 
a  proof  of  your  valour  such  as  only  the  man  of 
merit  can  give.  Therefore,  say  whatever  you 
like,  and  do  not  mind  about  the  difference  of 
our  ages. 


Soc.  I  cannot  say  that  either  of  you  show  any 
reluctance  to  take  counsel  and  advise  with  me. 
Lys.  But  this  is  our  proper  business;  and 
yours  as  well  as  ours,  for  I  reckon  you  as  one  of 
us.  Please  then  to  take  my  place,  and  find  out 
from  Nicias  and  Laches  what  we  want  to  know, 
for  the  sake  of  the  youths,  and  talk  and  consult 
with  them:  for  I  am  old,  and  my  memory  is 
bad;  and  I  do  not  remember  the  questions 
which  I  am  going  to  ask,  or  the  answers  to 
them;  and  if  there  is  any  interruption  I  am 
quite  lost.  I  will  therefore  beg  of  you  to  carry 
on  the  proposed  discussion  by  yourselves;  and 
I  will  listen,  and  Melesias  and  I  will  act  upon 
your  conclusions. 

Soc.  Let  us,  Nicias  and  Laches,  comply  with 
the  request  of  Lysimachus  and  Melesias.  There 
will  be  no  harm  in  asking  ourselves  the  ques 
tion  which  was  first  proposed  to  us:  "Who  have 
been  our  own  instructors  in  this  sort  of  train 
ing,  and  whom  have  we  made  better?"  But  the 
other  mode  of  carrying  on  the  enquiry  will 
bring  us  equally  to  the  same  point,  and  will  be 
more  like  proceeding  from  first  principles.  For 
if  we  knew  that  the  addition  of  something 
would  improve  some  other  thing,  and  were 
able  to  make  the  addition,  then,  clearly,  we 
must  know  how  that  about  which  we  are  ad 
vising  may  be  best  and  most  easily  attained. 
Perhaps  you  do  not  understand  what  I  mean. 
[190]  Then  let  me  make  my  meaning  plainer 
in  this  way.  Suppose  we  knew  that  the  addition 
of  sight  makes  better  the  eyes  which  possess 
this  gift,  and  also  were  able  to  impart  sight  to 
the  eyes,  then,  clearly,  we  should  know  the  na 
ture  of  sight,  and  should  be  able  to  advise  how 
this  gift  of  sight  may  be  best  and  most  easily 
attained;  but  if  we  knew  neither  what  sight  is, 
nor  what  hearing  is,  we  should  not  be  very 
good  medical  advisers  about  the  eyes  or  the 
ears,  or  about  the  best  mode  of  giving  sight  and 
hearing  to  them. 

La.  That  is  true,  Socrates. 

Soc.  And  are  not  our  two  friends,  Laches,  at 
this  very  moment  inviting  us  to  consider  in 
what  way  the  gift  of  virtue  may  be  imparted 
to  their  sons  for  the  improvement  of  their 
minds? 

La.  Very  true. 

Soc.  Then  must  we  not  first  know  the  nature 
of  virtue?  For  how  can  we  advise  any  one 
about  the  best  mode  of  attaining  something  of 
which  we  are  wholly  ignorant? 

La.  I  do  not  think  that  we  can,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Then,  Laches,  we  may  presume  that  we 
know  the  nature  of  virtue? 


32 


DIALOGUES  OF  PLATO 


La.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  that  which  we  know  we  must  sure 
ly  be  able  to  tell? 

La.  Certainly. 

Soc.  I  would  not  have  us  begin,  my  friend, 
with  enquiring  about  the  whole  of  virtue;  for 
that  may  be  more  than  we  can  accomplish;  let 
us  first  consider  whether  we  have  a  sufficient 
knowledge  of  a  part;  the  enquiry  will  thus 
probably  be  made  easier  to  us. 

La.  Let  us  do  as  you  say,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Then  which  of  the  parts  of  virtue  shall 
we  select?  Must  we  not  select  that  to  which  the 
art  of  fighting  in  armour  is  supposed  to  con 
duce?  And  is  not  that  generally  thought  to  be 
courage? 

La.  Yes,  certainly. 

Soc.  Then,  Laches,  suppose  that  we  first  set 
about  determining  the  nature  of  courage,  and 
in  the  second  place  proceed  to  enquire  how  the 
young  men  may  attain  this  quality  by  the  help 
of  studies  and  pursuits.  Tell  me,  if  you  can, 
what  is  courage. 

La.  Indeed,  Socrates,  I  see  no  difficulty  in  an 
swering;  he  is  a  man  of  courage  who  does  not 
run  away,  but  remains  at  his  post  and  fights 
against  the  enemy;  there  can  be  no  mistake 
about  that. 

Soc.  Very  good,  Laches;  and  yet  I  fear  that  I 
did  not  express  myself  clearly;  and  therefore 
you  have  answered  not  the  question  which  I 
intended  to  ask,  but  another. 

/"/9/7  La.  What  do  you  mean,  Socrates? 

Soc.  I  will  endeavour  to  explain;  you  would 
call  a  man  courageous  who  remains  at  his  post, 
and  fights  with  the  enemy? 

La.  Certainly  I  should. 

Soc.  And  so  should  I;  but  what  would  you 
say  of  another  man,  who  fights  flying,  instead 
of  remaining? 

La.  How  flying? 

Soc.  Why,  as  the  Scythians  are  said  to  fight, 
flying  as  well  as  pursuing;  and  as  Homer  says 
in  praise  of  the  horses  of  Aeneas,  that  they 
knew  "how  to  pursue,  and  fly  quickly  hither 
and  thither";  and  he  passes  an  encomium  on 
Aeneas  himself,  as  having  a  knowledge  of  fear 
or  flight,  and  calls  him  "an  author  of  fear  or 
flight." 

La.  Yes,  Socrates,  and  there  Homer  is  right: 
for  he  was  speaking  of  chariots,  as  you  were 
speaking  of  the  Scythian  cavalry,  who  have 
that  way  of  fighting;  but  the  heavy-armed 
Greek  fights,  as  I  say,  remaining  in  his  rank. 

Soc.  And  yet,  Laches,  you  must  except  the 
Lacedaemonians  at  Plataea,  who,  when  they 


came  upon  the  light  shields  of  the  Persians,  are 
said  not  to  have  been  willing  to  stand  and  fight, 
and  to  have  fled;  but  when  the  ranks  of  the 
Persians  were  broken,  they  turned  upon  them 
like  cavalry,  and  won  the  battle  of  Plataea. 

La.  That  is  true. 

Soc.  That  was  my  meaning  when  I  said  that 
I  was  to  blame  in  having  put  my  question  bad 
ly,  and  that  this  was  the  reason  of  your  answer 
ing  badly.  For  I  meant  to  ask  you  not  only 
about  the  courage  of  heavy-armed  soldiers,  but 
about  the  courage  of  cavalry  and  every  other 
style  of  soldier;  and  not  only  who  are  coura 
geous  in  war,  but  who  are  courageous  in  perils 
by  sea,  and  who  in  disease,  or  in  poverty,  or  again 
in  politics,  are  courageous;  and  not  only  who 
are  courageous  against  pain  or  fear,  but  mighty 
to  contend  against  desires  and  pleasures,  either 
fixed  in  their  rank  or  turning  upon  their  en 
emy.  There  is  this  sort  of  courage — is  there 
not,  Laches? 

La.  Certainly,  Socrates. 

Soc.  And  all  these  are  courageous,  but  some 
have  courage  in  pleasures,  and  some  in  pains: 
some  in  desires,  and  some  in  fears,  and  some 
are  cowards  under  the  same  conditions,  as  1 
should  imagine. 

La.  Very  true. 

Soc.  Now  I  was  asking  about  courage  and 
cowardice  in  general.  And  I  will  begin  with 
courage,  and  once  more  ask,  What  is  that  com 
mon  quality,  which  is  the  same  in  all  these 
cases,  and  which  is  called  courage?  Do  you  now 
understand  what  I  mean? 

La.  Not  over  well. 

[192]  Soc.  1  mean  this:  As  I  might  ask  what 
is  that  quality  which  is  called  quickness,  and 
which  is  found  in  running,  in  playing  the  lyre, 
in  speaking,  in  learning,  and  in  many  other 
similar  actions,  or  rather  which  we  possess  in 
nearly  every  action  that  is  worth  mentioning  of 
arms,  legs,  mouth,  voice,  mind;— would  you 
not  apply  the  term  quickness  to  all  of  them? 

La.  Quite  true. 

Soc.  And  suppose  I  were  to  be  asked  by  some 
one:  What  is  that  common  quality,  Socrates, 
which,  in  all  these  uses  of  the  word,  you  call 
quickness?  I  should  say  the  quality  which  ac 
complishes  much  in  a  little  time—whether  in 
running,  speaking,  or  in  any  other  sort  of  ac 
tion. 

La.  You  would  be  quite  correct. 

Soc.  And  now,  Laches,  do  you  try  and  tell 
me  in  like  manner,  What  is  that  common  qual 
ity  which  is  called  courage,  and  which  includes 
all  the  various  uses  of  the  term  when  applied 
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both  to  pleasure  and  pain,  and  in  all  the  cases 
to  which  I  was  just  now  referring? 

La.  I  should  say  that  courage  is  a  sort  of  en 
durance  of  the  soul.,  if  I  am  to  speak  of  the  uni 
versal  nature  which  pervades  them  all. 

Soc.  But  that  is  what  we  must  do  if  we  are 
to  answer  the  question.  And  yet  I  cannot  say 
that  every  kind  of  endurance  is,  in  my  opinion, 
to  be  deemed  courage.  Hear  my  reason:  I  am 
sure,  Laches,  that  you  would  consider  courage 
to  be  a  very  noble  quality. 

La.  Most  noble,  certainly. 

Soc.  And  you  would  say  that  a  wise  endur 
ance  is  also  good  and  noble? 

La.  Very  noble. 

Soc.  But  what  would  you  say  of  a  foolish  en 
durance?  Is  not  that,  on  the  other  hand,  to  be 
regarded  as  evil  and  hurtful? 

La.  True. 

Soc.  And  is  anything  noble  which  is  evil  and 
hurtful? 

La.  I  ought  not  to  say  that,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Then  you  would  not  admit  that  sort  of 
endurance  to  be  courage — for  it  is  not  noble, 
but  courage  is  noble? 

La.  You  are  right. 

Soc.  Then,  according  to  you,  only  the  wise 
endurance  is  courage? 

La.  True. 

Soc.  But  as  to  the  epithet  "wise,'*-— wise  in 
what?  In  all  things  small  as  well  as  great?  For 
example,  if  a  man  shows  the  quality  of  endur 
ance  in  spending  his  money  wisely,  knowing 
that  by  spending  he  will  acquire  more  in  the 
end,  do  you  call  him  courageous? 

La.  Assuredly  not. 

Soc.  Or,  for  example,  if  a  man  is  a  physician, 
and  his  son,  or  some  patient  of  his,  has  inflam 
mation  of  the  lungs,  and  begs  that  he  may  be 
allowed  to  eat  or  drink  something,  and  the 
other  is  firm  and  refuses;  is  that  courage? 

/"/p  j/  La.  No;  that  is  not  courage  at  all,  any 
more  than  the  last. 

Soc.  Again,  take  the  case  of  one  who  endures 
in  war,  and  is  willing  to  fight,  and  wisely  cal 
culates  and  knows  that  others  will  help  him, 
and  that  there  will  be  fewer  and  inferior  men 
against  him  than  there  are  with  him;  and  sup 
pose  that  he  has  also  advantages  of  position; — 
would  you  say  of  such  a  one  who  endures  with 
all  this  wisdom  and  preparation,  that  he,  or 
some  man  in  the  opposing  army  who  is  in  the 
opposite  circumstances  to  these  and  yet  endures 
and  remains  at  his  post,  is  the  braver? 

La.  I  should  say  that  the  latter,  Socrates,  was 
the  braver. 


Soc.  But,  surely,  this  is  a  foolish  endurance 
in  comparison  with  the  other? 

La.  That  is  true. 

Soc.  Then  you  would  say  that  he  who  in  an 
engagement  of  cavalry  endures,  having  the 
knowledge  of  horsemanship,  is  not  so  coura 
geous  as  he  who  endures,  having  no  such 
knowledge? 

La.  So  I  should  say. 

Soc.  And  he  who  endures,  having  a  knowl 
edge  of  the  use  of  the  sling,  or  the  bow,  or  of 
any  other  art,  is  not  so  courageous  as  he  who 
endures,  not  having  such  a  knowledge? 

La.  True. 

Soc.  And  he  who  descends  into  a  well,  and 
dives,  and  holds  out  in  this  or  any  similar  ac 
tion,  having  no  knowledge  of  diving,  or  the 
like,  is,  as  you  would  say,  more  courageous 
than  those  who  have  this  knowledge? 

La.  Why, .  Socrates,  what  else  can  a  man 
say? 

Soc.  Nothing,  if  that  be  what  he  thinks. 

La.  But  that  is  what  I  do  think. 

Soc.  And  yet  men  who  thus  run  risks  and 
endure  are  foolish,  Laches,  in  comparison  of 
those  who  do  the  same  things,  having  the  skill 
to  do  them. 

La.  That  is  true. 

Soc.  But  foolish  boldness  and  endurance  ap 
peared  before  to  be  base  and  hurtful  to  us. 

La.  Quite  true. 

Soc.  Whereas  courage  was  acknowledged  to 
be  a  noble  quality. 

La.  True. 

Soc.  And  now  on  the  contrary  we  are  saying 
that  the  foolish  endurance,  which  was  before 
held  in  dishonour,  is  courage. 

La.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  are  we  right  in  saying  so? 

La.  Indeed,  Socrates,  I  am  sure  that  we  are 
not  right. 

Soc.  Then  according  to  your  statement,  you 
and  I,  Laches,  are  not  attuned  to  the  Dorian 
mode,  which  is  a  harmony  of  words  and  deeds; 
for  our  deeds  are  not  in  accordance  with  our 
words.  Any  one  would  say  that  we  had  cour 
age  who  saw  us  in  action,  but  not,  I  imagine, 
he  who  heard  us  talking  about  courage  just 
now. 

La.  That  is  most  true, 

Soc.  And  is  this  condition  of  ours  satisfac 
tory? 

La.  Quite  the  reverse. 

Soc.  Suppose,  however,  that  we  admit  the 
principle  of  which  we  are  speaking  to  a  certain 
extent. 
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[194]  La.  To  what  extent  and  what  prin 
ciple  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  The  principle  of  endurance.  We  too 
must  endure  and  persevere  in  the  enquiry,  and 
then  courage  will  not  laugh  at  our  faintheart 
edness  in  searching  for  courage;  which  after  all 
may,  very  likely,  be  endurance. 

La.  I  am  ready  to  go  on,  Socrates;  and  yet  I 
am  unused  to  investigations  of  this  sort.  But 
the  spirit  of  controversy  has  been  aroused  in 
me  by  what  has  been  said;  and  I  am  really 
grieved  at  being  thus  unable  to  express  my 
meaning.  For  I  fancy  that  I  do  know  the  na 
ture  of  courage;  but,  somehow  or  other,  she  has 
slipped  away  from  me,  and  I  cannot  get  hold  of 
her  and  tell  her  nature. 

Soc.  But,  my  dear  friend,  should  not  the  good 
sportsman  follow  the  track,  and  not  be  lazy? 

La.  Certainly,  he  should. 

Soc.  And  shall  we  invite  Nicias  to  join  us? 
he  may  be  better  at  the  sport  than  we  are. 
What  do  you  say? 

La.  1  should  like  that. 

Soc.  Come  then,  Nicias,  and  do  what  you 
can  to  help  your  friends,  who  are  tossing  on  the 
waves  of  argument,  and  at  the  last  gasp:  you 
see  our  extremity,  and  may  save  us  and  also 
settle  your  own  opinion,  if  you  will  tell  us  what 
you  think  about  courage. 

Nic.  I  have  been  thinking,  Socrates,  that  you 
and  Laches  are  not  defining  courage  in  the 
right  way;  for  you  have  forgotten  an  excellent 
saying  which  I  have  heard  from  your  own  lips. 

Soc.  What  is  it,  Nicias? 

Nic.  I  have  often  heard  you  say  that  "Every 
man  is  good  in  that  in  which  he  is  wise,  and 
bad  in  that  in  which  he  is  unwise." 

Soc.  That  is  certainly  true,  Nicias. 

Nic.  And  therefore  if  the  brave  man  is  good, 
he  is  also  wise. 

Soc.  Do  you  hear  him,  Laches? 

La.  Yes,  I  hear  him,  but  I  do  not  very  well 
understand  him. 

Soc.  I  think  that  I  understand  him;  and  he 
appears  to  me  to  mean  that  courage  is  a  sort  of 
wisdom. 

La.  What  can  he  possibly  mean,  Socrates? 

Soc.  That  is  a  question  which  you  must  ask 
of  himself. 

La.  Yes, 

Soc.  Tell  him  then,  Nicias,  what  you  mean 
by  this  wisdom;  for  you  surely  do  not  mean  the 
wisdom  which  plays  the  flute? 

Nic.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  Nor  the  wisdom  which  plays  the  lyre? 

Nic.  No. 


Soc.  But  what  is  this  knowledge  then,  and  of 
what? 

La.  I  think  that  you  put  the  question  to  him 
very  well,  Socrates;  and  I  would  like  him  to 
say  what  is  the  nature  of  this  knowledge  or 
wisdom. 

[195]  Nic.  I  mean  to  say,  Laches,  that  cour 
age  is  the  knowledge  of  that  which  inspires 
fear  or  confidence  in  war,  or  in  anything. 

La.  How  strangely  he  is  talking,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Why  do  you  say  so,  Laches? 

La.  Why,  surely  courage  is  one  thing,  and 
wisdom  another. 

Soc.  That  is  just  what  Nicias  denies. 

La.  Yes,  that  is  what  he  denies;  but  he  is  so 
silly. 

Soc.  Suppose  that  we  instruct  instead  of 
abusing  him? 

Nic.  Laches  does  not  want  to  instruct  me, 
Socrates;  but  having  been  proved  to  be  talking 
nonsense  himself,  he  wants  to  prove  that  I 
have  been  doing  the  same. 

La.  Very  true,  Nicias;  and  you  are  talking 
nonsense,  as  I  shall  endeavour  to  show.  Let  me 
ask  you  a  question:  Do  not  physicians  know 
the  dangers  of  disease?  or  do  the  courageous 
know  them  ?  or  are  the  physicians  the  same  as 
the  courageous? 

Nic.  Not  at  all. 

La.  No  more  than  the  husbandmen  who 
know  the  dangers  of  husbandry,  or  than  other 
craftsmen,  who  have  a  knowledge  of  that 
which  inspires  them  with  fear  or  confidence  in 
their  own  arts,  and  yet  they  are  not  courageous 
a  whit  the  more  for  that. 

Soc.  What  is  Laches  saying,  Nicias?  He  ap 
pears  to  be  saying  something  of  importance. 

NIC.  Yes,  he  is  saying  something,  but  it  is 
not  true. 

Soc.  How  so? 

NIC.  Why,  because  he  does  not  see  that  the 
physician's  knowledge  only  extends  to  the  na 
ture  of  health  and  disease:  he  can  tell  the  sick, 
man  no  more  than  this.  Do  you  imagine,  La 
ches,  that  the  physician  knows  whether  health 
or  disease  is  the  more  terrible  to  a  man?  Had 
not  many  a  man  better  never  get  up  from  a 
sick  bed?  I  should  like  to  know  whether  you 
think  that  life  is  always  better  than  death.  May 
not  death  often  be  the  better  of  the  two  ? 

La.  Yes  certainly  so  in  rny  opinion. 

Nic.  And  do  you  think  that  the  same  things 
are  terrible  to  those  who  had  better  die,  and  to 
those  who  had  better  live? 

La.  Certainly  not. 

Nic.  And  do  you  suppose  that  the  physician 
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or  any  other  artist  knows  this,  or  any  one  in 
deed,  except  he  who  is  skilled  in  the  grounds 
of  fear  and  hope?  And  him  I  call  the  coura 
geous. 

Soc.  Do  you  understand  his  meaning,  La 
ches? 

La.  Yes;  I  suppose  that,  in  his  way  of  speak 
ing,  the  soothsayers  are  courageous.  For  who 
but  one  of  them  can  know  to  whom  to  die  or  to 
live  is  better?  And  yet,  Nicias,  would  you  al 
low  that  you  are  yourself  a  soothsayer,  or  are 
you  neither  a  soothsayer  nor  courageous  ? 

Nic.  What!  do  you  mean  to  say  that  the 
soothsayer  ought  to  know  the  grounds  of  hope 
or  fear  ? 

La.  Indeed  I  do:  who  but  he? 

Nic.  Much  rather  I  should  say  he  of  whom 
I  speak;  for  the  soothsayer  ought  to  know  only 
the  signs  of  things  that  are  about  to  come  to 
pass,  whether  death  or  disease,  or  loss  of  prop 
erty,  or  victory,  or  defeat  in  war,  [196]  or  in 
any  sort  of  contest;  but  to  whom  the  suffering 
or  not  suffering  of  these  things  will  be  for  the 
best,  can  no  more  be  decided  by  the  soothsayer 
than  by  one  who  is  no  soothsayer. 

La.  I  cannot  understand  what  Nicias  would 
be  at,  Socrates;  for  he  represents  the  coura 
geous  man  as  neither  a  soothsayer,  nor  a  phy 
sician,  nor  in  any  other  character,  unless  he 
means  to  say  that  he  is  a  god.  My  opinion  is 
that  he  does  not  like  honestly  to  confess  that  he 
is  talking  nonsense,  but  that  he  shuffles  up  and 
down  in  order  to  conceal  the  difficulty  into 
which  he  has  got  himself.  You  and  I,  Socrates, 
might  have  practised  a  similar  shuffle  just  now, 
if  we  had  only  wanted  to  avoid  the  appearance 
of  inconsistency.  And  if  we  had  been  arguing 
in  a  court  of  law  there  might  have  been  reason 
in  so  doing;  but  why  should  a  man  deck  him 
self  out  with  vain  words  at  a  meeting  of  friends 
such  as  this? 

Soc.  I  quite  agree  with  you,  Laches,  that  he 
should  not.  But  perhaps  Nicias  is  serious,  and 
not  merely  talking  for  the  sake  of  talking.  Let 
us  ask  him  just  to  explain  what  he  means,  and 
if  he  has  reason  on  his  side  we  will  agree  with 
him;  if  not,  we  will  instruct  him. 

La.  Do  you,  Socrates,  if  you  like,  ask  him:  I 
think  that  I  have  asked  enough. 

Soc.  I  do  not  see  why  I  should  not;  and  my 
question  will  do  for  both  o£  us. 

La.  Very  good. 

Soc.  Then  tell  me,  Nicias,  or  rather  tell  us, 
for  Laches  and  I  are  partners  in  the  argument: 
Do  you  mean  to  affirm  that  courage  is  the 
knowledge  of  the  grounds  of  hope  and  fear? 


Nic.  I  do. 

Soc.  And  not  every  man  has  this  knowledge; 
the  physician  and  the  soothsayer  have  it  not; 
and  they  will  not  be  courageous  unless  they  ac 
quire  it — that  is  what  you  were  saying? 

Nic.  I  was. 

Soc.  Then  this  is  certainly  not  a  thing  which 
every  pig  would  know,  as  the  proverb  says,  and 
therefore  he  could  not  be  courageous. 

Nic.  I  think  not. 

Soc.  Clearly  not,  Nicias;  not  even  such  a  big 
pig  as  the  Crommyonian  sow  would  be  called 
by  you  courageous.  And  this  I  say  not  as  a  joke, 
but  because  I  think  that  he  who  assents  to  your 
doctrine,  that  courage  is  the  knowledge  of  the 
grounds  of  fear  and  hope,  cannot  allow  that 
any  wild  beast  is  courageous,  unless  he  admits 
that  a  lion,  or  a  leopard,  or  perhaps  a  boar,  or 
any  other  animal,  has  such  a  degree  of  wisdom 
that  he  knows  things  which  but  a  few  human 
beings  ever  know  by  reason  of  their  difficulty. 
He  who  takes  your  view  of  courage  must  affirm 
that  a  lion,  and  a  stag,  and  a  bull,  and  a  mon 
key,  have  equally  little  pretensions  to  courage, 

[igy]  La.  Capital,  Socrates; by  the  gods, that 
is  truly  good.  And  I  hope,  Nicias,  that  you  will 
tell  us  whether  these  animals,  which  we  all  ad 
mit  to  be  courageous,  are  really  wiser  than 
mankind;  or  whether  you  will  have  the  bold 
ness,  in  the  face  of  universal  opinion,  to  deny 
their  courage. 

Nic.  Why,  Laches,  I  do  not  call  animals  or 
any  other  things  which  have  no  fear  of  dangers, 
because  they  are  ignorant  of  them,  courageous, 
but  only  fearless  and  senseless.  Do  you  imagine 
that  I  should  call  little  children  courageous, 
which  fear  no  dangers  because  they  know 
none?  There  is  a  difference,  to  my  way  of 
thinking,  between  fearlessness  and  courage.  I 
am  of  opinion  that  thoughtful  courage  is  a 
quality  possessed  by  very  few,  but  that  rash 
ness  and  boldness,  and  fearlessness,  which  has 
no  forethought,  are  very  common  qualities  pos 
sessed  by  many  men,  many  women,  many  chil 
dren,  many  animals.  And  you,  and  men  in  gen 
eral,  call  by  the  term  "courageous"  actions 
which  I  call  rash;— my  courageous  actions  are 
wise  actions. 

La.  Behold,  Socrates,  how  admirably,  as  he 
thinks,  he  dresses  himself  out  in  words,  while 
seeking  to  deprive  of  the  honour  of  courage 
those  whom  all  the  world  acknowledges  to  be 
courageous. 

Nic.  Not  so,  Laches,  but  do  not  be  alarmed; 
for  I  am  quite  willing  to  say  of  you  and  also  of 
Lamachus,  and  of  many  other  Athenians,  that 
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you  are  courageous  and  therefore  wise. 

La.  I  could  answer  that;  but  I  would  not  have 
you  cast  in  my  teeth  that  I  am  a  haughty  Aexo- 
nian. 

Soc.  Do  not  answer  him,  Laches;  I  rather 
fancy  that  you  are  not  aware  of  the  source  from 
which  his  wisdom  is  derived.  He  has  got  all 
this  from  my  friend  Damon,  and  Damon  is 
always  with  Prodicus,  who,  of  all  the  Sophists, 
is  considered  to  be  the  best  puller  to  pieces  of 
words  of  this  sort. 

La.  Yes,  Socrates;  and  the  examination  of 
such  niceties  is  a  much  more  suitable  employ 
ment  for  a  Sophist  than  for  a  great  statesman 
whom  the  city  chooses  to  preside  over  her. 

Soc.  Yes,,  my  sweet  friend,  but  a  great  states 
man  is  likely  to  have  a  great  intelligence.  And 
I  think  that  the  view  which  is  implied  in 
Nicias'  definition  of  courage  is  worthy  of  ex 
amination. 

La.  Then  examine  for  yourself,  Socrates. 

Soc.  That  is  what  I  am  going  to  do,  my  dear 
friend.  Do  not,  however,  suppose  I  shall  let  you 
out  of  the  partnership;  for  I  shall  expect  you  to 
apply  your  mind,  and  join  with  me  in  the  con 
sideration  of  the  question. 

La.  I  will  if  you  think  that  I  ought, 

[198]  Soc.  Yes,  I  do;  but  I  must  beg  of  you, 
Nicias,  to  begin  again.  You  remember  that  we 
qriginally  considered  courage  to  be  a  part  of 
virtue. 

Nic.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  you  yourself  said  that  it  was  a  part; 
and  there  were  many  other  parts,  all  of  which 
taken  together  are  called  virtue. 

Nic.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Do  you  agree  with  me  about  the  parts? 
For  I  say  that  justice,  temperance,  and  the  like, 
are  all  of  them  parts  of  virtue  as  well  as  cour 
age.  Would  you  not  say  the  same? 

Nic.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Well  then,  so  far  we  are  agreed.  And 
now  let  us  proceed  a  step,  and  try  to  arrive  at  a 
similar  agreement  about  the  fearful  and  the 
hopeful:  I  do  not  want  you  to  be  thinking  one 
thing  and  myself  another.  Let  me  then  tell  you 
my  own  opinion,  and  if  I  am  wrong  you  shall 
set  me  right:  in  my  opinion  the  terrible  and  the 
hopeful  are  the  things  which  do  or  do  not 
create  fear,  and  fear  is  not  of  the  present,  nor  of 
the  past,  but  is  of  future  and  expected  evil  Do 
you  not  agree  to  that,  Laches? 

La.  Yes,  Socrates,  entirely. 

Soc.  That  is  my  view,  Nicias;  the  terrible 
things,  as  I  should  say,  are  the  evils  which  are 
future;  and  the  hopeful  are  the  good  or  not 


evil  things  which  are  future.  Do  you  or  do  you 
not  agree  with  me? 

Nic.  I  agree. 

Soc.  And  the  knowledge  of  these  things  you 
call  courage? 

Nic.  Precisely. 

Soc.  And  now  let  me  see  whether  you  agree 
with  Laches  and  myself  as  to  a  third  point. 

Nic.  What  is  that? 

Soc.  I  will  tell  you.  He  and  I  have  a  notion 
that  there  is  not  one  knowledge  or  science  of 
the  past,  another  of  the  present,  a  third  of  what 
is  likely  to  be  best  and  what  will  be  best  in  the 
future;  but  that  of  all  three  there  is  one  science 
only:  for  example,  there  is  one  science  of  medi 
cine  which  is  concerned  with  the  inspection  of 
health  equally  in  all  times,  present,  past,  and 
future;  and  one  science  of  husbandry  in  like 
manner,  which  is  concerned  with  the  produc 
tions  of  the  earth  in  all  times.  As  to  the  art  of 
the  general,  you  yourselves  will  be  my  wit 
nesses  that  he  has  an  excellent  foreknowledge 
of  the  future,  and  that  he  claims  to  be  the  mas 
ter  and  not  the  servant  of  the  soothsayer,  be 
cause  he  knows  better  what  is  happening  or  is 
likely  to  happen  in  war:  //99/  and  accordingly 
the  law  places  the  soothsayer  under  the  general, 
and  not  the  general  under  the  soothsayer.  Am 
I  not  correct  in  saying  so,  Laches? 

La.  Quite  correct. 

Soc.  And  do  you,  Nicias,  also  acknowledge 
that  the  same  science  has  understanding  of 
the  same  things,  whether  future,  present,  or 
past? 

Nic.  Yes,  indeed  Socrates;  that  is  my  opinion, 

Soc.  And  courage,  my  friend,  is,  as  you  say, 
a  knowledge  of  the  fearful  and  of  the  hopeful  ? 

Nic.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  the  fearful,  and  the  hopeful,  are 
admitted  to  be  future  goods  and  future  evils? 

NIC.  True. 

Soc.  And  the  same  science  has  to  do  with  the 
same  things  in  the  future  or  at  any  time? 

Nic.  That  is  true, 

Soc.  Then  courage  is  not  the  science  which 
is  concerned  with  the  fearful  and  hopeful,  for 
they  are  future  only;  courage,  like  the  other 
sciences,  is  concerned  not  only  with  good  and 
evil  of  the  future,  but  of  the  present  and  past, 
and  of  any  time? 

NIC.  That,  as  I  suppose,  is  true, 

Soc.  Then  the  answer  which  you  have  given, 
Nicias,  includes  only  a  third  part  of  courage; 
but  our  question  extended  to  the  whole  nature 
of  courage:  and  according  to  your  view,  that 
is,  according  to  your  present  view,  courage  is 
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not  only  the  knowledge  o£  the  hopeful  and  the 
fearful,  but  seems  to  include  nearly  every  good 
and  evil  without  reference  to  time.  What  do 
you  say  to  that  alteration  in  your  statement? 
Nic.  I  agree,  Socrates. 

Soc.  But  then,  my  dear  friend,  if  a  man  knew 
all  good  and  evil,  and  how  they  are,  and  have 
been,  and  will  be  produced,  would  he  not  be 
perfect,  and  wanting  in  no  virtue,  whether  jus 
tice,  or  temperance,  or  holiness  ?  Fie  would  pos 
sess  them  all,  and  he  would  know  which  were 
dangers  and  which  were  not,  and  guard  against 
them  whether  they  were  supernatural  or  natu 
ral;  and  he  would  provide  the  good,  as  he 
would  know  how  to  deal  both  with  gods  or 
men. 

Nic.  I  think,  Socrates,  that  there  is  a  great 
deal  of  truth  in  what  you  say. 

Soc.  But  then,  Nicias,  courage,  according  to 
this  new  definition  of  yours,  instead  of  being 
a  part  of  virtue  only,  will  be  all  virtue? 
Nic.  It  would  seem  so. 
Soc.  But  we  were  saying  that  courage  is  one 
of  the  parts  of  virtue? 
Nic.  Yes,  that  was  what  we  were  saying. 
Soc.  And  that  is  in  contradiction  with  our 
present  view? 

Nic.  That  appears  to  be  the  case. 
Soc.  Then,  Nicias,  we  have  not  discovered 
what  courage  is. 
Nic.  We  have  not. 

[200]  La.  And  yet,  friend  Nicias ,1  imagined 
that  you  would  have  made  the  discovery,  when 
you  were  so  contemptuous  of  the  answers 
which  I  made  to  Socrates.  I  had  very  great 
hopes  that  you  would  have  been  enlightened 
by  the  wisdom  of  Damon. 

Nic.  I  perceive,  Laches,  that  you  think  noth 
ing  of  having  displayed  your  ignorance  of  the 
nature  of  courage,  but  you  look  only  to  see 
whether  I  have  not  made  a  similar  display;  and 
if  we  are  both  equally  ignorant  of  the  things 
which  a  man  who  is  good  Cor  anything  should 
know,  that,  I  suppose,  will  be  of  no  conse 
quence.  You  certainly  appear  to  me  very  like 
the  rest  of  the  world,  looking  at  your  neigh 
bour  and  not  at  yourself.  I  am  of  opinion  that 
enough  has  been  said  on  the  subject  which  we 
have  been  discussing;  and  if  anything  has  been 
imperfectly  said,  that  may  be  hereafter  cor 
rected  by  the  help  of  Damon,  whom  you  think 
to  laugh  down,  although  you  have  never  seen 
him,  and  with  the  help  of  others.  And  when  I 
am  satisfied  myself,  I  will  freely  impart  my 


satisfaction  to  you,  for  I  think  that  you  are  very 
much  in  want  of  knowledge. 

La.  You  are  a  philosopher,  Nicias;  of  that  I 
am  aware:  nevertheless  I  would  recommend 
Lysimachus  and  Melesias  not  to  take  you  and 
me  as  advisers  about  the  education  of  their  chil 
dren;  but,  as  I  said  at  first,  they  should  ask  Soc 
rates  and  not  let  him  off;  if  my  own  sons  were 
old  enough,  I  would  have  asked  him  myself. 

Nic.  To  that  I  quite  agree,  if  Socrates  is  will 
ing  to  take  them  under  his  charge.  I  should  not 
wish  for  any  one  else  to  be  the  tutor  of  Nicera- 
tus.  But  I  observe  that  when  I  mention  the  mat 
ter  to  him  he  recommends  to  me  some  other 
tutor  and  refuses  himself.  Perhaps  he  may  be 
more  ready  to  listen  to  you,  Lysimachus. 

Lys.  He  ought,  Nicias:  for  certainly  I  would 
do  things  for  him  which  I  would  not  do  for 
many  others.  What  do  you  say,  Socrates — will 
you  comply?  And  are  you  ready  to  give  assist 
ance  in  the  improvement  of  the  youths  ? 

Soc.  Indeed,  Lysimachus,  I  should  be  very 
wrong  in  refusing  to  aid  in  the  improvement 
of  anybody.  And  if  I  had  shown  in  this  con 
versation  that  I  had  a  knowledge  which  Nicias 
and  Laches  have  not,  then  I  admit  that  you 
would  be  right  in  inviting  me  to  perform  this 
duty;  but  as  we  are  all  in  the  same  perplexity, 
why  should  one  of  us  be  preferred  to  another? 
[201]  I  certainly  think  that  no  one  should; 
and  under  these  circumstances,  let  me  offer  you 
a  piece  of  advice  (and  this  need  not  go  further 
than  ourselves).  I  maintain,  my  friends,  that 
every  one  of  us  should  seek  out  the  best  teacher 
whom  he  can  find,  first  for  ourselves,  who  are 
greatly  in  need  of  one,  and  then  for  the  youth, 
regardless  of  expense  or  anything.  But  I  cannot 
advise  that  we  remain  as  we  are.  And  if  any 
one  laughs  at  us  for  going  to  school  at  our  age, 
I  would  quote  to  them  the  authority  of  Homer, 
who  says,  that 

Modesty  is  not  good  "for  a  needy  man. 

Let  us,  then,  regardless  of  what  may  be  said  of 
us,  make  the  education  of  the  youths  our  own 
education, 

Lys.  I  like  your  proposal,  Socrates;  and  as  I 
am  the  oldest,  I  am  also  the  most  eager  to  go 
to  school  with  the  boys.  Let  me  beg  a  favour  of 
you:  Come  to  my  house  to-morrow  at  dawn, 
and  we  will  advise  about  these  matters.  For  the 
present,  let  us  make  an  end  of  the  conversation. 

Soc.  I  will  come  to  you  to-morrow,  Lysi 
machus,  as  you  propose,  God  willing, 
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[309]  Com.  Where  do  you  come  from,  Soc 
rates  ?  And  yet  I  need  hardly  ask  the  question, 
for  I  know  that  you  have  been  in  chase  of  the 
fair  Alcibiades.  I  saw  him  the  day  before  yester 
day;  and  he  had  got  a  beard  like  a  man — and 
he  is  a  man,  as  I  may  tell  you  in  your  ear.  But 
I  thought  that  he  was  still  very  charming. 

Soc.  What  of  his  beard?  Are  you  not  of 
Homer's  opinion,  who  says 

"Youth  is  most  charming  when  the  beard  first 
appear  si 

And  that  is  now  the  charm  of  Alcibiades, 

Com,  Well,  and  how  do  matters  proceed? 
Have  you  been  visiting  him,  and  was  he  gra 
cious  to  you? 

Soc.  Yes,  I  thought  that  he  was  very  gracious; 
and  especially  to-day,  for  I  have  just  come  from 
him,  and  he  has  been  helping  me  in  an  argu 
ment.  But  shall  I  tell  you  a  strange  thing?  I 
paid  no  attention  to  him,  and  several  times  I 
quite  forgot  that  he  was  present. 

Com.  What  is  the  meaning  of  this?  Has  any 
thing  happened  between  you  and  him?  For 
surely  you  cannot  have  discovered  a  fairer  love 
than  he  is;  certainly  not  in  this  city  of  Athens. 

Soc.  Yes,  much  fairer. 

Com.  What  do  you  mean — a  citizen  or  a 
foreigner? 

Soc.  A  foreigner. 

Com.  Of  what  country? 

Soc.  Of  Abdera. 

Com.  And  is  this  stranger  really  in  your 
opinion  a  fairer  love  than  the  son  of  Cleinias? 


Soc.  And  is  not  the  wiser  always  the  fairer, 
sweet  friend? 

Com.  But  have  you  really  met,  Socrates,  with 
some  wise  one? 

Soc.  Say  rather,  with  the  wisest  of  all  living 
men,  if  you  are  willing  to  accord  that  title  to 
Protagoras. 

Com.  What!  Is  Protagoras  in  Athens? 
Soc.  Yes;  he  has  been  here  two  days. 
Com.  And  do  you  just  come  from  an  inter 
view  with  him? 

[310]  Soc.  Yes;  and  I  have  heard  and  said 
many  things. 

Com.  Then,  if  you  have  no  engagement,  sup 
pose  that  you  sit  clown  and  tell  me  what  passed, 
and  my  attendant  here  shall  give  up  his  place 
to  you. 

Soc.  To  be  sure;  and  1  shall  be  grateful  to 
you  for  listening. 

Com.  Thank  you,  too,  for  telling  us. 
Soc.  That  is  thank  you  twice  over.  Listen 
then: — 

Last  night, or  rather  very  early  this  morning, 
Hippocrates,  the  son  of  Apollodorus  and  the 
brother  of  Phason,  gave  a  tremendous  thump 
with  his  staff  at  my  door;  some  one  opened  to 
him,  and  he  came  rushing  in  and  bawled  oui: 
Socrates,  are  you  awake  or  asleep? 

I  knew  his  voice,  and  said:  Hippocrates,  is 
that  you?  and  do  you  bring  any  news? 
Good  news,  he  said;  nothing  but  good. 
Delightful,  I  said;  but  what  is  the  news?  and 
why  have  you  come  hither  at  this  unearthly 
hour? 
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He  drew  nearer  to  me  and  said:  Protagoras 
is  come. 

Yes,  I  replied;  he  came  two  days  ago:  have 
you  only  just  heard  of  his  arrival? 

Yes,  by  the  gods,  he  said;  but  not  until  yes 
terday  evening. 

At  the  same  time  he  felt  for  the  truckle-bed, 
and  sat  down  at  my  feet,  and  then  he  said: 
Yesterday  quite  late  in  the  evening,  on  my  re 
turn  from  Oenoe  whither  I  had  gone  in  pur 
suit  of  my  runaway  slave  Satyrus,  as  I  meant 
to  have  told  you,  if  some  other  matter  had  not 
come  in  the  way; — on  my  return,  when  we  had 
done  supper  and  were  about  to  retire  to  rest, 
my  brother  said  to  me:  Protagoras  is  come.  I 
was  going  to  you  at  once,  and  then  I  thought 
that  the  night  was  far  spent.  But  the  moment 
sleep  left  me  after  my  fatigue,  I  got  up  and 
came  hither  direct. 

I,  who  knew  the  very  courageous  madness  of 
the  man,  said:  What  is  the  matter?  Has  Pro 
tagoras  robbed  you  of  anything? 

He  replied,  laughing:  Yes,  indeed  he  has, 
Socrates,  of  the  wisdom  which  he  keeps  from 
me. 

But,  surely,  I  said,  if  you  give  him  money, 
and  make  friends  with  him,  he  will  make  you 
as  wise  as  he  is  himself. 

Would  to  heaven,  he  replied,  that  this  were 
the  case'  He  might  take  all  that  I  have,  and  all 
that  my  friends  have,  if  he  pleased.  But  that  is 
why  I  have  come  to  you  now,  in  order  that  you 
may  speak  to  him  on  my  behalf;  for  I  am 
young,  and  also  I  have  never  seen  nor  heard 
him;  /J//7  (when  he  visited  Athens  before  I 
was  but  a  child)  and  all  men  praise  him,  Soc 
rates;  he  is  reputed  to  be  the  most  accomplished 
of  speakers.  There  is  no  reason  why  we  should 
not  go  to  him  at  once,  and  then  we  shall  find 
him  at  home*  He  lodges,  as  I  hear,  with  Callias 
the  son  of  Hipponicus:  let  us  start. 

I  replied:  Not  yet,  my  good  friend;  the  hour 
is  too  early.  But  let  us  rise  and  take  a  turn  in 
the  court  and  wait  about  there  until  daybreak; 
when  the  day  breaks,  then  we  will  go.  For 
Protagoras  is  generally  at  home,  and  we  shall 
be  sure  to  find  him;  never  fear. 

Upon  this  we  got  up  and  walked  about  in 
the  court,  and  I  thought  that  I  would  make 
trial  of  the  strength  of  his  resolution.  So  I  ex 
amined  him  and  put  questions  to  him.  Tell  me, 
Hippocrates,  I  said,  as  you  are  going  to  Pro 
tagoras,  and  will  be  paying  your  money  to  him, 
what  is  he  to  whom  you  are  going?  and  what 
will  he  make  of  you?  If,  for  example,  you  had 
thought  of  going  to  Hippocrates  of  Cos,  the 


Asclepiad,  and  were  about  to  give  him  your 
money,  and  some  one  had  said  to  you:  You 
are  paying  money  to  your  namesake  Hippoc 
rates,  O  Hippocrates;  tell  me,  what  is  he  that 
you  give  him  money?  how  would  you  have 
answered? 

I  should  say,  he  replied,  that  I  gave  money  to 
him  as  a  physician. 

And  what  will  he  make  of  you? 

A  physician,  he  said. 

And  if  you  were  resolved  to  go  to  Polycleitus 
the  Argive,  or  Pheidias  the  Athenian,  and  were 
intending  to  give  them  money,  and  some  one 
had  asked  you:  What  are  Polycleitus  and  Phei 
dias?  and  why  do  you  give  them  this  money? 
— how  would  you  have  answered ? 

I  should  have  answered,  that  they  were  statu 
aries. 

And  what  will  they  make  of  you? 

A  statuary,  of  course. 

Well  now,  I  said,  you  and  I  are  going  to  Pro 
tagoras,  and  we  are  ready  to  pay  him  money  on 
your  behalf.  If  our  own  means  are  sufficient, 
and  we  can  gain  him  with  these,  we  shall  be 
only  too  glad;  but  if  not,  then  we  are  to  spend 
the  money  of  your  friends  as  well.  Now  sup 
pose,  that  while  we  are  thus  enthusiastically 
pursuing  our  object  some  one  were  to  say  to  us: 
Tell  me,  Socrates,  and  you  Hippocrates,  what 
is  Protagoras,  and  why  are  you  going  to  pay 
him  money, — how  should  we  answer  ?  I  know 
that  Pheidias  is  a  sculptor,  and  that  Homer  is 
a  poet;  but  what  appellation  is  given  to  Protag 
oras  ?  how  is  he  designated  ? 

They  call  him  a  Sophist,  Socrates,  he  replied. 

Then  we  are  going  to  pay  our  money  to  him 
in  the  character  of  a  Sophist? 

Certainly. 

But  suppose  a  person  were  to  ask  this  fur 
ther  question:  And  how  about  yourself?  [312] 
What  will  Protagoras  make  of  you,  if  you  go  to 
see  him? 

He  answered,  with  a  blush  upon  his  face 
(for  the  day  was  just  beginning  to  dawn,  so 
that  I  could  see  him):  Unless  this  differs  in 
some  way  from  the  former  instances,  I  suppose 
that  he  will  make  a  Sophist  of  me. 

By  the  gods,  I  said,  and  are  you  not  ashamed 
at  having  to  appear  before  the  Hellenes  in  the 
character  of  a  Sophist? 

Indeed,  Socrates,  to  confess  the  truth,  I  am. 

But  you  should  not  assume,  Hippocrates,, 
that  the  instruction  of  Protagoras  is  of  this  na 
ture:  may  you  not  learn  ot  him  in  the  same  way 
that  you  learned  the  arts  of  the  grammarian,  or 
musician,  or  trainer,  not  with  the  view  of  mak- 


40 


DIALOGUES  OF  PLATO 


ing  any  of  them  a  profession,  but  only  as  a  part 
of  education,  and  because  a  private  gentleman 
and  freeman  ought  to  know  them? 

Just  so,  he  said;  and  that,  in  my  opinion,  is  a 
far  truer  account  of  the  teaching  of  Protagoras. 

I  said:  I  wonder  whether  you  know  what 
you  are  doing? 

And  what  am  I  doing? 

You  are  going  to  commit  your  soul  to  the 
care  of  a  man  whom  you  call  a  Sophist.  And  yet 
I  hardly  think  that  you  know  what  a  Sophist 
is;  and  if  not,  then  you  do  not  even  know 
to  whom  you  are  committing  your  soul  and 
whether  the  thing  to  which  you  commit  your 
self  be  good  or  evil. 

I  certainly  think  that  I  do  know,  he  replied. 

Then  tell  me,  what  do  you  imagine  that  he  is? 

I  take  him  to  be  one  who  knows  wise  things, 
he  replied,  as  his  name  implies. 

And  might  you  not,  I  said,  affirm  tbis  of  the 
painter  and  of  the  carpenter  also:  Do  not  they, 
too,  know  wise  things?  But  suppose  a  person 
were  to  ask  us:  In  what  are  the  painters  wise? 
We  should  answer:  In  what  relates  to  the  mak 
ing  of  likenesses,  and  similarly  of  other  things. 
And  if  he  were  further  to  ask:  What  is  the  wis 
dom  of  the  Sophist,  and  what  is  the  manufac 
ture  over  which  he  presides? — how  should  we 
answer  him? 

Flow  should  we  answer  him,  Socrates?  What 
other  answer  could  there  be  but  that  he  pre 
sides  over  the  art  which  makes  men  eloquent? 

Yes,  I  replied,  that  is  very  likely  true,  but  not 
enough;  for  in  the  answer  a  further  question  is 
involved:  Of  what  does  the  Sophist  make  a 
man  talk  eloquently?  The  player  on  the  lyre 
may  be  supposed  to  make  a  man  talk  eloquently 
about  that  which  he  makes  him  understand, 
that  is  about  playing  the  lyre.  Is  not  that  true? 

Yes. 

Then  about  what  does  the  Sophist  make  him 
eloquent?  Must  not  he  make  him  eloquent  in 
that  which  he  understands? 

Yes,  that  may  be  assumed. 

And  what  is  that  which  the  Sophist  knows 
and  makes  his  disciple  know? 

Indeed,  he  said,  I  cannot  tell. 

[313]  Then  I  proceeded  to  say:  Well,  but  arc 
you  aware  of  the  danger  which  you  are  incur 
ring?  If  you  were  going  to  commit  your  body 
to  some  one,  who  might  do  good  or  harm  to  it, 
would  you  not  carelully  consider  and  ask  the 
opinion  of  your  friends  and  kindred,  and  de 
liberate  many  days  as  to  whether  you  should 
give  him  the  care  of  your  body?  But  when  the 
soul  is  in  question,  which  you  hold  to  be  of  far 


more  value  than  the  body,  and  upon  the  good 
or  evil  of  which  depends  the  well-being  of  your 
all, — about  this  you  never  consulted  either  with 
your  father  or  with  your  brother  or  with  any 
one  of  us  who  are  your  companions.  But  no 
sooner  does  this  foreigner  appear,  than  you  in 
stantly  commit  your  soul  to  his  keeping.  In  the 
evening,  as  you  say,  you  hear  of  him,  and  in  the 
morning  you  go  to  him,  never  deliberating  or 
taking  the  opinion  of  anyone  as  to  whether  you 
ought  to  intrust  yourself  to  him  or  not; — you 
have  quite  made  up  your  mind  that  you  will 
at  all  hazards  be  a  pupil  of  Protagoras,  and  are 
prepared  to  expend  all  the  property  of  yourself 
and  of  your  friends  in  carrying  out  at  any 
price  this  determination,  although,  as  you  ad 
mit,  you  do  not  know  him,  and  have  never 
spoken  with  him:  and  you  call  him  a  Sophist, 
but  are  manifestly  ignorant  of  what  a  Sophist 
is;  and  yet  you  are  going  to  commit  yourself  to 
his  keeping. 

When  he  heard  me  say  this,  he  replied:  No 
other  inference,  Socrates,  can  be  drawn  from 
your  words. 

I  proceeded:  Is  not  a  Sophist,  Hippocrates, 
one  who  deals  wholesale  or  retail  in  the  food  of 
the  soul?  To  me  that  appears  to  be  his  nature. 

And  what,  Socrates,  is  the  food  of  the  soul? 

Surely,  I  said,  knowledge  is  the  food  of  the 
soul;  and  we  must  take  care,  my  friend,  that 
the  Sophist  does  not  deceive  us  when  he  praises 
what  he  sells,  like  the  dealers  wholesale  or  re 
tail  who  sell  the  food  of  the  body;  for  they 
praise  indiscriminately  all  their  goods,  without 
knowing  what  are  really  beneficial  or  hurtful: 
neither  do  their  customers  know,  with  the  ex 
ception  of  any  trainer  or  physician  who  may 
happen  to  buy  of  them.  In  like  manner  those 
who  carry  about  the  wares  of  knowledge,  and 
make  the  round  of  the  cities,  and  sell  or  retail 
them  to  any  customer  who  is  in  want  of  them, 
praise  them  all  alike;  though  I  should  not  won 
der,  O  my  friend,  if  many  of  them  were  really 
ignorant  of  their  eflect  upon  the  soul;  and  their 
customers  equally  ignorant,  unless  he  who  buys 
of  them  happens  to  be  a  physician  of  the  soul. 
If,  therefore,  you  have  understanding  of  what 
is  good  and  evil,  you  may  safely  buy  knowledge 
of  Protagoras  or  of  any  one;  /  J/^/  but  if  not, 
then,  ()  my  friend,  pause,  and  do  not  hazard 
your  dearest  interests  at  a  game  of  chance.  For 
there  is  far  greater  peril  in  buying  knowledge 
than  in  buying  meat  and  drink:  the  one  you 
purchase  of  the  wholesale  or  retail  dealer,  and 
carry  them  away  in  other  vessels,  and  before 
you  receive  them  into  the  body  as  food,  you 
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may  deposit  them  at  home  and  call  in  any  ex 
perienced  friend  who  knows  what  is  good  to 
be  eaten  or  drunken,  and  what  not,  and  how 
much,  and  when;  and  then  the  danger  of  pur 
chasing  them  is  not  so  great.  But  you  cannot 
buy  the  wares  of  knowledge  and  carry  them 
away  in  another  vessel;  when  you  have  paid 
for  them  you  must  receive  them  into  the  soul 
and  go  your  way,  either  greatly  harmed  or 
greatly  benefited;  and  therefore  we  should  de 
liberate  and  take  counsel  with  our  elders;  for 
we  are  still  young — too  young  to  determine 
such  a  matter.  And  now  let  us  go,  as  we  were 
intending,  and  hear  Protagoras;  and  when  we 
have  heard  what  he  has  to  say,  we  may  take 
counsel  of  others;  for  not  only  is  Protagoras  at 
the  house  of  Callias,  but  there  is  Hippias  of 
Elis,  and,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  Prodicus  of 
Ceos,  and  several  other  wise  men. 

To  this  we  agreed,  and  proceeded  on  our 
way  until  we  reached  the  vestibule  of  the  house; 
and  there  we  stopped  in  order  to  conclude  a 
discussion  which  had  arisen  between  us  as  we 
were  going  along;  and  we  stood  talking  in  the 
vestibule  until  we  had  finished  and  come  to 
an  understanding.  And  I  think  that  the  door 
keeper,  who  was  a  eunuch,  and  who  was  prob 
ably  annoyed  at  the  great  inroad  of  the  So 
phists,  must  have  heard  us  talking.  At  any  rate, 
when  we  knocked  at  the  door,  and  he  opened 
and  saw  us,  he  grumbled:  They  are  Sophists — 
he  is  not  at  home;  and  instantly  gave  the  door 
a  hearty  bang  with  both  his  hands.  Again  we 
knocked,  and  he  answered  without  opening: 
Did  you  not  hear  me  say  that  he  is  not  at  home, 
fellows?  But,  my  friend,  I  said,  you  need  not 
be  alarmed;  for  we  are  not  Sophists,  and  we 
are  not  come  to  see  Callias,  but  we  want  to  see 
Protagoras;  and  I  must  request  you  to  announce 
us.  At  last,  after  a  good  deal  of  difficulty,  the 
man  was  persuaded  to  open  the  door. 

When  we  entered,  we  found  Protagoras  tak 
ing  a  walk  in  the  cloister;  and  next  to  him,  on 
one  side,  were  walking  Callias,  the  son  of  Hip- 
ponicus,  and  Paralus,  the  son  of  Pericles,  who, 
by  the  mother's  side,  is  his  half-brother,  and 
Charmides,  the  son  of  Glaucon.  [315]  On  the 
other  side  of  him  were  Xanthippus,  the  other 
son  of  Pericles,  Philippides,  the  son  of  Philome- 
lus;  also  Antimoerus  of  Mende,  who  of  all  the 
disciples  of  Protagoras  is  the  most  famous,  and 
intends  to  make  sophistry  his  prof  ess  ion*  A  train 
of  listeners  followed  him;  the  greater  part  of 
them  appeared  to  be  foreigners,  whom  Protag 
oras  had  brought  with  him  out  of  the  various 
cities  visited  by  him  in  his  journeys,  he,  like 


Orpheus,  attracting  them  by  his  voice,  and  they 
following.1  I  should  mention  also  that  there 
were  some  Athenians  in  the  company.  Noth 
ing  delighted  me  more  than  the  precision  of 
their  movements:  they  never  got  into  his  way 
at  all;  but  when  he  and  those  who  were  with 
him  turned  back,  then  the  band  of  listeners 
parted  regularly  on  either  side;  he  was  always 
in  front,  and  they  wheeled  round  and  took 
their  places  behind  him  in  perfect  order. 

After  him,  as  Homer  says,  "I  lifted  up  my 
eyes  and  saw"  Hippias  the  Elean  sitting  in  the 
opposite  cloister  on  a  chair  of  state,  and  around 
him  were  seated  on  benches  Eryximachus,  the 
son  of  Acumenus,  and  Phaedrus  the  Myrrhinu- 
sian,  and  Andron  the  son  of  Androtion,  and 
there  were  strangers  whom  he  had  brought 
with  him  from  his  native  city  of  Elis,  and  some 
others:  they  were  putting  to  Hippias  certain 
physical  and  astronomical  questions,  and  he, 
ex  cathedra,  was  determining  their  several 
questions  to  them,  and  discoursing  of  them. 

Also,  "my  eyes  beheld  Tantalus";  for  Prodi 
cus  the  Cean  was  at  Athens:  he  had  been 
lodged  in  a  room  which,  in  the  days  of  Hip- 
ponicus,  was  a  storehouse;  but,  as  the  house 
was  full,  Callias  had  cleared  this  out  and  made 
the  room  into  a  guest-chamber.  Now  Prodicus 
was  still  in  bed,  wrapped  up  in  sheepskins  and 
bed-clothes,  of  which  there  seemed  to  be  a  great 
heap;  and  there  was  sitting  by  him  on  the 
couches  near,  Pausanias  of  the  deme  of  Cera- 
meis,  and  with  Pausanias  was  a  youth  quite 
young,  who  is  certainly  remarkable  for  his 
good  looks,  and,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  is  also 
of  a  fair  and  gentle  nature.  I  thought  that  I 
heard  him  called  Agathon,  and  my  suspicion  is 
that  he  is  the  beloved  of  Pausanias.  There  was 
this  youth,  and  also  there  were  the  two  Adci- 
mantuses,  one  the  son  of  Cepis,  and  the  other 
of  Leucolophides,  and  sonic  others.  1  was  very 
anxious  to  hear  what  Prodicus  was  saying,  for 
he  seems  to  me  to  be  an  all-wise  and  inspired 
man;  [3x6]  but  I  was  not  able  to  get  into  the 
inner  circle,  and  his  fine  deep  voice  made  an 
echo  in  the  room  which  rendered  his  words  in 
audible- 
No  sooner  had  we  entered  than  there  fol 
lowed  us  Alcibiades  the  beautiful,  as  you  say, 
and  I  believe  you;  and  also  Critias  the  son  of 
Callaeschrus. 

On  entering  we  stopped  a  little,  in  order  to 
look  about  us,  and  then  walked  up  to  Protag 
oras,  and  I  said:  Protagoras,  my  friend  Hippoc 
rates  and  I  have  come  to  see  you. 
1  Cf.  Republic,  x.  600* 
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Do  you  wish,  he  said,  to  speak  with  me 
alone,  or  in  the  presence  of  the  company? 

Whichever  you  please,  I  said;  you  shall  de 
termine  when  you  have  heard  the  purpose  of 
our  visit. 

And  what  is  your  purpose?  he  said. 

I  must  explain,  I  said,  that  my  friend  Hip 
pocrates  is  a  native  Athenian;  he  is  the  son  of 
Apollodorus,  and  of  a  great  and  prosperous 
house,  and  he  is  himself  in  natural  ability  quite 
a  match  for  anybody  of  his  own  age.  I  believe 
that  he  aspires  to  political  eminence;  and  this 
he  thinks  that  conversation  with  you  is  most 
[ikely  to  procure  for  him.  And  now  you  can 
determine  whether  you  would  wish  to  speak  to 
him  of  your  teaching  alone  or  in  the  presence 
of  the  company. 

Thank  you,  Socrates,  for  your  consideration 
of  me.  For  certainly  a  stranger  finding  his  way 
into  great  cities,  and  persuading  the  flower  of 
the  youth  in  them  to  leave  the  company  of  their 
kinsmen  or  any  other  acquaintances,  old  or 
young,  and  live  with  him,  under  the  idea  that 
they  will  be  improved  by  his  conversation, 
ought  to  be  very  cautious;  great  jealousies  are 
aroused  by  his  proceedings,  and  he  is  the  sub 
ject  of  many  enmities  and  conspiracies.  Now 
the  art  of  the  Sophist  is,  as  I  believe,  of  great 
antiquity;  but  in  ancient  times  those  who  prac 
tised  it,  fearing  this  odium,  veiled  and  dis 
guised  themselves  under  various  names,  some 
under  that  of  poets,  as  Homer,  Hesiod,  and 
Simonides,  some,  of  hierophants  and  prophets, 
as  Orpheus  and  Musaeus,  and  some,  as  I  ob 
serve,  even  under  the  name  of  gymnastic- 
masters,  like  Tccus  of  Tarentum,or  the  more  re 
cently  celebrated  Herodicus,  now  of  Selymbria 
and  formerly  of  Megara,  who  is  a  first-rate 
Sophist.  Your  own  Agathocles  pretended  to  be 
a  musician,  but  was  really  an  eminent  Sophist; 
also  Pythocleides  the  Cean;  and  there  were 
many  others;  and  all  of  them,  as  I  was  saying, 
adopted  these  arts  as  veils  or  disguises  because 
they  were  afraid  of  the  odium  which  they  would 
incur.  But  that  is  not  my  way,  [31*7]  for  I  do 
not  believe  that  they  effected  their  purpose, 
which  was  to  deceive  the  government,  who 
were  not  blinded  by  them;  and  as  to  the  people, 
they  have  no  understanding,  and  only  repeat 
what  their  rulers  are  pleased  to  tell  them.  Now 
to  run  away,  and  to  be  caught  in  running  away, 
is  the  very  height  of  folly,  and  also  greatly  in 
creases  the  exasperation  of  mankind;  for  they 
regard  him  who  runs  away  as  a  rogue,  in  addi 
tion  to  any  other  objections  which  they  have  to 
him;  and  therefore  I  take  an  entirely  opposite 


course,  and  acknowledge  myself  to  be  a  Sophist 
and  instructor  of  mankind;  such  an  open  ac 
knowledgement  appears  to  me  to  be  a  better 
sort  of  caution  than  concealment.  Nor  do  I 
neglect  other  precautions,  and  therefore  I  hope, 
as  I  may  say,  by  the  favour  of  heaven  that  no 
harm  will  come  of  the  acknowledgment  that 
I  am  a  Sophist.  And  I  have  been  now  many  years 
in  the  profession — for  all  my  years  when  added 
up  are  many:  there  is  no  one  here  present  of 
whom  I  might  not  be  the  father.  Wherefore 
I  should  much  prefer  conversing  with  you,  if 
you  want  to  speak  with  me,  in  the  presence  of 
the  company. 

As  I  suspected  that  he  would  like  to  have  a 
little  display  and  glorification  in  the  presence 
of  Prodicus  and  Hippias,  and  would  gladly 
show  us  to  them  in  the  light  of  his  admirers, 
I  said :  But  why  should  we  not  summon  Prodi 
cus  and  Hippias  and  their  friends  to  hear  us  ? 

Very  good,  he  said. 

Suppose,  said  Callias,  that  we  hold  a  council 
in  which  you  may  sit  and  discuss.— This  was 
agreed  upon,  and  great  delight  was  felt  at  the 
prospect  of  hearing  wise  men  talk;  we  our 
selves  took  the  chairs  and  benches,  and  ar 
ranged  them  by  Hippias,  where  the  other 
benches  had  been  already  placed.  Meanwhile 
Callias  and  Alcibiades  got  Prodicus  out  of  bed 
and  brought  in  him  and  his  companions. 

When  we  were  all  seated,  Protagoras  said: 
Now  that  the  company  are  assembled,  Socrates, 
tell  me  about  the  young  man  of  whom  you  were 
just  now  speaking.  [318] 

I  replied:  I  will  begin  again  at  the  same 
point,  Protagoras,  and  tell  you  once  more  the 
purport  of  my  visit:  this  is  my  friend  Hippoc 
rates,  who  is  desirous  of  making  your  acquaint 
ance;  he  would  like  to  know  what  will  happen 
to  him  if  he  associates  with  you- 1  have  no  more 
to  say. 

Protagoras  answered:  Young  man,  if  you 
associate  with  me,  on  the  very  first  day  you  will 
return  home  a  better  man  than  you  came,  and 
better  on  the  second  day  than  on  the  first,  and 
better  every  day  than  you  were  on  the  day  be 
fore. 

When  I  heard  this,  I  said:  Protagoras,  I  do 
not  at  all  wonder  at  hearing  you  say  this;  even 
at  your  age,  and  with  all  your  wisdom,  if  any 
one  were  to  teach  you  what  you  did  not  know 
before,  you  would  become  better  no  doubt:  but 
please  to  answer  in  a  different  way—I  will  ex 
plain  how  by  an  example.  Let  me  suppose  that 
Hippocrates,  instead  of  desiring  your  acquaint 
ance,  wished  to  become  acquainted  with  the 
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young  man  Zeuxippus  of  Heraclea,  who  has 
lately  been  in  Athens,  and  he  had  come  to  him 
as  he  has  come  to  you,  and  had  heard  him  say, 
as  he  has  heard  you  say,  that  every  day  he 
would  grow  and  become  better  if  he  associated 
with  him:  and  then  suppose  that  he  were  to 
ask  him,  "In  what  shall  I  become  better,  and 
in  what  shall  I  grow?" — Zeuxippus  would  an 
swer,  "In  painting."  And  suppose  that  he  went 
to  Orthagoras  the  Theban,  and  heard  him  say 
the  same  thing,  and  asked  him,  "In  what  shall 
I  become  better  day  by  day?"  he  would  reply, 
"In  flute-playing."  Now  I  want  you  to  make 
the  same  sort  of  answer  to  this  young  man  and 
to  me,  who  am  asking  questions  on  his  account. 
When  you  say  that  on  the  first  day  on  which 
he  associates  with  you  he  will  return  home  a 
better  man,  and  on  every  day  will  grow  in  like 
manner, — in  what,  Protagoras,  will  he  be  bet 
ter?  and  about  what? 

When  Protagoras  heard  me  say  this,  he  re 
plied:  You  ask  questions  fairly,  and  I  like  to 
answer  a  question  which  is  fairly  put.  If  Hip 
pocrates  comes  to  me  he  will  not  experience  the 
sort  of  drudgery  with  which  other  Sophists  are 
in  the  habit  of  insulting  their  pupils;  who, 
when  they  have  just  escaped  from  the  arts,  are 
taken  and  driven  back  into  them  by  these 
teachers,  and  made  to  learn  calculation,  and 
astronomy,  and  geometry,  and  music  (he  gave 
a  look  at  Hippias  as  he  said  this);  but  if  he 
comes  to  me,  he  will  learn  that  which  he  comes 
to  learn.  And  this  is  prudence  in  affairs  private 
as  well  as  public;  he  will  learn  to  order  his  own 
house  in  the  best  manner,  and  he  will  be  able 
to  speak  and  act  for  the  best  in  the  affairs  of 
the  state. 

[319]  Do  I  understand  you,  I  said;  and  is 
your  meaning  that  you  teach  the  art  of  politics, 
and  that  you  promise  to  make  men  good  citi 
zens  ? 

That,  Socrates,  is  exactly  the  profession  which 
I  make. 

Then,  I  said,  you  do  indeed  possess  a  noble 
art,  if  there  is  no  mistake  about  this;  for  I  will 
freely  confess  to  you,  Protagoras,  that  I  have  a 
doubt  whether  this  art  is  capable  of  being 
taught,  and  yet  I  know  not  how  to  disbelieve 
your  assertion.  And  I  ought  to  tell  you  why  I 
am  of  opinion  that  this  art  cannot  be  taught  or 
communicated  by  man  to  man.  I  say  that  the 
Athenians  are  an  understanding  people,  and  in 
deed  they  arc  esteemed  to  be  such  by  the  other 
Hellenes.  Now  I  observe  that  when  we  are  met 
together  in  the  assembly,  and  the  matter  in  hand 
relates  to  building,  the  builders  are  summoned 


as  advisers;  when  the  question  is  one  of  ship 
building,  then  the  ship-wrights;  and  the  like  of 
other  arts  which  they  think  capable  of  being 
taught  and  learned.  And  if  some  person  offers 
to  give  them  advice  who  is  not  supposed  by 
them  to  have  any  skill  in  the  art,  even  though 
he  be  good-looking,  and  rich,  and  noble,  they 
will  not  listen  to  him,  but  laugh  and  hoot  at 
him,  until  either  he  is  clamoured  down  and  re 
tires  of  himself;  or  if  he  persist,  he  is  dragged 
away  or  put  out  by  the  constables  at  the  com 
mand  of  the  prytanes.  This  is  their  way  of  be 
having  about  professors  of  the  arts.  But  when 
the  question  is  an  affair  of  state,  then  everybody 
is  free  to  have  a  say — carpenter,  tinker,  cobbler, 
sailor,  passenger;  rich  and  poor,  high  and  low 
— any  one  who  likes  gets  up,  and  no  one  re 
proaches  him,  as  in  the  former  case,  with  not 
having  learned,  and  having  no  teacher,  and  yet 
giving  advice;  evidently  because  they  are  under 
the  impression  that  this  sort  of  knowledge  can 
not  be  taught.  And  not  only  is  this  true  of  the 
state,  but  of  individuals;  the  best  and  wisest  of 
our  citizens  are  unable  to  impart  their  political 
wisdom  to  others:  [320]  as  for  example,  Peri 
cles,  the  father  of  these  young  men,  who  gave 
them  excellent  instruction  in  all  that  could  be 
learned  from  masters,  in  his  own  department 
of  politics  neither  taught  them,  nor  gave  them 
teachers;  but  they  were  allowed  to  wander  at 
their  own  free  will  in  a  sort  of  hope  that  they 
would  light  upon  virtue  of  their  own  accord. 
Or  take  another  example:  there  was  Cleinias 
the  younger  brother  of  our  friend  Alcibiades, 
of  whom  this  very  same  Pericles  was  the  guard 
ian;  and  he  being  in  fact  under  the  apprehen 
sion  that  Cleinias  would  be  corrupted  by  Alci 
biades,  took  him  away,  and  placed  him  in  the 
house  of  Ariphron  to  be  educated;  but  before 
six  months  had  elapsed,  Ariphron  sent  him 
back,  not  knowing  what  to  do  with  him.  And 
I  could  mention  numberless  other  instances  of 
persons  who  were  good  themselves,  and  never 
yet  made  any  one  else  good,  whether  friend  or 
stranger.  Now  I,  Protagoras,  having  these  ex 
amples  before  me,  am  inclined  to  think  that 
virtue  cannot  be  taught.  But  then  again,  when 
I  listen  to  your  words,  I  waver;  and  am  dis 
posed  to  think  that  there  must  be  something  in 
what  you  say,  because  1  know  that  you  have 
great  experience,  and  learning,  and  invention. 
And  I  wish  that  you  would,  if  possible,  show  me 
a  little  more  clearly  that  virtue  can  be  taught. 
Will  you  be  so  good? 

That  I  will,  Socrates,  and  gladly.  But  what 
would  you  like?  Shall  I,  as  an  elder,  speak  to 
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you  as  younger  men  in  an  apologue  or  myth, 
or  shall  I  argue  out  the  question? 

To  this  several  o£  the  company  answered 
that  he  should  choose  for  himself. 

Well,  then,  he  said,  I  think  that  the  myth 
will  be  more  interesting. 

Once  upon  a  time  there  were  gods  only,  and 
no  mortal  creatures.  But  when  the  time  came 
that  these  also  should  be  created,  the  gods 
fashioned  them  out  of  earth  and  fire  and  vari 
ous  mixtures  of  both  elements  in  the  interior  of 
the  earth;  and  when  they  were  about  to  bring 
them  into  the  light  of  day,  they  ordered  Prome 
theus  and  Epimetheus  to  equip  them,  and  to 
distribute  to  them  severally  their  proper  quali 
ties.  Epimetheus  said  to  Prometheus:  "Let  me 
distribute,  and  do  you  inspect."  This  was 
agreed,  and  Epimetheus  made  the  distribution. 
There  were  some  to  whom  he  gave  strength 
without  swiftness,  while  he  equipped  the 
weaker  with  swiftness;  some  he  armed,  and 
others  he  left  unarmed;  and  devised  for  the  lat 
ter  some  other  means  of  preservation,  making 
some  large,  and  having  their  size  as  a  protec 
tion,  and  others  small,  whose  nature  was  to  fly 
in  the  air  or  burrow  in  the  ground;  [321]  this 
was  to  be  their  way  of  escape.  Thus  did  he  com 
pensate  them  with  the  view  of  preventing  any 
race  from  becoming  extinct.  And  when  he  had 
provided  against  their  destruction  by  one  an 
other,  he  contrived  also  a  means  of  protecting 
them  against  the  seasons  of  heaven;  clothing 
them  with  close  hair  and  thick  skins  sufficient 
to  defend  them  against  the  winter  cold  and 
able  to  resist  the  summer  heat,  so  that  they 
might  have  a  natural  bed  of  their  own  when 
they  wanted  to  rest;  also  he  furnished  them 
with  hoofs  and  hair  and  hard  and  callous  skins 
under  their  feet.  Then  he  gave  them  varieties 
of  food — herb  of  the  soil  to  some,  to  others 
fruits  of  trees,  and  to  others  roots,  and  to  some 
again  he  gave  other  animals  as  food.  And  some 
he  made  to  have  few  young  ones,  while  those 
who  were  their  prey  were  very  prolific;  and  in 
this  manner  the  race  was  preserved.  Thus  did 
Epimetheus,  who,  not  being  very  wise,  forgot 
that  he  had  distributed  among  the  brute  ani 
mals  all  the  qualities  which  he  had  to  give — 
and  when  he  came  to  man,  who  was  still  un 
provided,  he  was  terribly  perplexed. Now  while 
he  was  in  this  perplexity,  Prometheus  came  to 
inspect  the  distribution,  and  he  found  that  the 
other  animals  were  suitably  furnished,  but  that 
man  alone  was  naked  and  shoeless,  and  had 
neither  bed  nor  arms  of  defence.  The  appointed 
hour  was  approaching  when  man  in  his  turn 


was  to  go  forth  into  the  light  of  day;  and 
Prometheus,  not  knowing  how  he  could  devise 
his  salvation,  stole  the  mechanical  arts  of  He 
phaestus  and  Athene,  and  fire  with  them  (they 
could  neither  have  been  acquired  nor  used 
without  fire),  and  gave  them  to  man.  Thus 
man  had  the  wisdom  necessary  to  the  support 
of  life,  but  political  wisdom  he  had  not;  for 
that  was  in  the  keeping  of  Zeus,  and  the  power 
of  Prometheus  did  not  extend  to  entering  into 
the  citadel  of  heaven,  where  Zeus  dwelt,  who 
moreover  had  terrible  sentinels;  but  he  did  en 
ter  by  stealth  into  the  common  workshop  of 
Athene  and  Hephaestus,  in  which  they  used  to 
practise  their  favourite  arts,  and  carried  off  He 
phaestus'  art  of  working  by  fire,  and  also  the 
art  of  Athene,  and  gave  them  to  man.  And  in 
this  way  man  was  supplied  with  the  means  of 
life.  But  Prometheus  is  said  to  have  been  after 
wards  prosecuted  for  theft,  owing  to  the  blun 
der  of  Epimetheus. 

[322]  Now  man,  having  a  share  of  the  divine 
attributes,  was  at  first  the  only  one  of  the  ani 
mals  who  had  any  gods,  because  he  alone  was 
of  their  kindred;  and  he  would  raise  altars  and 
images  of  them.  Fie  was  not  long  in  inventing 
articulate  speech  and  names;  and  he  also  con 
structed  houses  and  clothes  and  shoes  and  beds, 
and  drew  sustenance  Irom  the  earth,  Thus  pro 
vided,  mankind  at  first  lived  dispersed,  and 
there  were  no  cities.  But  the  consequence  was 
that  they  were  destroyed  by  the  wild  beasts,  for 
they  were  utterly  weak  in  comparison  of  them, 
and  their  art  was  only  sufficient  to  provide 
them  with  the  means  of  life,  and  did  not  enable 
them  to  carry  on  war  against  the  animals; 
food  they  had,  but  not  as  yet  the  art  of  govern- 
ment,  of  which  the  art  of  war  is  a  part.  After 
a  while  the  desire  of  self-preservation  gathered 
them  into  cities;  but  when  they  were  gathered 
together,  having  no  art  of  government,  they 
evil  intreated  one  another,  and  were  again  in 
process  of  dispersion  and  destruction.  Zeus 
feared  that  the  entire  race  would  be  extermi 
nated,  and  so  he  seat  Hermes  to  them,  bearing 
reverence  and  justice  to  be  the  ordering  prin 
ciples  of  cities  and  the  bonds  of  friendship  and 
conciliation,  Hermes  asked  Zeus  how  he  should 
impart  justice  and  reverence  among  men:—- 
Should  he  distribute  them  as  the  arts  are  dis 
tributed;  that  is  to  say,  to  a  favoured  few  only, 
one  skilled  individual  having  enough  of  medi 
cine  or  of  any  other  art  Cor  many  unskilled 
ones?  "Shall  this  be  the  manner  in  which  I 
am  19  distribute  justice  and  reverence  among 
men,  or  shall  I  give  them  to  all?"  "To  all,"  said 
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Zeus;  "I  should  like  them  all  to  have  a  share; 
for  cities  cannot  exist,  if  a  few  only  share  in  the 
virtues,  as  in  the  arts.  And  further,  make  a  law 
by  my  order,  that  he  who  has  no  part  in  rever 
ence  and  justice  shall  be  put  to  death,  for  he  Is 
a  plague  of  the  state." 

And  this  is  the  reason,  Socrates,  why  the 
Athenians  and  mankind  in  general,  when  the 
question  relates  to  carpentering  or  any  other 
mechanical  art,  allow  but  a  few  to  share  in 
their  deliberations;  and  when  any  one  else  in 
terferes,  then,  as  you  say,  they  object,  if  he  be 
not  of  the  favoured  few;  which,  as  I  reply,  is 
very  natural.  But  when  they  meet  to  deliberate 
about  political  virtue,  [323]  which  proceeds 
only  by  way  of  justice  and  wisdom,  they  are 
patient  enough  of  any  man  who  speaks  of 
them,  as  is  also  natural,  because  they  think  that 
every  man  ought  to  share  in  this  sort  of  virtue, 
and  that  states  could  not  exist  if  this  were 
otherwise.  I  have  explained  to  you,  Socrates, 
the  reason  of  this  phenomenon. 

And  that  you  may  not  suppose  yourself  to 
be  deceived  in  thinking  that  all  men  regard 
every  man  as  having  a  share  of  justice  or  hon 
esty  and  of  every  other  political  virtue,  let  me 
give  you  a  further  proof,  which  is  this.  In  other 
cases,  as  you  are  aware,  if  a  man  says  that  he  is 
a  good  flute-player,  or  skilful  in  any  other  art 
in  which  he  has  no  skill,  people  either  laugh  at 
him  or  are  angry  with  him,  and  his  relations 
think  that  he  is  mad  and  go  and  admonish 
him;  but  when  honesty  is  in  question,  or  some 
other  political  virtue,  even  if  they  know  that  he 
is  dishonest,  yet,  if  the  man  comes  publicly  for 
ward  and  tells  the  truth  about  his  dishonesty, 
then,  what  in  the  other  case  was  held  by  them 
to  be  good  sense,  they  now  deem  to  be  madness. 
They  say  that  all  men  ought  to  profess  honesty 
whether  they  are  honest  or  not,  and  that  a  man 
is  out  of  his  mind  who  says  anything  else. 
Their  notion  is,  that  a  man  must  have  some 
degree  of  honesty;  and  that  if  he  has  none  at  all 
he  ought  not  to  be  in  the  world. 

I  have  been  showing  that  they  are  right  in 
admitting  every  man  as  a  counsellor  about  this 
sort  of  virtue,  as  they  are  of  opinion  that  every 
man  is  a  partaker  of  it.  And  I  will  now  en 
deavour  to  show  further  that  they  do  not  con 
ceive  this  virtue  to  be  given  by  nature,  or  to 
grow  spontaneously,  but  to  be  a  thing  which 
may  be  taught;  and  which  comes  to  a  man  by 
taking  pains.  No  one  would  instruct,  no  one 
would  rebuke,  or  be  angry  with  those  whose 
calamities  they  suppose  to  be  due  to  nature  or 
chance;  they  do  not  try  to  punish  or  to  prevent 


them  from  being  what  they  are;  they  do  but 
pity  them.  Who  is  so  foolish  as  to  chastise  or 
instruct  the  ugly,  or  the  diminutive,  or  the  fee 
ble?  And  for  this  reason.  Because  he  knows 
that  good  and  evil  of  this  kind  is  the  work  of 
nature  and  of  chance;  whereas  if  a  man  is 
wanting  in  those  good  qualities  which  are  at 
tained  by  study  and  exercise  and  teaching,  and 
has  only  the  contrary  evil  qualities,  other  men 
are  angry  with  him,  and  punish  and  reprove 
him — of  these  evil  qualities  one  is  impiety, 
[324]  another  injustice,  and  they  may  be  de 
scribed  generally  as  the  very  opposite  of  po 
litical  virtue.  In  such  cases  any  man  will  be 
angry  with  another,  and  reprimand  him, — 
clearly  because  he  thinks  that  by  study  and 
learning,  the  virtue  in  which  the  other  is  de 
ficient  may  be  acquired.  If  you  will  think,  Soc 
rates,  of  the  nature  of  punishment,  you  will  see 
at  once  that  in  the  opinion  of  mankind  virtue 
may  be  acquired;  no  one  punishes  the  evil-doer 
under  the  notion,  or  for  the  reason,  that  he  has 
done  wrong, — only  the  unreasonable  fury  of  a 
beast  acts  in  that  manner.  But  he  who  desires 
to  inflict  rational  punishment  does  not  retaliate 
for  a  past  wrong  which  cannot  be  undone;  he 
has  regard  to  the  future,  and  is  desirous  that 
the  man  who  is  punished,  and  he  who  sees  him 
punished,  may  be  deterred  from  doing  wrong 
again.  He  punishes  for  the  sake  o£  prevention, 
thereby  clearly  implying  that  virtue  is  capable 
of  being  taught.  This  is  the  notion  of  all  who 
retaliate  upon  others  either  privately  or  pub 
licly.  And  the  Athenians,  too,  your  own  citi 
zens,  like  other  men,  punish  and  take  venge 
ance  on  all  whom  they  regard  as  evil  doers; 
and  hence,  we  may  infer  them  to  be  of  the 
number  of  those  who  think  that  virtue  may  be 
acquired  and  taught.  Thus  far,  Socrates,  I  have 
shown  you  clearly  enough,  i£  I  am  not  mis 
taken,  that  your  countrymen  are  right  in  ad 
mitting  the  tinker  and  the  cobbler  to  advise 
about  politics,  and  also  that  they  deem  virtue 
to  be  capable  o£  being  taught  and  acquired. 

There  yet  remains  one  difficulty  which  has 
been  raised  by  you  about  the  sons  of  good  men. 
What  is  the  reason  why  good  men  teach  their 
sons  the  knowledge  which  is  gained  from 
teachers,  and  make  them  wise  in  that,  but  do 
nothing  towards  improving  them  in  the  virtues 
which  distinguish  themselves?  And  here,  Soc 
rates,  I  will  leave  the  apologue  and  resume  the 
argument.  Please  to  consider:  Is  there  or  is 
there  not  some  one  quality  of  which  all  the 
citizens  must  be  partakers,  if  there  is  to  be  a 
city  at  all  ?  In  the  answer  to  this  question  is  con- 
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tained  the  only  solution  of  your  difficulty;  there 
is  no  other.  For  if  there  be  any  such  quality, 
and  this  quality  or  unity  is  not  the  art  of  the 
carpenter,  ^3257  or  the  smith,  or  the  potter, 
but  justice  and  temperance  and  holiness  and, 
in  a  word,  manly  virtue — if  this  is  the  quality 
of  which  all  men  must  be  partakers,  and  which 
ts  the  very  condition  of  their  learning  or  doing 
anything  else,  and  if  he  who  is  wanting  in  this, 
whether  he  be  a  child  only  or  a  grown-up  man 
or  woman,  must  be  taught  and  punished,  until 
by  punishment  he  becomes  better,  and  he  who 
rebels  against  instruction  and  punishment  is 
either  exiled  or  condemned  to  death  under  the 
idea  that  he  is  incurable — if  what  I  am  saying 
be  true,  good  men  have  their  sons  taught  other 
things  and  not  this,  do  consider  how  extraor 
dinary  their  conduct  would  appear  to  be.  For 
we  have  shown  that  they  think  virtue  capable 
of  being  taught  and  cultivated  both  in  private 
and  public;  and,  notwithstanding,  they  have 
their  sons  taught  lesser  matters,  ignorance  of 
which  does  not  involve  the  punishment  of 
death:  but  greater  things,  of  which  the  igno 
rance  may  cause  death  and  exile  to  those  who 
have  no  training  or  knowledge  of  them — aye, 
and  confiscation  as  well  as  death,  and,  in  a 
word,  may  be  the  ruin  of  families — those 
things,  I  say,  they  are  supposed  not  to  teach 
them — not  to  take  the  utmost  care  that  they 
should  learn.  How  improbable  is  this,  Socra 
tes! 

Education  and  admonition  commence  in  the 
first  years  of  childhood,  and  last  to  the  very  end 
of  life.  Mother  and  nurse  and  father  and  tutor 
are  vying  with  one  another  about  the  improve 
ment  of  the  child  as  soon  as  ever  he  is  able  to 
understand  what  is  being  said  to  him:  he  can 
not  say  or  do  anything  without  their  setting 
forth  to  him  that  this  is  just  and  that  is  unjust; 
this  is  honourable,  that  is  dishonourable;  this 
is  holy,  that  is  unholy;  do  this  and  abstain  from 
that.  And  if  he  obeys,  well  and  good;  if  not,  he 
is  straightened  by  threats  and  blows,  like  a 
piece  of  bent  or  warped  wood.  At  a  later  stage 
they  send  him  to  teachers,  and  enjoin  them  to 
see  to  his  manners  even  more  than  to  his  read 
ing  and  music;  and  the  teachers  do  as  they  are 
desired.  And  when  the  boy  has  learned  his  let 
ters  and  is  beginning  to  understand  what  is 
written,  as  before  he  understood  only  what  was 
spoken,  [326]  they  put  into  his  hands  the 
works  of  great  poets,  which  he  reads  sitting  on 
a  bench  at  school;  in  these  are  contained  many 
admonitions,  and  many  tales,  and  praises,  and 
encomia  of  ancient  famous  men,  which  he  is 


required  to  learn  by  heart,  in  order  that  he  may 
imitate  or  emulate  them  and  desire  to  become 
like  them.  Then,  again,  the  teachers  of  the  lyre 
take  similar  care  that  their  young  disciple  is 
temperate  and  gets  into  no  mischief;  and  when 
they  have  taught  him  the  use  of  the  lyre,  they 
introduce  him  to  the  poems  of  other  excellent 
poets,  who  are  the  lyric  poets;  and  these  they 
set  to  music,  and  make  their  harmonies  ana 
rhythms  quite  familiar  to  the  children's  souls, 
in  order  that  they  may  learn  to  be  more  gentle, 
and  harmonious,  and  rhythmical,  and  so  more 
fitted  for  speech  and  action;  for  the  life  of  man 
in  every  part  has  need  of  harmony  and  rhythm. 
Then  they  send  them  to  the  master  of  gym 
nastic,  in  order  that  their  bodies  may  better 
minister  to  the  virtuous  mind,  and  that  they 
may  not  be  compelled  through  bodily  weak 
ness  to  play  the  coward  in  war  or  on  any  other 
occasion.  This  is  what  is  done  by  those  who 
have  the  means,  and  those  who  have  the  means 
are  the  rich;  their  children  begin  to  go  to  school 
soonest  and  leave  off  latest.  When  they  have 
done  with  masters,  the  state  again  compels 
them  to  learn  the  laws,  and  live  after  the  pat 
tern  which  they  furnish,  and  not  after  their 
own  fancies;  and  just  as  in  learning  to  write, 
the  writing-master  first  draws  lines  with  a  style 
for  the  use  of  the  young  beginner,  and  gives 
him  the  tablet  and  makes  him  follow  the  lines, 
so  the  city  draws  the  laws,  which  were  the  in 
vention  of  good  lawgivers  living  in  the  olden 
time;  these  are  given  to  the  young  man,  in 
order  to  guide  him  in  his  conduct  whether  he 
is  commanding  or  obeying;  and  he  who  trans 
gresses  them  is  to  be  corrected,  or,  in  other 
words,  called  to  account,  which  is  a  term,  used 
not  only  in  your  country,  but  also  in  many 
others,  seeing  that  justice  calls  men  to  account. 
Now  when  there  is  all  this  care  about  virtue 
private  and  public,  why,  Socrates,  do  you  still 
wonder  and  doubt  whether  virtue  can  be  taught  ? 
Cease  to  wonder,  for  the  opposite  would  be  far 
more  surprising. 

But  why  then  do  the  sons  of  good  fathers 
often  turn  out  ill?  There  is  nothing  very  won 
derful  in  this;  for,  as  I  have  been  My  ing,  the 
existence  of  a  state  implies  that  virtue  is  not 
any  man's  private  possession.  1 327 1  If  so— and 
nothing  can  be  truer— then  I  will  .further  ask 
you  to  imagine,  as  an  illustration,  sonic  other 
pursuit  or  branch  of  knowledge  which  may  be 
assumed  equally  to  be  the  condition  of  the  ex 
istence  of  a  state.  Suppose  that  there  could  be 
no  state  unless  we  were  all  (lute-players,  as  far 
as  each  had  the  capacity,  and  everybody  was 
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freely  teaching  everybody  the  art,  both  in  pri 
vate  and  public,  and  reproving  the  bad  player 
as  freely  and  openly  as  every  man  now  teaches 
justice  and  the  laws,  not  concealing  them  as  he 
would  conceal  the  other  arts,  but  imparting 
them — for  all  of  us  have  a  mutual  interest  in 
the  justice  and  virtue  of  one  another,  and  this 
is  the  reason  why  every  one  is  so  ready  to  teach 
justice  and  the  laws; — suppose,  I  say,  that  there 
were  the  same  readiness  and  liberality  among 
us  in  teaching  one  another  flute-playing,  do  you 
imagine,  Socrates,  that  the  sons  of  good  flute- 
players  would  be  more  likely  to  be  good  than 
the  sons  of  bad  ones?  I  think  not.  Would  not 
their  sons  grow  up  to  be  distinguished  or  un 
distinguished  according  to  their  own  natural 
capacities  as  flute-players,  and  the  son  of  a 
good  player  would  often  turn  out  to  be  a  bad 
one,  and  the  son  of  a  bad  player  to  be  a  good 
one,  and  all  flute-players  would  be  good  enough 
in  comparison  of  those  who  were  ignorant  and 
unacquainted  with  the  art  of  flute-playing?  In 
like  manner  I  would  have  you  consider  that  he 
who  appears  to  you  to  be  the  worst  of  those 
who  have  been  brought  up  in  laws  and  human 
ities,  would  appear  to  be  a  just  man  and  a  mas 
ter  of  justice  if  he  were  to  be  compared  with 
men  who  had  no  education,  or  courts  of  jus 
tice,  or  laws,  or  any  restraints  upon  them  which 
compelled  them  to  practise  virtue — with  the 
savages,  for  example,  whom  the  poet  Phere- 
crates  exhibited  on  the  stage  at  the  last  year's 
Lenaean  festival.  If  you  were  living  among 
men  such  as  the  man-haters  in  his  Chorus,  you 
would  be  only  too  glad  to  meet  with  Eurybates 
and  Phrynondas,  and  you  would  sorrowfully 
long  to  revisit  the  rascality  of  this  part  of  the 
world.  And  you,  Socrates,  are  discontented,  and 
why?  Because  all  men  are  teachers  of  virtue, 
each  one  according  to  his  ability;  and  you  say, 
Where  are  the  teachers?  [328]  You  might  as 
well  ask,  Who  teaches  Greek  ?  For  of  that  too 
there  will  not  be  any  teachers  found.  Or  you 
might  ask,  Who  is  to  teach  the  sons  of  our 
artisans  this  same  art  which  they  have  learned 
of  their  fathers?  He  and  his  fellow-workmen 
have  taught  them  to  the  best  of  their  ability, — 
but  who  will  carry  them  further  in  their  arts? 
And  you  would  certainly  have  a  difficulty,  Soc 
rates,  in  finding  a  teacher  of  them;  but  there 
would  be  no  difficutly  in  finding  a  teacher  of 
those  who  are  wholly  ignorant.  And  this  is 
true  of  virtue  or  of  anything  else;  if  a  man  is 
better  able  than  we  are  to  promote  virtue  ever 
so  little,  we  must  be  content  with  the  result. 
A  teacher  of  this  sort  I  believe  myself  to  be, 


and  above  all  other  men  to  have  the  knowledge 
which  makes  a  man  noble  and  good;  and  I  give 
my  pupils  their  money's-worth,  and  even  more, 
as  they  themselves  confess.  And  therefore  I  have 
introduced  the  following  mode  of  payment: — 
When  a  man  has  been  my  pupil,  if  he  likes  he 
pays  my  price,  but  there  is  no  compulsion;  and 
if  he  does  not  like,  he  has  only  to  go  into  a  tem 
ple  and  take  an  oath  of  the  value  of  the  instruc 
tions,  and  he  pays  no  more  than  he  declares  to 
be  their  value. 

Such  is  my  Apologue,  Socrates,  and  such  is 
the  argument  by  which  I  endeavour  to  show 
that  virtue  may  be  taught,  and  that  this  is  the 
opinion  of  the  Athenians.  And  I  have  also  at 
tempted  to  show  that  you  are  not  to  wonder  at 
good  fathers  having  bad  sons,  or  at  good  sons 
having  bad  fathers,  of  which  the  sons  of  Poly- 
cleitus  afford  an  example,  who  are  the  com 
panions  of  our  friends  here,  Paralus  and  Xan- 
thippus,  but  are  nothing  in  comparison  with 
their  father;  and  this  is  true  of  the  sons  of  many 
other  artists.  As  yet  I  ought  not  to  say  the  same 
of  Paralus  and  Xanthippus  themselves,  for  they 
are  young  and  there  is  still  hope  of  them. 

Protagoras  ended,  and  in  my  ear 

So  charming  left  his  voice,  that  I  the  while 
Thought  him  stttt  speaking;  still  stood  fixed 
to  hear* 

At  length,  when  the  truth  dawned  upon  me, 
that  he  had  really  finished,  not  without  diffi 
culty  I  began  to  collect  myself,  and  looking  at 
Hippocrates,  I  said  to  him:  O  son  of  Apollo- 
dorus,,  how  deeply  grateful  I  am  to  you  for  hav 
ing  brought  me  hither;  I  would  not  have  missed 
the  speech  of  Protagoras  for  a  great  deal.  For  I 
used  to  imagine  that  no  human  care  could 
make  men  good;  but  I  know  better  now.  Yet  I 
have  still  one  very  small  difficulty  which  I  am 
sure  that  Protagoras  will  easily  explain,  as  he 
has  already  explained  so  much.  If  a  man  were 
to  go  and  consult  Pericles  or  any  of  our  great 
speakers  [329]  about  these  matters,  he  might 
perhaps  hear  as  fine  a  discourse;  but  then  when 
one  has  a  question  to  ask  of  any  of  them,  like 
books,  they  can  neither  answer  nor  ask;  and  if 
any  one  challenges  the  least  particular  of  their 
speech,  they  go  ringing  on  in  a  long  harangue, 
like  brazen  pots,  which  when  they  are  struck 
continue  to  sound  unless  some  one  puts  his 
hand  upon  them;  whereas  our  friend  Protag 
oras  can  not  only  make  a  good  speech,  as  he  has 
already  shown,  but  when  he  is  asked  a  question 
he  can  answer  briefly;  and  when  he  asks  he  will 
1  Borrowed  by  Milton,  Paradise  Lost,  viii  2, 3. 
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wait  and  hear  the  answer;  and  this  is  a  very 
rare  gift.  Now  I,  Protagoras,  want  to  ask  of 
you  a  little  question,  which  if  you  will  only  an 
swer,  I  shall  be  quite  satisfied.  You  were  saying 
that  virtue  can  be  taught; — that  I  will  take  up 
on  your  authority,  and  there  is  no  one  to  whom 
I  am  more  ready  to  trust.  But  I  marvel  at  one 
thing  about  which  I  should  like  to  have  my 
mind  set  at  rest.  You  were  speaking  of  Zeus 
sending  justice  and  reverence  to  men;  and  sev 
eral  times  while  you  were  speaking,  justice, 
and  temperance,  and  holiness,  and  all  these 
qualities,  were  described  by  you  as  if  together 
they  made  up  virtue.  Now  I  want  you  to  tell 
me  truly  whether  virtue  is  one  whole,  of  which 
justice  and  temperance  and  holiness  are  parts; 
or  whether  all  these  are  only  the  names  of  one 
and  the  same  thing:  that  is  the  doubt  which 
still  lingers  in  my  mind. 

There  is  no  difficulty,  Socrates,  in  answering 
that  the  qualities  of  which  you  are  speaking  are 
the  parts  of  virtue  which  is  one. 

And  are  they  parts,  I  said,  in  the  same  sense 
in  which  mouth,  nose,  and  eyes,  and  ears,  are 
the  parts  of  a  face;  or  are  they  like  the  parts  of 
gold,  which  differ  from  the  whole  and  from 
one  another  only  in  being  larger  or  smaller? 

I  should  say  that  they  differed,  Socrates,  in 
the  first  way;  they  are  related  to  one  another  as 
the  parts  of  a  face  are  related  to  the  whole  face. 

And  do  men  have  some  one  part  and  some 
another  part  of  virtue?  Of  if  a  man  has  one 
part,  must  he  also  have  all  the  others? 

By  no  means,  he  said;  for  many  a  man  is 
brave  and  not  just,  or  just  and  not  wise. 

You  would  not  deny,  then,  that  courage  and 
wisdom  are  also  parts  of  virtue? 

[33°]  Most  undoubtedly  they  are,  he  an 
swered;  and  wisdom  is  the  noblest  of  the  parts. 

And  they  are  all  different  from  one  another? 
I  said. 

Yes. 

And  has  each  of  them  a  distinct  function 
like  the  parts  of  the  face; — the  eye,  for  exam 
ple,  is  not  like  the  ear,  and  has  not  the  same 
functions;  and  the  other  parts  are  none  of  them 
like  one  another,  either  in  their  functions,  or 
in  any  other  way?  I  want  to  know  whether  the 
comparison  holds  concerning  the  parts  of  vir 
tue.  Do  they  also  differ  from  one  another  in 
themselves  and  in  their  functions?  For  that  is 
clearly  what  the  simile  would  imply. 

Yes,  Socrates,  you  are  right  in  supposing  that 
they  differ. 

Then,  I  said,  no  other  part  of  virtue  is  like 
knowledge,  or  like  justice,  or  like  courage,  or 


like  temperance,  or  like  holiness? 

No,  he  answered. 

Well  then,  I  said,  suppose  that  you  and  I  en 
quire  into  their  natures.  And  first,  you  would 
agree  with  me  that  justice  is  of  the  nature  of  a 
thing,  would  you  not?  That  is  my  opinion: 
would  it  not  be  yours  also? 

Mine  also,  he  said. 

And  suppose  that  some  one  were  to  ask  us, 
saying,  "O  Protagoras,  and  you,  Socrates,  what 
about  this  thing  which  you  were  calling  justice, 
is  it  just  or  unjust?" — and  I  were  to  answer, 
just:  would  you  vote  with  me  or  against  me? 

With  you,  he  said. 

Thereupon  I  should  answer  to  him  who 
asked  me,  that  justice  is  of  the  nature  of  the 
just:  would  not  you? 

Yes,  he  said. 

And  suppose  that  he  went  on  to  say:  "Well 
now,  is  there  also  such  a  thing  as  holiness?" — 
we  should  answer,  "Yes,"  if  I  am  not  mis 
taken? 

Yes,  he  said. 

Which  you  would  also  acknowledge  to  be  a 
thing — should  we  not  say  so? 

He  assented. 

"And  is  this  a  sort  of  thing  which  is  of  the 
nature  of  the  holy,  or  of  the  nature  of  the  un 
holy?"  I  should  be  angry  at  his  putting  such  a 
question,  and  should  say,  "Peace,  man;  nothing 
can  be  holy  if  holiness  is  not  holy."  What  would 
you  say?  Would  you  not  answer  in  the  same 
way? 

Certainly,  he  said. 

And  then  after  this  suppose  that  he  came  and 
asked  us,  "What  were  you  saying  just  now? 
Perhaps  I  may  not  have  heard  you  rightly,  but 
you  seemed  to  me  to  be  saying  that  the  parts  of 
virtue  were  not  the  same  as  one  another."/"  jj/ ] 
I  should  reply,  "You  certainly  heard  that  said, 
but  not,  as  you  imagine,  by  me;  for  I  only  asked 
the  question;  Protagoras  gave  the  answer." 
And  suppose  that  he  turned  to  you  and  said, 
"Is  this  true,  Protagoras?  and  do  you  maintain 
that  one  part  of  virtue  is  unlike  another,  and  is 
this  your  position?" — how  would  you  answer 
him? 

I  could  not  help  acknowledging  the  truth  of 
what  he  said,  Socrates. 

Well  then,  Protagoras,  we  will  assume  this; 
and  now  supposing  that  he  proceeded  to  say 
further,  "Then  holiness  is  not  of  the  nature  of 
justice,  nor  justice  of  the  nature  of  holiness,  but 
of  the  nature  of  unholiness;  and  holiness  is  of 
the  nature  of  the  not  just,  and  therefore  of  the 
unjust,  and  the  unjust  is  the  unholy":  how  shall 
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we  answer  him?  I  should  certainly  answer  him 
on  my  own  behalf  that  justice  is  holy,  and  that 
holiness  is  just;  and  I  would  say  in  like  manner 
on  your  behalf  also,  if  you  would  allow  me, 
that  justice  is  either  the  same  with  holiness,  or 
very  nearly  the  same;  and  above  all  I  would  as 
sert  that  justice  is  like  holiness  and  holiness  is 
like  justice;  and  I  wish  that  you  would  tell  me 
whether  I  may  be  permitted  to  give  this  answer 
on  your  behalf,  and  whether  you  would  agree 
with  me. 

He  replied,  I  cannot  simply  agree,  Socrates, 
to  the  proposition  that  justice  is  holy  and  that 
holiness  is  just,  for  there  appears  to  me  to  be  a 
difference  between  them.  But  what  matter?  if 
you  please  I  please;  and  let  us  assume,  if  you 
will,  that  justice  is  holy,  and  that  holiness  is 
just. 

Pardon  me,  I  replied;  I  do  not  want  this  "if 
you  wish"  or  "if  you  will"  sort  of  conclusion  to 
be  proven,  but  I  want  you  and  me  to  be  proven: 
I  mean  to  say  that  the  conclusion  will  be  best 
proven  if  there  be  no  "if." 

Well,  he  said,  I  admit  that  justice  bears  a  re 
semblance  to  holiness,  for  there  is  always  some 
point  of  view  in  which  everything  is  like  every 
other  thing;  white  is  in  a  certain  way  like  black, 
and  hard  is  like  soft,  and  the  most  extreme  op- 
posites  have  some  qualities  in  common;  even 
the  parts  of  the  face  which,  as  we  were  saying 
before,  are  distinct  and  have  different  func 
tions,  are  still  in  a  certain  point  of  view  similar, 
and  one  of  them  is  like  another  of  them.  And 
you  may  prove  that  they  are  like  one  another 
on  the  same  principle  that  all  things  are  like 
one  another;  and  yet  things  which  are  like  in 
some  particular  ought  not  to  be  called  alike, 
nor  things  which  are  unlike  in  some  particular, 
however  slight,  unlike. 

And  do  you  think,  I  said  in  a  tone  of  sur 
prise,  that  justice  and  holiness  have  but  a  small 
degree  of  likeness? 

Certainly  not;  any  more  than  I  agree  with 
what  I  understand  to  be  your  view, 

f332J  Well,  I  said,  as  you  appear  to  have  a 
difficulty  about  this,  let  us  take  another  of  the 
examples  which  you  mentioned  instead.  Do 
you  admit  the  existence  of  folly? 

I  do. 

And  is  not  wisdom  the  very  opposite  of 
folly? 

That  is  true,  he  saicl. 

And  when  men  act  rightly  and  advanta 
geously  they  seem  to  you  to  be  temperate? 

Yes,  he  said. 

And  temperance  makes 


Certainly. 

And  they  who  do  not  act  rightly  act  fool 
ishly,  and  in  acting  thus  are  not  temperate? 

I  agree,  he  said. 

Then  to  act  foolishly  is  the  opposite  of  acting 
temperately? 

He  assented. 

And  foolish  actions  are  done  by  folly,  and 
temperate  actions  by  temperance? 

He  agreed. 

And  that  is  done  strongly  which  is  done  by 
strength,  and  that  which  is  weakly  done,  by 
weakness  ? 

He  assented. 

And  that  which  is  done  with  swiftness  is 
done  swifdy,  and  that  which  is  done  with  slow 
ness,  slowly? 

He  assented  again. 

And  that  which  is  done  in  the  same  manner, 
is  done  by  the  same;  and  that  which  is  done  in 
an  opposite  manner  by  the  opposite? 

He  agreed. 

Once  more,  I  said,  is  there  anything  beauti 
ful? 

Yes. 

To  which  the  only  opposite  is  the  ugly? 

There  is  no  other. 

And  is  there  anything  good  ? 

There  is. 

To  which  the  only  opposite  is  the  evil? 

There  is  no  other. 

And  there  is  the  acute  in  sound? 

True. 

To  which  the  only  opposite  is  the  grave? 

There  is  no  other,  he  said,  but  that. 

Then  every  opposite  has  one  opposite  only 
and  no  more? 

He  assented. 

Then  now,  I  said,  let  us  recapitulate  our  ad 
missions.  First  of  all  we  admitted  that  every 
thing  has  one  opposite  and  not  more  than  one  ? 

We  did  so, 

And  we  admitted  also  that  what  was  done  in 
opposite  ways  was  done  by  opposites? 

Yes. 

And  that  which  was  done  foolishly,  as  we 
further  admitted,  was  done  in  the  opposite  way 
to  that  which  was  done  temperately? 

Yes. 

And  that  which  was  done  temperately  was 
clone  by  temperance,  and  that  which  was  done 
foolishly  by  folly? 

He  agreed. 

And  that  which  is  done  in  opposite  ways  is 
done  by  opposites? 

Yes. 
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And  one  thing  is  done  by  temperance,  and 
quite  another  thing  by  folly? 

Yes. 

And  in  opposite  ways? 

Certainly. 

And  therefore  by  opposites: — then  folly  is 
the  opposite  of  temperance? 

Clearly. 

And  do  you  remember  that  folly  has  already 
been  acknowledged  by  us  to  be  the  opposite  of 
wisdom? 

He  assented. 

And  we  said  that  everything  has  only  one 
opposite? 

Yes. 

[333]  Then,  Protagoras,  which  of  the  two 
assertions  shall  we  renounce?  One  says  that 
everything  has  but  one  opposite;  the  other  that 
wisdom  is  distinct  from  temperance,  and  that 
both  of  them  are  parts  of  virtue;  and  that  they 
are  not  only  distinct,  but  dissimilar,  both  in 
themselves  and  in  their  functions,  like  the  parts 
of  a  face.  Which  of  these  two  assertions  shall 
we  renounce?  For  both  of  them  together  are 
certainly  not  in  harmony;  they  do  not  accord 
or  agree:  for  how  can  they  be  said  to  agree  if 
everything  is  assumed  to  have  only  one  op 
posite  and  not  more  than  one,  and  yet  folly, 
which  is  one,  has  clearly  the  two  opposites — 
wisdom  and  temperance?  Is  not  that  true,  Pro 
tagoras?  What  else  would  you  say? 

He  assented,  but  with  great  reluctance. 

Then  temperance  and  wisdom  are  the  same, 
as  before  justice  and  holiness  appeared  to  us  to 
be  nearly  the  same.  And  now,  Protagoras,  I 
said,  we  must  finish  the  enquiry,  and  not  faint. 
Do  you  think  that  an  unjust  man  can  be  tem 
perate  in  his  injustice? 

I  should  be  ashamed,  Socrates,  he  said,  to 
acknowledge  this  which  nevertheless  many 
may  be  found  to  assert. 

And  shall  I  argue  with  them  or  with  you?  I 
replied. 

I  would  rather,  he  said,  that  you  should  ar 
gue  with  the  many  first,  if  you  will. 

Whichever  you  please,  if  you  will  only  an 
swer  me  and  say  whether  you  are  of  their  opin 
ion  or  not.  My  object  is  to  test  the  validity  of 
the  argument;  and  yet  the  result  may  be  that  I 
who  ask  and  you  who  answer  may  both  be  put 
on  our  trial. 

Protagoras  at  first  made  a  show  of  refusing, 
as  he  said  that  the  argument  was  not  encourag 
ing;  at  length,  he  consented  to  answer. 

Now  then,  I  said,  begin  at  the  beginning 
and  answer  me.  You  think  that  some  men 


are  temperate,  and  yet  unjust? 

Yes,  he  said;  let  that  be  admitted. 

And  temperance  is  good  sense  ? 

Yes. 

And  good  sense  is  good  counsel  in  doing  in 
justice? 

Granted. 

If  they  succeed,  I  said,  or  if  they  do  not  suc 
ceed? 

If  they  succeed. 

And  you  would  admit  the  existence  of 
goods  ? 

Yes. 

And  is  the  good  that  which  is  expedient  for 
man? 

Yes,  indeed,  he  said:  and  there  are  some 
things  which  may  be  inexpedient,  and  yet  I 
call  them  good. 

I  thought  that  Protagoras  was  getting  ruffled 
and  excited;  he  seemed  to  be  setting  himself  in 
an  attitude  of  war.  Seeing  this,  I  minded  my 
business,  and  gently  said: — 

[334]  When  you  say,  Protagoras,  that  things 
inexpedient  are  good,  do  you  mean  inexpedi 
ent  for  man  only,  or  inexpedient  altogether? 
and  do  you  call  the  latter  good  ? 

Certainly  not  the  last,  he  replied;  for  I  know 
of  many  things — meats,  drinks,  medicines,  and 
ten  thousand  other  things,  which  are  inexpedi 
ent  for  man,  and  some  which  arc  expedient; 
and  some  which  are  neither  expedient  nor  in 
expedient  for  man,  but  only  for  horses;  and 
some  for  oxen  only,  and  some  for  dogs;  and 
some  for  no  animals,  but  only  for  trees;  and 
some  for  the  roots  of  trees  and  not  for  their 
branches,  as  for  example,  manure,  which  is  a 
good  thing  when  laid  about  the  roots  of  a  tree, 
but  utterly  destructive  if  thrown  upon  the 
shoots  and  young  branches;  or  I  may  instance 
olive  oil,  which  is  mischievous  to  all  plants,  and 
generally  most  injurious  to  the  hair  of  every 
animal  with  the  exception  of  man,  but  bene 
ficial  to  human  hair  and  to  the  human  body 
generally;  and  even  in  this  application  (so  vari 
ous  and  changeable  is  the  nature  of  the  bene 
fit),  that  which  is  the  greatest  good  to  the  out 
ward  parts  of  a  man,  is  a  very  great  evil  to  his 
inward  parts:  and  for  this  reason  physicians 
always  forbid  their  patients  the  use  of  oil  in 
their  food,  except  in  very  small  quantities,  just 
enough  to  extinguish  the  disagreeable  sensa 
tion  of  smell  in  meats  and  sauces, 

When  he  had  given  this  answer,  the  com 
pany  cheered  him.  And  I  said:  Protagoras,  I 
have  a  wretched  memory,  and  when  any  one 
makes  a  long  speech  to  me  I  never  remember 
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what  he  is  talking  about.  As  then,  if  I  had  been 
deaf,  and  you  were  going  to  converse  with  me, 
you  would  have  had  to  raise  your  voice;  so 
now,  having  such  a  bad  memory,  I  will  ask  you 
to  cut  your  answers  shorter,  if  you  would  take 
me  with  you. 

What  do  you  mean?  he  said:  how  am  I  to 
shorten  my  answers?  shall  I  make  them  too 
short? 

Certainly  not,  I  said. 

But  short  enough? 

Yes,  I  said. 

Shall  I  answer  what  appears  to  me  to  be  short 
enough,  or  what  appears  to  you  to  be  short 
enough? 

I  have  heard,  I  said,  that  you  can  speak  and 
teach  others  to  speak  about  the  same  things  at 
such  length  that  words  never  seemed  to  fail,  or 
with  such  brevity  that  no  one  could  use  fewer 
of  them.  Please  therefore,  [335]  if  you  talk 
with  me,  to  adopt  the  latter  or  more  compendi 
ous  method. 

Socrates,  he  replied,  many  a  battle  of  words 
have  I  fought,  and  if  I  had  followed  the  method 
of  disputation  which  my  adversaries  desired,  as 
you  want  me  to  do,  I  should  have  been  no  bet 
ter  than  another,  and  the  name  of  Protagoras 
would  have  been  nowhere. 

I  saw  that  he  was  not  satisfied  with  his  pre 
vious  answers,  and  that  he  would  not  play  the 
part  of  answerer  any  more  if  he  could  help;  and 
I  considered  that  there  was  no  call  upon  me  to 
continue  the  conversation;  so  I  said:  Protago 
ras,  I  do  not  wish  to  force  the  conversation  up 
on  you  if  you  had  rather  not,  but  when  you  are 
willing  to  argue  with  me  in  such  a  way  that  I 
can  follow  you,  then  I  will  argue  with  you. 
Now  you,  as  is  said  of  you  by  others  and  as  you 
say  of  yourself,  are  able  to  have  discussions  in 
shorter  forms  of  speech  as  well  as  in  longer,  for 
you  are  a  master  of  wisdom;  but  I  cannot  man 
age  these  long  speeches:  I  only  wish  that  I 
could.  You,  on  the  other  hand,  who  are  capable 
of  either,  ought  to  speak  shorter  as  T  beg  you, 
and  then  we  might  converse.  But  I  see  that  you 
are  disinclined,  and  as  I  have  an  engagement 
which  will  prevent  my  staying  to  hear  you  at 
greater  length  (for  I  have  to  be  in  another 
place),  I  will  depart;  although  I  should  have 
liked  to  have  heard  you. 

Thus  I  spoke,  and  was  rising  from  my  seat, 
when  Callias  seized  me  by  the  right  hand,  and 
in  his  left  hand  caught  hold  of  this  old  cloak 
of  mine.  He  said:  We  cannot  let  you  go,  Soc 
rates,  for  if  you  leave  us  there  will  be  an  end  of 
our  discussions:  I  must  therefore  beg  you  to 


remain,  as  there  is  nothing  in  the  world  that  I 
should  like  better  than  to  hear  you  and  Pro 
tagoras  discourse.  Do  not  deny  the  company 
this  pleasure. 

Now  I  had  got  up,  and  was  in  the  act  of  de 
parture.  Son  of  Hipponicus,  I  replied,  I  have 
always  admired,  and  do  now  heartily  applaud 
and  love  your  philosophical  spirit,  and  I  would 
gladly  comply  with  your  request,  if  I  could. 
But  the  truth  is  that  I  cannot.  And  what  you 
ask  is  as  great  an  impossibility  to  me,  as  if  you 
bade  me  run  a  race  with  Crison  of  Himera, 
[336]  when  in  his  prime,  or  with  some  one  of 
the  long  or  day  course  runners.  To  such  a  re 
quest  I  should  reply  that  I  would  fain  ask  the 
same  of  my  own  legs;  but  they  refuse  to  com 
ply.  And  therefore  if  you  want  to  see  Crison 
and  me  in  the  same  stadium,  you  must  bid  him 
slacken  his  speed  to  mine,  for  I  cannot  run 
quickly,  and  he  can  run  slowly.  And  in  like 
manner  if  you  want  to  hear  me  and  Protagoras 
discoursing,  you  must  ask  him  to  shorten  his 
answers,  and  keep  to  the  point,  as  he  did  at 
first;  if  not,  how  can  there  be  any  discussion? 
For  discussion  is  one  thing,  and  making  an 
oration  is  quite  another,  in  my  humble  opinion. 

But  you  see,  Socrates,  said  Callias,  that  Pro 
tagoras  may  fairly  claim  to  speak  in  his  own 
way,  just  as  you  claim  to  speak  in  yours. 

Here  Alcibiades  interposed,  and  said:  That, 
Callias,  is  not  a  true  statement  of  the  case.  For 
our  friend  Socrates  admits  that  he  cannot  make 
a  speech — in  this  he  yields  the  palm  to  Protago 
ras:  but  I  should  be  greatly  surprised  if  he 
yielded  to  any  living  man  in  the  power  of  hold 
ing  and  apprehending  an  argument.  Now  if 
Protagoras  will  make  a  similar  admission,  and 
confess  that  he  is  inferior  to  Socrates  in  argu 
mentative  skill,  that  is  enough  for  Socrates;  but 
if  he  claims  a  superiority  in  argument  as  well, 
let  him  ask  and  answer — not,  when  a  question 
is  asked,  slipping  away  from  the  point,  and  in 
stead  of  answering,  making  a  speech  at  such 
length  that  most  of  his  hearers  forget  the  ques 
tion  at  issue  (not  that  Socrates  is  likely  to  for 
get—I  will  be  bound  for  that,  although  he  may 
pretend  in  fun  that  he  has  a  bad  memory) .  And 
Socrates  appears  to  rne  to  be  more  in  the  right 
than  Protagoras;  that  is  my  view,  and  every 
man  ought  to  say  what  he  thinks. 

When  Alcibiades  had  done  speaking,  some 
one— Critias,  I  believe— -went  on  to  say:  O  Pro- 
dicus  and  Hippias,  Callias  appears  to  me  to  be 
a  partisan  of  Protagoras:  and  this  led  Alcibia 
des,  who  loves  opposition,  to  take  the  other 
side.  But  we  should  not  be  partisans  either  of 
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Socrates  or  of  Protagoras;  let  us  rather  unite  in 
entreating  both  of  them  not  to  break  up  the 
discussion. 

[337]  Prodicus  added:  That,  Critias,  seems 
to  me  to  be  well  said,  for  those  who  are  pres 
ent  at  such  discussions  ought  to  be  impartial 
hearers  of  both  the  speakers;  remembering, 
however,  that  impartiality  is  not  the  same  as 
equality,  for  both  sides  should  be  impartially 
heard,  and  yet  an  equal  meed  should  not  be 
assigned  to  both  of  them;  but  to  the  wiser  a 
higher  meed  should  be  given,  and  a  lower  to  the 
less  wise.  And  I  as  well  as  Critias  would  beg 
you,  Protagoras  and  Socrates,  to  grant  our  re 
quest,  which  is,  that  you  will  argue  with  one 
another  and  not  wrangle;  for  friends  argue 
with  friends  out  of  goodwill,  but  only  adver 
saries  and  enemies  wrangle.  And  then  our 
meeting  will  be  delightful;  for  in  this  way  you, 
who  are  the  speakers,  will  be  most  likely  to 
win  esteem,  and  not  praise  only,  among  us  who 
are  your  audience;  for  esteem  is  a  sincere  con 
viction  of  the  hearers'  souls,  but  praise  is  often 
an  insincere  expression  of  men  uttering  false 
hoods  contrary  to  their  conviction.  And  thus 
we  who  are  the  hearers  will  be  gratified  and 
not  pleased;  for  gratification  is  of  the  mind 
when  receiving  wisdom  and  knowledge,  but 
pleasure  is  of  the  body  when  eating  or  experi 
encing  some  other  bodily  delight.  Thus  spoke 
Prodicus,  and  many  of  the  company  applauded 
his  words. 

Hippias  the  sage  spoke  next.  He  said:  All  of 
you  who  are  here  present  I  reckon  to  be  kins 
men  and  friends  and  fellow-citizens.,  by  nature 
and  not  by  law;  for  by  nature  like  is  akin  to 
like,  whereas  law  is  the  tyrant  of  mankind,  and 
often  compels  us  to  do  many  things  which  are 
against  nature.  How  great  would  be  the  dis 
grace  then,  if  we,  who  know  the  nature  of 
things,  and  are  the  wisest  of  the  Hellenes,  and 
as  such  are  met  together  in  this  city,  which  is 
the  metropolis  of  wisdom,  and  in  the  greatest 
and  most  glorious  house  of  this  city,  should 
have  nothing  to  show  worthy  of  this  height 
of  dignity,  but  should  only  quarrel  with  one 
another  like  the  meanest  of  mankind !  I  do  pray 
and  advise  you,  Protagoras,  and  you,  Socrates, 
to  agree  upon  a  compromise.  Let  us  be  your 
peacemakers.  And  do  not  you,  Socrates,  aim  at 
this  precise  and  extreme  brevity  in  discourse, 
if  Protagoras  objects,  [338]  but  loosen  and 
let  go  the  reins  of  speech,  that  your  words 
may  be  grander  and  more  becoming  to  you. 
Neither  do  you,  Protagoras,  go  forth  on  the 
gale  with  every  sail  set  out  of  sight  of  land  into 


an  ocean  of  words,  but  let  there  be  a  mean 
observed  by  both  of  you.  Do  as  I  say.  And  let 
me  also  persuade  you  to  choose  an  arbiter  or 
overseer  or  president;  he  will  keep  watch  over 
your  words  and  will  prescribe  their  proper 
length. 

This  proposal  was  received  by  the  company 
with  universal  approval;  Callias  said  that  he 
would  not  let  me  off,  and  they  begged  me  to 
choose  an  arbiter.  But  I  said  that  to  choose  an 
umpire  of  discourse  would  be  unseemly;  for  if 
the  person  chosen  was  inferior,  then  the  inferior 
or  worse  ought  not  to  preside  over  the  better; 
or  if  he  was  equal,  neither  would  that  be  well; 
for  he  who  is  our  equal  will  do  as  we  do,  and 
what  will  be  the  use  of  choosing  him?  And  if 
you  say,  "Let  us  have  a  better  then," — -to  that 
I  answer  that  you  cannot  have  any  one  who 
is  wiser  than  Protagoras.  And  if  you  choose 
another  who  is  not  really  better,  and  whom 
you  only  say  is  better,  to  put  another  over  him 
as  though  he  were  an  inferior  person  would  be 
an  unworthy  reflection  o-n  him;  not  that,  as 
far  as  I  am  concerned,  any  reflection  is  of  much 
consequence  to  me.  Let  me  tell  you  then  what 
I  will  do  in  order  that  the  conversation  and  dis 
cussion  may  go  on  as  you  desire.  If  Protagoras 
is  not  disposed  to  answer,  let  him  ask  and  I 
will  answer;  and  I  will  endeavour  to  show  at 
the  same  time  how,  as  I  maintain,  he  ought  to 
answer:  and  when  I  have  answered  as  many 
questions  as  he  likes  to  ask,  let  him  in  like 
manner  answer  me;  and  if  he  seems  to  be  not 
very  ready  at  answering  the  precise  question 
asked  of  him,  you  and  I  will  unite  in  entreat 
ing  him,  as  you  entreated  me,  not  to  spoil  the 
discussion.  And  this  will  require  no  special 
arbiter- — all  of  you  shall  be  arbiters. 

This  was  generally  approved,  and  Protagoras, 
though  very  much  against  his  will,  was  obliged 
to  agree  that  he  would  ask  questions;  and  when 
he  had  put  a  sufficient  number  ojf  them,  that  he 
would  answer  in  his  turn  those  which  he  was 
asked  in  short  replies.  Me  began  to  put  his 
questions  as  follows:— 

I  am  of  opinion,  Socrates,  he  said,  that  skill 
in  poetry  is  the  principal  part  of  education; 
f339]t  an(l  this  I  conceive  to  be  the  power  of 
knowing  what  compositions  of  the  poets  are 
correct,  and  what  are  not,  and  how  they  are  to 
be  distinguished, and  of  explaining  when  asked 
the  reason  of  the  difference.  And  I  propose  to 
transfer  the  question  which  you  and  I  have 
been  discussing  to  the  domain  of  poetry;  we 
will  speak  as  before  of  virtue,  but  in  reference 
to  a  passage  of  a  poet.  Now  Simonidcs  says  to 
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Scopas  the  son  of  Creon  the  Thessalian: 

Hardly  on  the  one  hand  can  a  man  become  truly 
goo'd,  built  four-square  in  hands  and  feet  and 
mind,  a  wor\  without  a  flaw. 

Do  you  know  the  poem?  or  shall  I  repeat  the 
whole  ? 

There  is  no  need,  I  said;  for  I  am  perfectly 
well  acquainted  with  the  ode — I  have  made  a 
careful  study  of  it. 

Very  well,  he  said.  And  do  you  think  that 
the  ode  is  a  good  composition,  and  true? 

Yes,  I  said,  both  good  and  true. 

But  if  there  is  a  contradiction,  can  the  com 
position  be  good  or  true? 

No,  not  in  that  case,  I  replied. 

And  is  there  not  a  contradiction?  he  asked. 
Reflect. 

Well,  my  friend,  I  have  reflected. 

And  does  not  the  poet  proceed  to  say,  "I  do 
not  agree  with  the  word  of  Pittacus,  albeit  the 
utterance  of  a  wise  man:  Hardly  can  a  man  be 
good"?  Now  you  will  observe  that  this  is  said 
by  the  same  poet. 

I  know  it. 

And  do  you  think,  he  said,  that  the  two  say 
ings  are  consistent? 

Yes,  I  said,  I  think  so  (at  the  same  time  I 
could  not  help  fearing  that  there  might  be 
something  in  what  he  said).  And  you  think 
otherwise? 

Why,  he  said,  how  can  he  be  consistent  in 
both?  First  of  all,  premising  as  his  own  thought, 
"Hardly  can  a  man  become  truly  good";  and 
then  a  little  further  on  in  the  poem,  forgetting, 
and  blaming  Pittacus  and  refusing  to  agree 
with  him,  when  he  says,  "Hardly  can  a  man  be 
good,"  which  is  the  very  same  thing.  And  yet 
when  he  blames  him  who  says  the  same  with 
himself,  he  blames  himself;  so  that  he  must  be 
wrong  either  in  his  first  or  his  second  assertion. 

Many  of  the  audience  cheered  and  applauded 
this.  And  I  felt  at  first  giddy  and  faint,  as  if  I 
had  received  a  blow  from  the  hand  of  an  expert 
boxer,  when  I  heard  his  words  and  the  sound  of 
the  cheering;  and  to  confess  the  truth,  I  wanted 
to  get  time  to  think  what  the  meaning  of  the 
poet  really  was.  So  1  turned  to  Prodicus  and 
called  him.  Prodicus,  I  said,  Sirnonides  is  a 
countryman  of  yours,  and  you  ought  to  come  to 
Ids  aid.  1^40]  I  must  appeal  to  you,  like  the 
river  Scamander  in  Homer,  who,  when  be 
leaguered  by  Achilles,  summons  the  Simoi's  to 
aid  him,  saying: 
Brother  dear,  let  us  both  together  stay  the  force  of 

the  hero. 


And  I  summon  you,  for  I  am  afraid  that  Pro 
tagoras  will  make  an  end  of  Sirnonides.  Now  is 
the  time  to  rehabilitate  Sirnonides,  by  the  ap 
plication  of  your  philosophy  of  synonyms, 
which  enables  you  to  distinguish  "will"  and 
"wish,"  and  make  other  charming  distinctions 
like  those  which  you  drew  just  now.  And  I 
should  like  to  know  whether  you  would  agree 
with  me;  for  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  no 
contradiction  in  the  words  of  Sirnonides.  And 
first  of  all  I  wish  that  you  would  say  whether, 
in  your  opinion,  Prodicus,  "being"  is  the  same 
as  "becoming." 

Not  the  same,  certainly,  replied  Prodicus. 

Did  not  Sirnonides  first  set  forth,  as  his  own 
view,  that  "Hardly  can  a  man  become  truly 
good"? 

Quite  right,  said  Prodicus. 

And  then  he  blames  Pittacus,  not,  as  Protag 
oras  imagines,  for  repeating  that  which  he  says 
himself,  but  for  saying  something  different 
from  himself.  Pittacus  does  not  say  as  Sirnoni 
des  says,  that  hardly  can  a  man  become  good, 
but  hardly  can  a  man  be  good:  and  our  friend 
Prodicus  would  maintain  that  being,  Protago 
ras,  is  not  the  same  as  becoming;  and  if  they 
are  not  the  same,  then  Sirnonides  is  not  incon 
sistent  with  himself.  I  dare  say  that  Prodicus 
and  many  others  would  say,  as  Hesiod  says, 

On  the  one  hand,  hardly  can  a  man  become  goodf 

For  the  gods  have  made  virtue  the  reward  of  toil; 

But  on  the  other  hand,  when  you  have  climbed  the 
height, 

Then,  to  retain  virtue,  however  difficult  the  acqui 
sition,  is  easy. 

Prodicus  heard  and  approved;  but  Protago 
ras  said:  Your  correction,  Socrates,  involves  a 
greater  error  than  is  contained  in  the  sentence 
which  you  are  correcting. 

Alas!  I  said,  Protagoras;  then  I  am  a  sorry 
physician,  and  do  but  aggravate  a  disorder 
which  I  am  seeking  to  cure. 

Such  is  the  fact,  he  said. 

How  so?  I  asked. 

The  poet,  he  replied,  could  never  have  made 
such  a  mistake  as  to  say  that  virtue,  which  in 
the  opinion  of  all  men  is  the  hardest  of  all 
things,  can  be  easily  retained, 

Well,  I  said,  and  how  fortunate  are  we  in 
having  Prodicus  among  us,  at  the  right  mo 
ment;  for  he  has  a  wisdom,  Protagoras,  which, 
as  I  imagine,  is  more  than  human  and  of  very 
ancient  date,  and  may  be  as  old  as  Simonides 
or  even  older.  [$41]  Learned  as  you  are  in 
many  things,  you  appear  to  know  nothing  of 
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this;  but  I  know,  for  I  am  a  disciple  of  his.  And 
now,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  you  do  not  under 
stand  the  word  "hard"  (xaAeTroV)  in  the  sense 
which  Simonides  intended;  and  I  must  correct 
you,  as  Prodicus  corrects  me  when  I  use  the 
word  "awful"  (SetvoV)  as  a  term  of  praise.  If  I 
say  that  Protagoras  or  any  one  else  is  an  "aw 
fully"  wise  man,  he  asks  me  if  I  am  not  ashamed 
of  calling  that  which  is  good  "awful";  and  then 
he  explains  to  me  that  the  term  "awful"  is  always 
taken  in  a  bad  sense,  and  that  no  one  speaks 
of  being  "awfully"  healthy  or  wealthy,  or  "aw 
ful"  peace,  but  of  "awful"  disease,  "awful" 
war,  "awful"  poverty,  meaning  by  the  term 
"awful,"  evil.  And  I  think  that  Simonides  and 
his  countrymen  the  Ceans,  when  they  spoke 
of  "hard"  meant  "evil,"  or  something  which 
you  do  not  understand.  Let  us  ask  Prodicus,  for 
he  ought  to  be  able  to  answer  questions  about 
the  dialect  of  Simonides.  What  did  he  mean, 
Prodicus,  by  the  term  "hard?" 

Evil,  said  Prodicus. 

And  therefore,  I  said,  Prodicus,  he  blames 
Pittacus  for  saying,  "Hard  is  the  good,"  just 
as  if  that  were  equivalent  to  saying,  Evil  is  the 
good. 

Yes,  he  said,  that  was  certainly  his  meaning; 
and  he  is  twitting  Pittacus  with  ignorance  of 
the  use  of  terms,  which  in  a  Lesbian,  who  has 
been  accustomed  to  speak  a  barbarous  language, 
is  natural. 

Do  you  hear,  Protagoras,  I  asked,  what  our 
friend  Prodicus  is  saying?  And  have  you  an  an 
swer  for  him? 

You  are  entirely  mistaken,  Prodicus,  said 
Protagoras;  and  1  know  very  well  that  Simoni 
des  in  using  the  word  "hard"  meant  what  all 
of  us  mean,  not  evil,  but  that  which  is  not  easy 
— that  which  takes  a  great  deal  of  trouble:  of 
this  I  am  positive. 

I  said:  I  also  incline  to  believe,  Protagoras, 
that  this  was  the  meaning  of  Simonides,  of 
which  our  friend  Prodicus  was  very  well  aware, 
but  he  thought  that  he  would  make  fun,  and 
try  if  you  could  maintain  your  thesis;  for  that 
Simonides  could  never  have  meant  the  other 
is  clearly  proved  by  the  context,  in  which  he 
says  that  God  only  has  this  gift.  Now  he  can 
not  surely  mean  to  say  that  to  be  good  is  evil, 
when  he  afterwards  proceeds  to  say  that  God 
only  has  this  gift,  and  that  this  is  the  attribute 
of  him  and  of  no  other.  For  if  this  be  his  mean 
ing,  Prodicus  would  impute  to  Simonides  a 
character  of  recklessness  which  is  very  unlike 
his  countrymen.  And  I  should  like  to  tell  you, 
[342]  I  said,  what  I  imagine  to  be  the  real 


meaning  of  Simonides  in  this  poem,  if  you  will 
test  what,  in  your  way  of  speaking,  would  be 
called  my  skill  in  poetry;  or  if  you  would  rather, 
I  will  be  the  listener. 

To  this  proposal  Protagoras  replied:  As  you 
please; — and  Hippias,  Prodicus,  and  the  others 
told  me  by  all  means  to  do  as  I  proposed. 

Then  now,  I  said,  I  will  endeavour  to  ex 
plain  to  you  my  opinion  about  this  poem  of 
Simonides.  There  is  a  very  ancient  philosophy 
which  is  more  cultivated  in  Crete  and  Lace- 
daemon  than  in  any  other  part  of  Hellas,  and 
there  are  more  philosophers  in  those  countries 
than  anywhere  else  in  the  world.  This,  how 
ever,  is  a  secret  which  the  Lacedaemonians 
deny;  and  they  pretend  to  be  ignorant,  just  be 
cause  they  do  not  wish  to  have  it  thought  that 
they  rule  the  world  by  wisdom,  like  the  Soph 
ists  of  whom  Protagoras  was  speaking,  and 
not  by  valour  of  arms;  considering  that  if  the 
reason  of  their  superiority  were  disclosed,  all 
men  would  be  practising  their  wisdom.  And 
this  secret  of  theirs  has  never  been  discovered 
by  the  imitators  of  Lacedaemonian  fashions  in 
other  cities,  who  go  about  with  their  ears 
bruised  in  imitation  of  them,  and  have  the 
caestus  bound  on  their  arms,  and  are  always  in 
training,  and  wear  short  cloaks;  for  they  im 
agine  that  these  are  the  practices  which  have 
enabled  the  Lacedaemonians  to  conquer  the 
other  Hellenes.  Now  when  the  Lacedaemoni 
ans  want  to  unbend  and  hold  free  conversation 
with  their  wise  men,  and  are  no  longer  satisfied 
with  mere  secret  intercourse,  they  drive  out  all 
these  laconi/ers,  and  any  other  foreigners  who 
may  happen  to  be  in  their  country,  and  they 
hold  a  philosophical  seance  unknown  to  stran 
gers;  and  they  themselves  forbid  their  young 
men  to  go  out  into  other  cities—in  this  they 
are  like  the  Cretans— in  order  that  they  may 
not  unlearn  the  lessons  which  they  have  taught 
them.  And  in  Lacedacmon  and  Crete  not  only 
men  but  also  women  have  a  pride  in  their  high 
cultivation.  And  hereby  you  may  know  that  I 
am  right  in  attributing  to  the  Lacedaemonians 
this  excellence  in  philosophy  and  speculation: 
If  a  man  converses  with  the  most  ordinary 
Lacedaemonian,  he  will  find  him  seldom  good 
for  much  in  general  conversation,  but  at  any 
point  in  the  discourse  he  will  be  darting  out 
some  notable  saying,  terse  and  full  of  mean 
ing,  with  unerring  aim;  and  the  person  with 
whom  he  is  talking  seems  to  be  like  a  child  In 
his  hands.  And  many  of  our  own  age  and  of 
former  ages  have  noted  that  the  true  Lace 
daemonian  type  of  character  has  die  love  of 
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philosophy  even  stronger  than  the  love  of  gym 
nastics;  they  are  conscious  that  only  a  perfectly 
educated  man  is  capable  of  uttering  such  ex 
pressions.  [343]  Such  were  Thales  of  Miletus, 
and  Pittacus  of  Mitylene,  and  Bias  of  Priene, 
and  our  own  Solon,  and  Cleobulus  the  Lindi- 
an,  and  My  son  the  Chenian;  and  seventh  in  the 
catalogue  of  wise  men  was  the  Lacedaemonian 
Chilo.  All  these  were  lovers  and  emulators  and 
disciples  of  the  culture  of  the  Lacedaemonians, 
and  any  one  may  perceive  that  their  wisdom 
was  of  this  character;  consisting  of  short  memo 
rable  sentences,  which  they  severally  uttered. 
And  they  met  together  and  dedicated  in  the 
temple  of  Apollo  at  Delphi,  as  the  first-fruits 
of  their  wisdom,  the  far-famed  inscriptions, 
which  are  in  all  men's  mouths — "Know  thy 
self,"  and  "Nothing  too  much." 

Why  do  I  say  all  this?  I  am  explaining  that 
this  Lacedaemonian  brevity  was  the  style  of 
primitive  philosophy.  Now  there  was  a  saying 
of  Pittacus  which  was  privately  circulated  and 
received  the  approbation  of  the  wise,  "Hard  is 
it  to  be  good."  And  Simomdes,  who  was  ambi 
tious  of  the  fame  of  wisdom,  was  aware  that  if 
he  could  overthrow  this  saying,  then,  as  if  he 
had  won  a  victory  over  some  famous  athlete,  he 
would  carry  orl  the  palm  among  his  contempo 
raries.  And  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  he  composed 
the  entire  poem  with  the  secret  intention  of 
damaging  Pittacus  and  his  saying. 

Let  us  all  unite  in  examining  his  words,  and 
see  whether  I  am  speaking  the  truth.  Sirnonides 
must  have  been  a  lunatic,  if,  in  the  very  first 
words  of  the  poem,  wanting  to  say  only  that  to 
become  good  is  hard,  he  inserted  /xev,  "on  the 
one  hand"  ["on  the  one  hand  to  become  good  is 
hard"  ] ;  there  would  be  no  reason  for  the  intro 
duction  of  /xej/,  unless  you  suppose  him  to  speak 
with  a  hostile  reference  to  the  words  of  Pittacus. 
Pittacus  is  saying  "Hard  is  it  to  be  good,"  and 
he,  in  refutation  of  this  thesis,  rejoins  that  the 
truly  hard  thing,  Pittacus,  is  to  become  good, 
not  joining  "truly"  with  "good,"  but  with 
"hard."  Not,  that  the  hard  thing  is  to  be  truly 
good,  as  though  there  were  some  truly  good 
men,  and  there  were  others  who  were  good  but 
not  truly  good  (this  would  be  a  very  simple 
observation,  and  quite  unworthy  of  Sirnoni 
des);  but  you  must  suppose  him  to  make  a  tra- 
jection  of  the  word  "truly,"  construing  the  say 
ing  of  Pittacus  thus  (and  let  us  imagine  Pitta 
cus  to  be  speaking  and  Simomdes  answering 
him):  "()  my  friends,"  says  Pittacus,  "hard  is 
it  to  be  good,"  and  Sirnonides  answers,  [344] 
"In  that,  Pittacus,  you  are  mistaken;  the  diffi 


culty  is  not  to  be  good,  but  on  the  one  hand,  to 
become  good,  four-square  in  hands  and  feet 
and  mind,  without  a  flaw — that  is  hard  truly." 
This  way  of  reading  the  passage  accounts  for 
the  insertion  of  /ACV,  "on  the  one  hand,"  and  for 
the  position  at  the  end  of  the  clause  of  the  word 
"truly,"  and  all  that  follows  shows  this  to  be  the 
meaning.  A  great  deal  might  be  said  in  praise 
of  the  details  of  the  poem,  which  is  a  charming 
piece  of  workmanship,  and  very  finished,  but 
such  minutiae  would  be  tedious.  I  should  like, 
however,  to  point  out  the  general  intention  of 
the  poem,  which  is  certainly  designed  in  every 
part  to  be  a  refutation  of  the  saying  of  Pittacus. 
For  he  speaks  in  what  follows  a  little  further 
on  as  if  he  meant  to  argue  that  although  there 
is  a  difficulty  in  becoming  good,  yet  this  is  pos 
sible  for  a  time,  and  only  for  a  time.  But  having 
become  good,  to  remain  in  a  good  state  and  be 
good,  as  you,  Pittacus,  affirm,  is  not  possible, 
and  is  not  granted  to  man;  God  only  has  this 
blessing;  "but  man  cannot  help  being  bad  when 
the  force  of  circumstances  overpowers  him." 
Now  whom  does  the  force  of  circumstance 
overpower  in  the  command  of  a  vessel? — not 
the  private  individual,  for  he  is  always  over 
powered;  and  as  one  who  is  already  prostrate 
cannot  be  overthrown,  and  only  he  who  is 
standing  upright  but  not  he  who  is  prostrate 
can  be  laid  prostrate,  so  the  force  of  circum 
stances  can  only  overpower  him  who,  at  some 
time  or  other,  has  resources,  and  not  him  who 
is  at  all  times  helpless.  The  descent  of  a  great 
storm  may  make  the  pilot  helpless,  or  the  sever 
ity  of  the  season  the  husbandman  or  the  physi 
cian;  for  the  good  may  become  bad,  as  another 
poet  witnesses: 

The  good  arc  sometimes  good  and  sometimes  bad, 

But  the  bad  does  not  become  bad;  he  is  always 
bad.  So  that  when  the  force  of  circumstances 
overpowers  the  man  of  resources  and  skill  and 
virtue,  then  he  cannot  help  being  bad.  And 
you,  Pittacus,  are  saying,  "Hard  is  it  to  be 
good/'  Now  there  is  a  difficulty  in  becoming 
good;  and  yet  this  is  possible:  but  to  be  good  is 
an  impossibility — 

For  he  who  docs  well  is  the  good  man,  and  he  who 
does  ill  is  the  bad. 

But  what  sort  of  doing  is  good  in  letters?  [345] 
and  what  sort  of  doing  makes  a  man  good  in 
letters?  Clearly  the  knowing  of  them.  And  what 
sort  of  well-doing  makes  a  man  a  good  physi 
cian  ?  Clearly  the  knowledge  of  the  art  of  heal 
ing  the  sick.  "But  he  who  does  ill  is  the  bad." 
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Now  who  becomes  a  bad  physician?  Clearly  he 
who  is  in  the  first  place  a  physician,  and  in  the 
second  place  a  good  physician;  for  he  may  be 
come  a  bad  one  also:  but  none  o£  us  unskilled 
individuals  can  by  any  amount  of  doing  ill  be 
come  physicians,  anymore  than  we  can  become 
carpenters  or  anything  of  that  sort;  and  he  who 
by  doing  ill  cannot  become  a  physician  at  all, 
clearly  cannot  become  a  bad  physician.  In  like 
manner  the  good  may  become  deteriorated  by 
time,  or  toil,  or  disease,  or  other  accident  (the 
only  real  doing  ill  is  to  be  deprived  of  knowl 
edge),  but  the  bad  man  will  never  become  bad, 
for  he  is  always  bad;  and  if  he  were  to  become 
bad,  he  must  previously  have  been  good.  Thus 
the  words  of  the  poem  tend  to  show  that  on  the 
one  hand  a  man  cannot  be  continuously  good, 
but  that  he  may  become  good  and  may  also  be 
come  bad;  and  again  that 

They  are  the  best  for  the  longest  time  whom  the 
gods  love. 

All  this  relates  to  Pittacus,  as  is  further 
proved  by  the  sequel.  For  he  adds: 

Therefore  I  will  not  throw  away  my  span  of  lije 
to  no  purpose  in  searching  after  the  impossible, 
hoping  in  fain  to  find  a  perfectly  jattltless  man 
among  those  who  partake  of  the  fruit  oj  the  broad- 
bosomed  earth :  if  I  find  him,  I  will  send  you  word. 

(this  is  the  vehement  way  in  which  he  pursues 
his  attack  upon  Pittacus  throughout  the  whole 
poem) : 

But  him  who  does  no  evil,  voluntarily  I  praise 
and  love; — not  even  the  gods  war  against  necessity. 

All  this  has  a  similar  drift,  for  Simonides  was 
not  so  ignorant  as  to  say  that  he  praised  those 
who  did  no  evil  voluntarily,  as  though  there 
were  some  who  did  evil  voluntarily.  For  no 
wise  man,  as  I  believe,  will  allow  that  any  hu 
man  being  errs  voluntarily,  or  voluntarily  does 
evil  and  dishonourable  actions;  but  they  are 
very  well  aware  that  all  who  do  evil  and  dis 
honourable  things  do  them  against  their  will. 
And  Simonides  never  says  that  he  praises  him 
who  does  no  evil  voluntarily;  the  word  "volun 
tarily"  applies  to  himself.  For  he  was  under  the 
impression  that  a  good  man  might  often  com 
pel  himself  [346]  to  love  and  praise  another, 
and  to  be  the  friend  and  approver  of  another; 
and  that  there  might  be  an  involuntary  love, 
such  as  a  man  might  feel  to  an  unnatural  father 
or  mother,  or  country,  or  the  like.  Now  bad 
mea,  when  their  parents  or  country  have  any 
defects,  look  on  them  with  malignant  joy,  and 


find  fault  with  them  and  expose  and  denounce 
them  to  others,  under  the  idea  that  the  rest  of 
mankind  will  be  less  likely  to  take  themselves 
to  task  and  accuse  them  of  neglect;  and  they 
blame  their  defects  far  more  than  they  de 
serve,  in  order  that  the  odium  which  is  neces 
sarily  incurred  by  them  may  be  increased:  but 
the  good  man  dissembles  his  feelings,  and  con 
strains  himself  to  praise  them;  and  if  they  have 
wronged  him  and  he  is  angry,  he  pacifies  his 
anger  and  is  reconciled,  and  compels  himself 
to  love  and  praise  his  own  flesh  and  blood.  And 
Simonides,  as  is  probable,  considered  that  he 
himself  had  often  had  to  praise  and  magnify  a 
tyrant  or  the  like,  much  against  his  will,  and  he 
also  wishes  to  imply  to  Pittacus  that  he  does 
not  censure  him  because  he  is  censorious. 

For  I  am  satisfied  \he  says]  when  a  man  is 
neither  bad  nor  very  stupid;  and  when  he  l^nows 
justice  (which  is  the  health  o{  states),  and  is  of 
sound  mind,  I  will  find  no  fault  with  him,  for  I  am 
not  given  to  finding  fault,  and  there  are  innumer 
able  fools 

(implying  that  if  he  delighted  in  censure  he 
might  have  abundant  opportunity  of  finding 
fault). 

All  things  arc  good  with  which  evil  is  un mingled. 

In  these  latter  words  he  does  not  mean  to  say 
that  all  things  are  good  which  have  no  evil  in 
them,  as  you  might  say  "All  things  are  white 
which  have  no  black  in  them,"  for  that  would 
be  ridiculous;  but  he  means  to  say  that  he  ac 
cepts  and  finds  no  fault  with  the  moderate  or 
intermediate  state.  He  says: 

I  do  not  hope  to  find  a  perfectly  blameless  man 
among  those  who  partake  oj  the  fruits  oj  the 
broad-bosomed  earth  (if  I  find  him,  1  will  send  you 
word);  in  this  sense  I  praise  no  man.  But  he  who 
is  moderately  good,  and  docs  no  evil,  is  good 
enough  for  mef  who  love  and  approve  every  one. 

(and  here  observe  that  he  uses  a  Lesbian  word, 
e7rau/y;/M  [approve],  because  he  is  addressing 
Pittacus— 

Who  love  and  approve  every  one  voluntarily,  who 
does  no  evil: 

and  that  the  stop  should  be  put  after  "volun 
tarily");  "but  there  are  some  whom  I  involun 
tarily  praise  and  love.  And  you,  Pittacus,  I 
would  never  have  blamed,  [34*7]  if  you  had 
spoken  what  was  moderately  good  and  true; 
but  I  do  blame  you  because,  putting  on  the  ap 
pearance  of  truth,  you  are  speaking  .falsely 
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about  the  highest  matters." — And  this,  I  said, 
Prodicus  and  Protagoras.,  I  take  to  be  the  mean 
ing  of  Simonides  in  this  poem. 

Hippias  said:  I  think,  Socrates, that  you  have 
given  a  very  good  explanation  of  the  poem;  but 
I  have  also  an  excellent  interpretation  of  my 
own  which  I  will  propound  to  you,  if  you  will 
allow  me. 

Nay,  Hippias,  said  Alcibiades;  not  now,  but 
at  some  other  time.  At  present  we  must  abide 
by  the  compact  which  was  made  between  Soc 
rates  and  Protagoras,  to  the  effect  that  as  long 
as  Protagoras  is  willing  to  ask,  Socrates  should 
answer;  or  that  if  he  would  rather  answer,  then 
that  Socrates  should  ask. 

I  said:  I  wish  Protagoras  either  to  ask  or  an 
swer  as  he  is  inclined;  but  I  would  rather  have 
done  with  poems  and  odes,  if  he  does  not  object, 
and  come  back  to  the  question  about  which  I 
was  asking  you  at  first,  Protagoras,  and  by  your 
help  make  an  end  of  that.  The  talk  about  the 
poets  seems  to  me  like  a  commonplace  enter 
tainment  to  which  a  vulgar  company  have  re 
course;  who,  because  they  are  not  able  to  con 
verse  or  amuse  one  another,  while  they  are 
drinking,  with  the  sound  of  their  own  voices 
and  conversation,  by  reason  of  their  stupidity, 
raise  the  price  of  flute-girls  in  the  market,  hiring 
for  a  great  sum  the  voice  of  a  flute  instead  of 
their  own  breath,  to  be  the  medium  of  inter 
course  among  them:  but  where  the  company 
are  real  gentlemen  and  men  of  education,  you 
will  see  no  flute-girls,  nor  dancing-girls,  nor 
harp-girls;  and  they  have  no  nonsense  or 
games,  but  are  contented  with  one  another's 
conversation,  of  which  their  own  voices  are 
the  medium,  and  which  they  carry  on  by  turns 
and  in  an  orderly  manner,  even  though  they 
are  very  liberal  in  their  potations.  And  a  com 
pany  like  this  of  ours,  and  men  such  as  we 
profess  to  be,  do  not  require  the  help  of  an 
other's  voice,  or  of  the  poets  whom  you  can 
not  interrogate  about  the  meaning  of  what  they 
are  saying;  people  who  cite  them  declaring, 
some  that  the  poet  has  one  meaning,  and  others 
that  he  has  another,  and  the  point  which  is  in 
dispute  can  never  be  decided.  This  sort  of  en 
tertainment  they  decline,  and  prefer  to  talk 
with  one  another,  and  put  one  another  to  the 
proof  in  conversation.  [348]  And  these  are  the 
models  which  I  desire  that  you  and  I  should 
imitate.  Leaving  the  poets,  and  keeping  to  our 
selves,  let  us  try  the  mettle  of  one  another  and 
make  proof  of  the  truth  in  conversation.  1C  you 
have  a  mind  to  ask,  I  am  ready  to  answer;  or  if 
you  would  rather,  do  you  answer,  and  give  me 


the  opportunity  of  resuming  and  completing 
our  unfinished  argument. 

I  made  these  and  some  similar  observations; 
but  Protagoras  would  not  distinctly  say  which 
he  would  do.  Thereupon  Alcibiades  turned  to 
Callias,  and  said: — Do  you  think,  Callias,  that 
Protagoras  is  fair  in  refusing  to  say  whether  he 
will  or  will  not  answer?  for  I  certainly  think 
that  he  is  unfair;  he  ought  either  to  proceed  with 
the  argument,  or  distinctly  to  refuse  to  proceed, 
that  we  may  know  his  intention;  and  then  Soc 
rates  will  be  able  to  discourse  with  some  one 
else,  and  the  rest  of  the  company  will  be  free 
to  talk  with  one  another. 

I  think  that  Protagoras  was  really  made 
ashamed  by  these  words  of  Alcibiades,  and 
when  the  prayers  of  Callias  and  the  company 
were  superadded,  he  was  at  last  induced  to 
argue,  and  said  that  I  might  ask  and  he  would 
answer. 

So  I  said:  Do  not  imagine,  Protagoras,  that 
I  have  any  other  interest  in  asking  questions  of 
you  but  that  of  clearing  up  my  own  difficulties. 
For  I  think  that  Homer  was  very  right  in  say 
ing  that 

When  two  go  together,  one  sees  before  the  other, 

for  all  men  who  have  a  companion  are  readier 
in  deed,  word,  or  thought;  but  if  a  man 

Sees  a  thing  when  he  is  alone, 

he  goes  about  straightway  seeking  until  he 
finds  some  one  to  whom  he  may  show  his  dis 
coveries,  and  who  may  confirm  him  iri  them. 
And  I  would  rather  hold  discourse  with  you 
than  with  any  one,  because  I  think  that  no  man 
has  a  better  understanding  of  most  things  which 
a  good  man  may  be  expected  to  understand, 
and  in  particular  of  virtue.  For  who  is  there, 
but  you?— who  not  only  claim  to  be  a  good  man 
and  a  gentleman,  for  many  are  this,  and  yet 
have  not  the  power  of  making  others  good— 
whereas  you  are  not  only  good  yourself,  but  also 
the  cause  of  goodness  in  others.  Moreover  such 
confidence  have  you  in  yourself,  that  although 
other  Sophists  conceal  their  profession,  you 
proclaim  in  the  face  of  Hellas  that  you  are  a 
Sophist  or  teacher  of  virtue  and  education,  and 
are  the  first  who  demanded  pay  in  return. 
[349J  How  then  can  I  do  otherwise  than  in 
vite  you  to  the  examination  of  these  subjects, 
and  ask  questions  and  consult  with  you?  1 
must,  indeed.  And  I  should  like  once  more  to 
have  my  memory  refreshed  by  you  about  the 
questions  which  I  was  asking  you  at  first^  and 
also  to  have  your  help  in  considering  them- 
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If  I  am  not  mistaken  the  question  was  this:  Are 
wisdom  and  temperance  and  courage  and  jus 
tice  and  holiness  five  names  of  the  same  thing  ? 
or  has  each  of  the  names  a  separate  underlying 
essence  and  corresponding  thing  having  a  pe 
culiar  function,  no  one  of  them  being  like  any 
other  of  them?  And  you  replied  that  the  five 
names  were  not  the  names  of  the  same  thing, 
but  that  each  of  them  had  a  separate  object, 
and  that  all  these  objects  were  parts  of  virtue, 
not  in  the  same  way  that  the  parts  of  gold  are 
like  each  other  and  the  whole  of  which  they  are 
parts,  but  as  the  parts  of  the  face  are  unlike  the 
whole  of  which  they  are  parts  and  one  another, 
and  have  each  of  them  a  distinct  function.  I 
should  like  to  know  whether  this  is  still  your 
opinion;  or  if  not,  I  will  ask  you  to  define  your 
meaning,  and  I  shall  not  take  you  to  task  if  you 
now  make  a  different  statement.  For  I  dare 
say  that  you  may  have  said  what  you  did  only 
in  order  to  make  trial  of  me. 

I  answer,  Socrates,  he  said,  that  all  these 
qualities  are  parts  of  virtue,  and  that  four  out 
of  the  five  are  to  some  extent  similar,  and  that 
the  fifth  of  them,  which  is  courage,  is  very  dif 
ferent  from  the  other  four,  as  I  prove  in  this 
way:  You  may  observe  that  many  men  are 
utterly  unrighteous,  unholy,  intemperate,  igno 
rant,  who  are  nevertheless  remarkable  £or  their 
courage. 

Stop,  I  said;  I  should  like  to  think  about 
that.  When  you  speak  of  brave  men,  do  you 
mean  the  confident,  or  another  sort  of  nature? 

Yes,  he  said;  I  mean  the  impetuous,  ready  to 
go  at  that  which  others  are  afraid  to  approach. 

In  the  next  place,  you  would  affirm  virtue  to 
be  a  good  thing,  of  which  good  thing  you  assert 
yourself  to  be  a  teacher. 

Yes,  he  said;  I  should  say  the  best  of  all 
things,  if  I  am  in  my  right  mind. 

And  is  it  partly  good  and  partly  bad,  I  said, 
or  wholly  good? 

Wholly  good,  and  in  the  highest  degree. 

[35°]  Tell  me  then;  who  are  they  who  have 
confidence  when  diving  into  a  well? 

I  should  say,  the  divers. 

And  the  reason  of  this  is  that  they  have 
knowledge? 

Yes,  that  is  the  reason. 

And  who  have  confidence  when  fighting  on 
horseback — the  skilled  horseman  or  the  un 
skilled? 

The  skilled. 

And  who  when  fighting  with  light  shields— 
the  peltasts  or  the  nonpeltasts? 

The  peltasts.  And  that  is  true  of  all  other 


things,  he  said,  if  that  is  your  point:  those  who 
have  knowledge  are  more  confident  than  those 
who  have  no  knowledge,  and  they  are  more 
confident  after  they  have  learned  than  before. 

And  have  you  not  seen  persons  utterly  igno 
rant,  I  said,  of  these  things,  and  yet  confident 
about  them  ? 

Yes,  he  said,  I  have  seen  such  persons  far 
too  confident. 

And  are  not  these  confident  persons  also  cou 
rageous  ? 

In  that  case,  he  replied,  courage  would  be  a 
base  thing,  for  the  men  of  whom  we  are  speak 
ing  are  surely  madmen. 

Then  who  are  the  courageous?  Are  they  not 
the  confident? 

Yes,  he  said;  to  that  statement  I  adhere. 

And  those,  I  said,  who  are  thus  confident 
without  knowledge  are  really  not  courageous, 
but  mad;  and  in  that  case  the  wisest  are  also 
the  most  confident,  and  being  the  most  confi 
dent  are  also  the  bravest,  and  upon  that  view 
again  wisdom  will  be  courage. 

Nay,  Socrates,  he  replied,  you  are  mistaken 
in  your  remembrance  of  what  was  said  by  me, 
When  you  asked  me,  I  certainly  did  say  that 
the  courageous  are  the  confident;  but  I  was 
never  asked  whether  the  confident  are  the  cou 
rageous;  if  you  had  asked  me,  i  should  have 
answered  "Not  all  of  them":  and  what  I  did 
answer  you  have  not  proved  to  be  false,  al 
though  you  proceeded  to  show  that  those  who 
have  knowledge  are  more  courageous  than  they 
were  before  they  had  knowledge,  and  more 
courageous  than  others  who  have  no  knowl 
edge,  and  were  then  led  on  to  think  that  cour 
age  is  the  same  as  wisdom.  But  in  this  way 
of  arguing  you  might  come  to  imagine  that 
strength  is  wisdom.  You  might  begin  by  ask 
ing  whether  the  strong  are  able,  and  I  should 
say  "Yes";  and  then  whether  those  who  know 
how  to  wrestle  are  not  more  able  to  wrestle 
than  those  who  do  not  know  how  to  wrestle, 
and  more  able  after  than  before  they  had 
learned,  and  I  should  assent.  And  when  I  had 
admitted  this,  you  might  use  my  admissions  in 
such  a  way  as  to  prove  that  upon  my  view  wi$» 
dom  is  strength;  whereas  in  that  case  I  should 
not  have  admitted,  any  more  than  in  the  other, 
that  the  able  are  strong,  although  I  have  ad 
mitted  that  the  strong  arc  able.  [$51]  For 
there  is  a  difference  between  ability  and  strength ; 
the  former  is  given  by  knowledge  as  well  as  by 
madness  or  rage,  but  strength  comes  from  na 
ture  and  a  healthy  state  of  the  body.  And  in  like 
manner  I  say  of  confidence  and  courage,  that 
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they  are  not  the  same;  and  I  argue  that  the 
courageous  are  confident,  but  not  all  the  confi 
dent  courageous.  For  confidence  may  be  given 
to  men  by  art,  and  also,  like  ability,  by  mad 
ness  and  rage;  but  courage  comes  to  them  from 
nature  and  the  healthy  state  of  the  soul. 

I  said:  You  would  admit,  Protagoras,  that 
some  men  live  well  and  others  ill? 

He  assented. 

And  do  you  think  that  a  man  lives  well  who 
lives  in  pain  and  grief? 

He  does  not. 

But  if  he  lives  pleasantly  to  the  end  of  his 
life,  will  he  not  in  that  case  have  lived  well? 

He  will. 

Then  to  live  pleasantly  is  a  good,  and  to  live 
unpleasantly  an  evil  ? 

Yes,  he  said,  if  the  pleasure  be  good  and  hon 
ourable. 

And  do  you,  Protagoras,  like  the  rest  of  the 
world,  call  some  pleasant  things  evil  and  some 
painful  things  good? — for  I  am  rather  dis 
posed  to  say  that  things  are  good  in  as  far  as 
they  are  pleasant,  if  they  have  no  consequences 
of  another  sort,  and  in  as  far  as  they  are  pain 
ful  they  are  bad. 

I  do  not  know,  Socrates,  he  said,  whether  I 
can  venture  to  assert  in  that  unqualified  man 
ner  that  the  pleasant  is  the  good  and  the  pain 
ful  the  evil.  Having  regard  not  only  to  my  pres 
ent  answer,  but  also  to  the  whole  of  my  life, 
I  shall  be  safer,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  in  saying 
that  there  are  some  pleasant  things  which  are 
not  good,  and  that  there  are  some  painful  things 
which  are  good,  and  some  which  are  not  good, 
and  that  there  are  some  which  are  neither  good 
nor  evil. 

And  you  would  call  pleasant,  I  said,  the 
things  which  participate  in  pleasure  or  create 
pleasure? 

Certainly,  he  said. 

Then  my  meaning  is,  that  in  as  far  as  they 
are  pleasant  they  are  good;  and  my  question 
would  imply  that  pleasure  is  a  good  in  itself. 

According  to  your  favourite  mode  of  speech, 
Socrates,  "let  us  reflect  about  this,"  he  said;  and 
if  the  reflection  is  to  the  point,  and  the  result 
proves  that  pleasure  and  good  are  really  the 
same,  then  we  will  agree;  but  if  not,  then  we 
will  argue. 

And  would  you  wish  to  begin  the  enquiry? 
I  said;  or  shall  I  begin? 

You  ought  to  take  the  lead,  he  said;  for  you 
are  the  author  of  the  discussion. 

[352]  May  I  employ  an  illustration?  I  said. 
Suppose  some  one  who  is  enquiring  into  the 


health  or  some  other  bodily  quality  of  another: 
• — he  looks  at  his  face  and  at  the  tips  of  his 
fingers,  and  then  he  says,  Uncover  your  chest 
and  back  tome  that  I  may  have  a  better  view: — 
that  is  the  sort  of  thing  which  I  desire  in  this 
speculation.  Having  seen  what  your  opinion  is 
about  good  and  pleasure,  I  am  minded  to  say  to 
you:  Uncover  your  mind  to  me,  Protagoras, 
and  reveal  your  opinion  about  knowledge,  that 
I  may  know  whether  you  agree  with  the  rest  of 
the  world.  Now  the  rest  of  the  world  are  of 
opinion  that  knowledge  is  a  principle  not  of 
strength,  or  of  rule,  or  of  command:  their  no 
tion  is  that  a  man  may  have  knowledge,  and 
yet  that  the  knowledge  which  is  in  him  may  be 
overmastered  by  anger,  or  pleasure,  or  pain,  or 
love,  or  perhaps  by  fear, — just  as  if  knowledge 
were  a  slave,  and  might  be  dragged  about  any 
how.  Now  is  that  your  view?  or  do  you  think 
that  knowledge  is  a  noble  and  commanding 
thing,  which  cannot  be  overcome,  and  will  not 
allow  a  man,  if  he  only  knows  the  difference  of 
good  and  evil,  to  do  anything  which  is  contrary 
to  knowledge,  but  that  wisdom  will  have 
strength  to  help  him? 

I  agree  with  you,  Socrates,  said  Protagoras; 
and  not  only  so,  but  I,  above  all  other  men,  am 
bound  to  say  that  wisdom  and  knowledge  are 
the  highest  of  human  things. 

Good,  I  said,  and  true.  But  are  you  aware 
that  the  majority  of  the  world  are  of  another 
mind;  and  that  men  are  commonly  supposed 
to  know  the  things  which  are  best,  and  not  to 
do  them  when  they  might?  And  most  persons 
whom  I  have  asked  the  reason  of  this  have  said 
that  when  men  act  contrary  to  knowledge  they 
are  overcome  by  pain,  or  pleasure,  or  some  of 
those  affections  which  I  was  just  now  mention 
ing. 

Yes,  Socrates,  he  replied;  and  that  is  not  the 
only  point  about  which  mankind  are  in  error. 
Suppose,  then,  that  you  and  I  endeavour  to 
instruct  and  inform  them  what  is  the  nature  of 
this  affection  which  they  call  "being  overcome 
by  pleasure,"  [353]  and  which  they  affirm  to 
be  the  reason  why  they  do  not  always  do  what 
is  besSt.  When  we  say  to  them:  Friends,  you 
are  mistaken,  and  are  saying  what  is  not  true, 
they  would  probably  reply:  Socrates  and  Pro 
tagoras,  if  this  affection  of  the  soul  is  not  to  be 
called  "being  overcome  by  pleasure,"  pray,  what 
is  it,  and  by  what  name  would  you  describe  it? 
But  why,  Socrates,  should  we  trouble  our 
selves  about  the  opinion  of  the  many,  who  just 
say  anything  that  happens  to  occur  to  them? 
I  believe,  I  said,  that  they  may  be  of  use  in 
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helping  us  to  discover  how  courage  is  related 
to  the  other  parts  of  virtue.  If  you  are  disposed 
to  abide  by  our  agreement,  that  I  should  show 
the  way  in  which,  as  I  think,  our  recent  diffi 
culty  is  most  likely  to  be  cleared  up,  do  you  fol 
low;  but  if  not,  never  mind. 

You  are  quite  right,  he  said;  and  I  would 
have  you  proceed  as  you  have  begun. 

Well  then,  I  said,  let  me  suppose  that  they 
repeat  their  question,  What  account  do  you 
give  of  that  which,  in  our  way  of  speaking,  is 
termed  being  overcome  by  pleasure?  I  should 
answer  thus:  Listen,  and  Protagoras  and  I  will 
endeavour  to  show  you.  When  men  are  over 
come  by  eating  and  drinking  and  other  sensual 
desires  which  are  pleasant,  and  they,  knowing 
them  to  be  evil,  nevertheless  indulge  in  them, 
would  you  not  say  that  they  were  overcome  by 
pleasure?  They  will  not  deny  this.  And  sup 
pose  that  you  and  I  were  to  go  on  and  ask  them 
again:  "In  what  way  do  you  say  that  they  are 
evil — in  that  they  are  pleasant  and  give  pleas 
ure  at  the  moment,  or  because  they  cause  dis 
ease  and  poverty  and  other  like  evils  in  the  fu 
ture?  Would  they  still  be  evil,  if  they  had  no 
attendant  evil  consequences,  simply  because 
they  give  the  consciousness  of  pleasure  of  what 
ever  nature?" — Would  they  not  answer  that 
they  are  not  evil  on  account  of  the  pleasure 
which  is  immediately  given  by  them,  but  on 
account  of  the  after  consequences — diseases 
and  the  like? 

I  believe,  said  Protagoras,  that  the  world  in 
general  would  answer  as  you  do. 

And  in  causing  diseases  do  they  not  cause 
pain?  and  in  causing  poverty  do  they  not  cause 
pain;— they  would  agree  to  that  also,  if  I  am 
not  mistaken? 

Protagoras  assented. 

Then  I  should  say  to  them,  in  my  name  and 
yours:  Do  you  think  them  evil  for  any  other 
reason,  except  because  they  end  in  pain  and  rob 
us  of  other  pleasures: — there  again  they  would 
agree? 

[354]  We  both  of  us  thought  that  they 
would. 

And  then  I  should  take  the  question  from 
the  opposite  point  of  view,  and  say:  "Friends, 
when  you  speak  of  goods  being  painful,  do  you 
not  mean  remedial  goods,  such  as  gymnastic 
exercises,  and  military  service,  and  the  phy 
sician's  use  of  burning,  cutting,  drugging,  and 
starving?  Are  these  the  things  which  are  good 
but  painful?" — they  would  assent  to  me? 

He  agreed. 

"And  do  you  call  them  good  because  they 


occasion  the  greatest  immediate  suffering  and 
pain;  or  because,  afterwards,  they  bring  health 
and  improvement  of  the  bodily  condition  and 
the  salvation  of  states  and  power  over  others 
and  wealth?" — they  would  agree  to  the  latter 
alternative,  if  I  am  not  mistaken? 
He  assented. 

"Are  these  things  good  for  any  other  reason 
except  that  they  end  in  pleasure,  and  get  rid 
of  and  avert  pain?  Are  you  looking  to  any 
other  standard  but  pleasure  and  pain  when  you 
call  them  good?" — they  would  acknowledge 
that  they  were  not? 
I  think  so,  said  Protagoras. 
"And  do  you  not  pursue  after  pleasure  as  a 
good,  and  avoid  pain  as  an  evil?" 
He  assented. 

"Then  you  think  that  pain  is  an  evil  and 
pleasure  is  a  good:  and  even  pleasure  you  deem 
an  evil,  when  it  robs  you  of  greater  pleasures 
than  it  gives,  or  causes  pains  greater  than  the 
pleasure.  If,  however,  you  call  pleasure  an  evil 
in  relation  to  some  other  end  or  standard,  you 
will  be  able  to  show  us  that  standard.  But  you 
have  none  to  show." 

I  do  not  think  that  they  have,  said  Protago 
ras. 

"And  have  you  not  a  similar  way  of  speak 
ing  about  pain?  You  call  pain  a  good  when  it 
takes  away  greater  pains  than  those  which  it 
has,  or  gives  pleasures  greater  than  the  pains: 
then  if  you  have  some  standard  other  than 
pleasure  and  pain  to  which  you  refer  when  you 
call  actual  pain  a  good,  you  can  show  what 
that  is.  But  you  cannot." 
True,  said  Protagoras, 
Suppose  again,  I  said,  that  the  world  says  to 
me:  "Why  do  you  spend  many  words  and 
speak  in  many  ways  on  this  subject?"  Excuse 
me,  friends,  I  should  reply;  but  in  the  first 
place  there  is  a  difficulty  in  explaining  the 
meaning  of  the  expression  "overcome  by  pleas 
ure";  and  the  whole  argument  turns  upon  this. 
And  even  now,  if  you  see  any  possible  way  in 
which  evil  can  be  explained  as  other  /*J55/  than 
pain,  or  good  as  other  than  pleasure,  you  may 
still  retract.  Are  you  satisfied,  then,  at  having  a 
life  of  pleasure  which  is  without  pain?  Ff  you 
are,  and  if  you  are  unable  to  show  any  good  or 
evil  which  does  not  end  in  pleasure  and  pain, 
hear  the  consequences:-— If  what  you  say  is 
true,  then  the  argument  is  absurd  which  affirms 
that  a  man  often  does  evil  knowingly,  when  he 
might  abstain,  because  he  is  seduced  and  over 
powered  by  pleasure;  or  again,  when  you  say 
that  a  man  knowingly  refuses  to  do  what  is 
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good  because  he  is  overcome  at  the  moment  by 
pleasure.  And  that  this  is  ridiculous  will  be  evi 
dent  if  only  we  give  up  the  use  o£  various 
names,  such  as  pleasant  and  painful,  and  good 
and  evil.  As  there  are  two  things,  let  us  call 
them  by  two  names — first,  good  and  evil,  and 
then  pleasant  and  painful.  Assuming  this,  let 
us  go  on  to  say  that  a  man  does  evil  knowing 
that  he  does  evil.  But  some  one  will  ask,  Why? 
Because  he  is  overcome,  is  the  first  answer.  And 
by  what  is  he  overcome?  the  enquirer  will  pro 
ceed  to  ask.  And  we  shall  not  be  able  to  reply 
"By  pleasure,"  for  the  name  of  pleasure  has 
been  exchanged  for  that  of  good.  In  our  an 
swer,  then,  we  shall  only  say  that  he  is  over 
come.  "By  what?"  he  will  reiterate.  By  the 
good,  we  shall  have  to  reply;  indeed  we  shall. 
Nay,  but  our  questioner  will  rejoin  with  a 
laugh,  if  he  be  one  of  the  swaggering  sort, 
"That  is  too  ridiculous,  that  a  man  should  do 
what  he  knows  to  be  evil  when  he  ought  not, 
because  he  is  overcome  by  good.  Is  that,  he  will 
ask,  because  the  good  was  worthy  or  not  wor 
thy  of  conquering  the  evil  ? "  And  in  answer  to 
that  we  shall  clearly  reply,  Because  it  was  not 
worthy;  for  if  it  had  been  worthy,  then  he  who, 
as  we  say,  was  overcome  by  pleasure,  would 
not  have  been  wrong.  "But  how,"  he  will  reply, 
"can  the  good  be  unworthy  of  the  evil,  or  the 
evil  of  the  good?"  Is  not  the  real  explanation 
that  they  are  out  of  proportion  to  one  another, 
either  as  greater  and  smaller,  or  more  and  few 
er?  This  we  cannot  deny.  And  when  you  speak 
of  being  overcome — "what  do  you  mean,"  he 
will  say,  "but  that  you  choose  the  greater  evil 
in  exchange  for  the  lesser  good?"  Admitted. 
And  now  substitute  the  names  of  pleasure  and 
pain  for  good  and  evil,  and  say,  not  as  before, 
that  a  man  does  what  is  evil  knowingly,  but 
that  he  does  what  is  painful  knowingly,  and 
because  he  is  overcome  by  pleasure,  [356]  which 
is  unworthy  to  overcome.  What  measure  is 
there  of  the  relations  of  pleasure  to  pain  other 
than  excess  and  defect,  which  means  that  they 
become  greater  and  smaller,  and  more  and 
fewer, and  differ  in  degree?  For  if  any  one  says: 
"Yes,  Socrates,  but  immediate  pleasure  differs 
widely  from  future  pleasure  and  pain" — To 
that  I  shoxild  reply:  And  do  they  differ  in  any 
thing  but  in  pleasure  and  pain?  There  can  be 
no  other  measure  of  them.  And  do  you,  like  a 
skilful  weigher,  put  into  the  balance  the  plea$r 
ures  and  the  pains,  and  their  nearness  and  dis 
tance,  and  weigh  them,  and  then  say  which 
outweighs  the  other.  If  you  weigh  pleasures 
against  pleasures,  you  of  course  take  the  more 


and  greater;  or  if  you  weigh  pains  against 
pains,  you  take  the  fewer  and  the  less;  or  if 
pleasures  against  pains,  then  you  choose  that 
course  of  action  in  which  the  painful  is  ex 
ceeded  by  the  pleasant,  whether  the  distant  by 
the  near  or  the  near  by  the  distant;  and  you 
avoid  that  course  of  action  in  which  the  pleas 
ant  is  exceeded  by  the  painful.  Would  you  not 
admit,  my  friends,  that  this  is  true?.  I  am  con 
fident  that  they  cannot  deny  this. 

He  agreed  with  me. 

Well  then,  I  shall  say,  if  you  agree  so  far,  be 
so  good  as  to  answer  me  a  question:  Do  not  the 
same  magnitudes  appear  larger  to  your  sight 
when  near,  and  smaller  when  at  a  distance? 
They  will  acknowledge  that.  And  the  same 
holds  of  thickness  and  number;  also  sounds, 
which  are  in  themselves  equal,  are  greater 
when  near,  and  lesser  when  at  a  distance.  They 
will  grant  that  also.  Now  suppose  happiness  to 
consist  in  doing  or  choosing  the  greater,  and  in 
not  doing  or  in  avoiding  the  less,  what  would 
be  the  saving  principle  of  human  life?  Would 
not  the  art  of  measuring  be  the  saving  prin 
ciple;  or  wguld  the  power  of  appearance?  Is 
not  the  latter  that  deceiving  art  which  makes 
us  wander  up  and  down  and  take  the  things 
at  one  time  of  which  we  repent  at  another, 
both  in  our  actions  and  in  our  choice  of  things 
great  and  small?  But  the  art  of  measurement 
would  do  away  with  the  effect  oi  appearances, 
and,  showing  the  truth,  would  fain  teach  the 
soul  at  last  to  find  rest  in  the  truth,  and  would 
thus  save  our  life.  Would  not  mankind  gen 
erally  acknowledge  that  the  art  which  accom 
plishes  this  result  is  the  art  of  measurement? 

Yes,  he  said,  the  art  of  measurement. 

Suppose,  again,  the  salvation  of  human  life 
to  depend  on  the  choice  of  odd  and  even,  and 
on  the  knowledge  of  when  a  man  ought  to 
choose  the  greater  or  less,  cither  in  reference  to 
themselves  or  to  each  other,  /J57/  and  whether 
near  or  at  a  distance;  what  would  be  the  saving 
principle  of  our  lives?  Would  not  knowledge? 
— a  knowledge  of  measuring,  when  the  ques 
tion  is  one  of  excess  and  delect,  and  a  knowl 
edge  of  number,  when  the  question  is  of  odd 
and  even?  The  world  will  assent,  will  they 
not? 

Protagoras  himself  thought  that  they  would. 

Well  then,  my  friends,  I  say  to  them;  seeing 
that  the  salvation  of  human  life  has  been  found 
to  consist  in  the  right  choke  of  pleasures  and 
pains,— in  the  choice  of  the  more  and  the  few 
er,  and  the  greater  and  the  less,  and  the  nearer 
and  remoter,  must  not  this  measuring  be  a  con- 
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sideration  of  their  excess  and  defect  and  equal 
ity  in  relation  to,  each  other? 

This  is  undeniably  true. 

And  this,  as  possessing  measure,  must  un 
deniably  also  be  an  art  and  science? 

They  will  agree,  he  said. 

The  nature  of  that  art  or  science  will  be  a 
matter  of  future  consideration;  but  the  exist 
ence  of  such  a  science  furnishes  a  demonstra 
tive  answer  to  the  question  which  you  asked  of 
me  and  Protagoras.  At  the  time  when  you 
asked  the  question,  if  you  remember,  both  of 
us  were  agreeing  that  there  was  nothing  might 
ier  than  knowledge,  and  that  knowledge,  in 
whatever  existing,  must  have  the  advantage 
over  pleasure  and  all  other  things;  and  then 
you  said  that  pleasure  often  got  the  advantage 
even  over  a  man  who  has  knowledge;  and  we 
refused  to  allow  this,  and  you  rejoined:  O  Pro 
tagoras  and  Socrates,  what  is  the  meaning  of 
being  overcome  by  pleasure  if  not  this  ? — tell  us 
what  you  call  such  a  state: — if  we  had  immedi 
ately  and  at  the  time  answered  "Ignorance," 
you  would  have  laughed  at  us.  But  now,  in 
laughing  at  us,  you  will  be  laughing  at  your 
selves:  for  you  also  admitted  that  men  err  in 
their  choice  of  pleasures  and  pains;  that  is,  in 
their  choice  of  good  and  evil,  from  defect  of 
knowledge;  and  you  admitted  further,  that  they 
err,  not  only  from  defect  of  knowledge  in  gen 
eral,  but  of  that  particular  knowledge  which  is 
called  measuring.  And  you  are  also  aware  that 
the  erring  act  which  is  done  without  knowl 
edge  is  done  in  ignorance.  This,  therefore,  is  the 
meaning  of  being  overcome  by  pleasure; — ig 
norance,  and  that  the  greatest.  And  our  friends 
Protagoras  and  Prodicus  and  Hippias  declare 
that  they  are  the  physicians  of  ignorance;  but 
you,  who  are  under  the  mistaken  impression 
that  ignorance  is  not  the  cause,  and  that  the  art 
of  which  I  am  speaking  cannot  be  taught,  nei 
ther  go  yourselves,  nor  send  your  children,  to 
the  Sophists,  who  are  the  teachers  of  these 
things — you  take  care  of  your  money  and  give 
them  none;  and  the  result  is,  that  you  are  the 
worse  of!  both  in  public  and  private  life:— Let 
us  suppose  this  to  be  our  answer  to  the  world 
in  general:  And  now  I  should  like  to  ask  you, 
[358]  Hippias,  and  you,  Prodicus,  as  well  as 
Protagoras  (for  the  argument  is  to  be  yours  as 
well  as  ours),  whether  you  think  that  I  am 
speaking  the  truth  or  not? 

They  all  thought  that  what  I  said  was  en 
tirely  true. 

Then  you  agree,  I  said,  that  the  pleasant  is 
the  good,  and  the  painful  evil.  And  here  I 


would  beg  my  friend  Prodicus  not  to  introduce 
his  distinction  of  names,  whether  he  is  disposed 
to  say  pleasurable,  delightful,  joyful.  However, 
by  whatever  name  he  prefers  to  call  them,  I  will 
ask  you,  most  excellent  Prodicus,  to  answer  in 
my  sense  of  the  words. 

Prodicus  laughed  and  assented,  as  did  the 
others. 

Then,  my  friends,  what  do  you  say  to  this? 
Are  not  all  actions  honourable  and  useful,  of 
which  the  tendency  is  to  make  life  painless  and 
pleasant?  The  honourable  work  is  also  useful 
and  good  ? 
This  was  admitted. 

Then,  I  said,  if  the  pleasant  is  the  good,  no 
body  does  anything  under  the  idea  or  convic 
tion  that  some  other  thing  would  be  better  and 
is  also  attainable,  when  he  might  do  the  better. 
And  this  inferiority  of  a  man  to  himself  is 
merely  ignorance,  as  the  superiority  of  a  man 
to  himself  is  wisdom. 
They  all  assented. 

And  is  not  ignorance  the  having  a  false  opin 
ion  and  being  deceived  about  important  mat 
ters? 

To  this  also  they  unanimously  assented. 
Then,  I  said,  no  man  voluntarily  pursues 
evil,  or  that  which  he  thinks  to  be  evil.  To  pre 
fer  evil  to  good  is  not  in  human  nature;  and 
when  a  man  is  compelled  to  choose  one  of  two 
evils,  no  one  will  choose  the  greater  when  he 
may  have  the  less. 

All  of  us  agreed  to  every  word  of  this. 
Well,  I  said,  there  is  a  certain  thing  called 
fear  or  terror;  and  here,  Prodicus,  I  should  par 
ticularly  like  to  know  whether  you  would 
agree  with  me  in  defining  this  fear  or  terror  as 
expectation  of  evil. 

Protagoras  and  Hippias  agreed,  but  Prodi 
cus  said  that  this  was  fear  and  not  terror. 

Never  mind,  Prodicus,  I  said;  but  let  me  ask 
whether,  if  our  former  assertions  are  true,  a 
man  will  pursue  that  which  he  fears  when  he 
is  not  compelled?  Would  not  this  be  in  flat 
contradiction  to  the  admission  which  has  been 
already  made,  that  he  thinks  the  things  which 
he  fears  to  be  evil;  and  no  one  will  pursue  or 
voluntarily  accept  that  which  he  thinks  to  be 
evil? 

[359]  That  also  was  universally  admitted. 
Then,  I  said,  these,  Hippias  and  Prodicus, 
are  our  premisses;  and  I  would  beg  Protagoras 
to  explain  to  us  how  he  can  be  right  in  what 
he  said  at  first.  T  do  not  mean  in  what  he  said 
quite  at  first,  for  his  first  statement,  as  you  may 
remember,  was  that  whereas  there  were  five 
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parts  of  virtue  none  of  them  was  like  any  other 
of  them;  each  of  them  had  a  separate  function. 
To  this.,  however,  I  am  not  referring,  but  to  the 
assertion  which  he  afterwards  made  that  of  the 
five  virtues  four  were  nearly  akin  to  each  other, 
but  that  the  fifth,  which  was  courage,  differed 
greatly  from  the  others.  And  of  this  he  gave  me 
the  following  proof.  He  said:  You  will  find, 
Socrates,  that  some  of  the  most  impious,  and 
unrighteous,  and  intemperate,  and  ignorant  of 
men  are  among  the  most  courageous;  which 
proves  that  courage  is  very  different  from  the 
other  parts  of  virtue.  I  was  surprised  at  his  say 
ing  this  at  the  time,  and  I  am  still  more  sur 
prised  now  that  I  have  discussed  the  matter 
with  you.  So  I  asked  him  whether  by  the  brave 
he  meant  the  confident.  Yes,  he  replied,  and 
the  impetuous  or  goers.  (You  may  remember, 
Protagoras,  that  this  was  your  answer.) 
Fie  assented. 

Well  then,  I  said,  tell  us  against  what  are  the 
courageous  ready  to  go — against  the  same  dan 
gers  as  the  cowards? 
No,  he  answered. 

Then  against  something  different? 
Yes,  he  said. 

Then  do  cowards  go  where  there  is  safety, 
and  the  courageous  where  there  is  danger? 
Yes,  Socrates,  so  men  say. 
Very  true,  I  said.  But  I  want  to  know  against 
what  do  you  say  that  the  courageous  are  ready 
to  go — against  dangers,  believing  them  to  be 
dangers,  or  not  against  dangers? 

No,  said  he;  the  former  case  has  been  proved 
by  you  in  the  previous  argument  to  be  impos 
sible. 

That,  again,  I  replied,  is  quite  true.  And  if 
this  has  been  rightly  proven,  then  no  one  goes 
to  meet  what  he  thinks  to  be  dangers,  since  the 
want  of  self-control,  which  makes  men  rush 
into  dangers,  has  been  shown  to  be  ignorance. 
He  assented. 

And  yet  the  courageous  man  and  the  coward 
alike  go  to  meet  that  about  which  they  are  con 
fident;  so  that,  in  this  point  of  view,  the  cow 
ardly  and  the  courageous  go  to  meet  the  same 
things. 

And  yet,  Socrates,  said  Protagoras,  that  to 
which  the  coward  goes  is  the  opposite  of  that 
to  which  the  courageous  goes;  the  one,  for  ex 
ample,  is  ready  to  go  to  battle,  and  the  other  is 
not  ready. 

And  is  going  to  battle  honourable  or  dis 
graceful?  I  said. 
Honourable,  he  replied. 
And  if  honourable,  then  already  admitted  by 


us  to  be  good;  for  all  honourable  actions  we 
have  admitted  to  be  good. 

That  is  true;  and  to  that  opinion  I  shall  al 
ways  adhere. 

[360]  True,  I  said.  But  which  of  the  two  are 
they  who,  as  you  say,  are  unwilling  to  go  to 
war,  which  is  a  good  and  honourable  thing? 

The  cowards,  he  replied. 

And  what  is  good  and  honourable,  I  said,  is 
also  pleasant? 

It  has  certainly  been  acknowledged  to  be  so, 
he  replied. 

And  do  the  cowards  knowingly  refuse  to  go 
to  the  nobler,  and  pleasanter,  and  better? 

The  admission  of  that,  he  replied,  would  be 
lie  our  former  admissions. 

But  does  not  the  courageous  man  also  go  to 
meet  the  better,  and  pleasanter,  and  nobler? 

That  must  be  admitted. 

And  the  courageous  man  has  no  base  fear  or 
base  confidence? 

True,  he  replied. 

And  if  not  base,  then  honourable? 

He  admitted  this. 

And  if  honourable,  then  good? 

Yes. 

But  the  fear  and  confidence  of  the  coward  or 
foolhardy  or  madman,  on  the  contrary,  are  base? 

He  assented. 

And  these  base  fears  and  confidences  origi 
nate  in  ignorance  and  uninstructedness  ? 

True,  he  said. 

Then  as  to  the  motive  from  which  the  cow 
ards  act,  do  you  call  it  cowardice  or  courage? 

I  should  say  cowardice,  he  replied. 

And  have  they  not  been  shown  to  be  cow 
ards  through  their  ignorance  of  dangers? 

Assuredly,  he  said. 

And  because  ol"  that  ignorance  they  are  cow 
ards? 

He  assented. 

And  the  reason  why  they  are  cowards  is  ad 
mitted  by  you  to  be  cowardice? 

He  again  assented. 

Then  the  ignorance  of  what  is  and  is  not 
dangerous  is  cowardice? 

He  nodded  assent. 

But  surely  courage,  I  said,  is  opposed  to 
cowardice  ? 

Yes. 

Then  the  wisdom  which  knows  what  are 
and  are  not  dangers  is  opposed  to  the  ignorance 
of  them? 

To  that  again  he  nodded  assent. 
And  the  ignorance  of  them  is  cowardice? 
To  that  he  very  reluctantly  nodded  assent. 
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And  the  knowledge  of  that  which  is  and  is 
not  dangerous  is  courage,  and  is  opposed  to  the 
ignorance  of  these  things  ? 

At  this  point  he  would  no  longer  nod  assent, 
but  was  silent. 

And  why,  I  said,  do  you  neither  assent  nor 
dissent,  Protagoras  ? 

Finish  the  argument  by  yourself,  he  said. 

I  only  want  to  ask  one  more  question,  I  said. 
I  want  to  know  whether  you  still  think  that 
there  are  men  who  are  most  ignorant  and  yet 
most  courageous  ? 

You  seem  to  have  a  great  ambition  to  make 
me  answer,  Socrates,  and  therefore  I  will  grat 
ify  you,  and  say,  that  this  appears  to  me  to  be 
impossible  consistently  with  the  argument. 

My  only  object,  I  said,  in  continuing  the  dis 
cussion,  has  been  the  desire  to  ascertain  the  na 
ture  and  relations  of  virtue;  for  if  this  were  clear, 
[361]  1  am  very  sure  that  the  other  controversy 
which  has  been  carried  on  at  great  length  by 
both  of  us — you  affirming  and  I  denying  that 
virtue  can  be  taught — would  also  become  clear. 
The  result  of  our  discussion  appears  to  me  to 
be  singular.  For  if  the  argument  had  a  human 
voice,  that  voice  would  be  heard  laughing  at 
us  and  saying:  "Protagoras  and  Socrates,  you 
are  strange  beings;  there  are  you,  Socrates,  who 
were  saying  that  virtue  cannot  be  taught,  con 
tradicting  yourself  now  by  your  attempt  to 
prove  that  all  things  are  knowledge,  including 
justice,  and  temperance,  and  courage, — which 
tends  to  show  that  virtue  can  certainly  be 
taught;  for  if  virtue  were  other  than  knowl 
edge,  as  Protagoras  attempted  to  prove,  then 
clearly  virtue  cannot  be  taught;  but  if  virtue  is 


entirely  knowledge,  as  you  are  seeking  to  show, 
then  I  cannot  but  suppose  that  virtue  is  capa 
ble  of  being  taught.  Protagoras,  on  the  other 
hand,  who  started  by  saying  that  it  might  be 
taught,  is  now  eager  to  prove  it  to  be  anything 
rather  than  knowledge;  and  if  this  is  true,  it 
must  be  quite  incapable  of  being  taught."  Now 
I,  Protagoras,  perceiving  this  terrible  confusion 
of  our  ideas,  have  a  great  desire  that  they  should 
be  cleared  up.  And  I  should  like  to  carry  on  the 
discussion  until  we  ascertain  what  virtue  is,  and 
whether  capable  of  being  taught  or  not,  lest 
haply  Epimetheus  should  trip  us  up  and  de 
ceive  us  in  the  argument,  as  he  forgot  us  in  the 
story;  I  prefer  your  Prometheus  to  your  Epi 
metheus,  for  of  him  I  make  use,  whenever  I 
am  busy  about  these  questions,  in  Promethean 
care  of  my  own  life.  And  if  you  have  no  objec 
tion,  as  I  said  at  first,  I  should  like  to  have  your 
help  in  the  enquiry. 

Protagoras  replied:  Socrates,  I  am  not  of  a 
base  nature,  and  I  am  the  last  man  in  the  world 
to  be  envious.  I  cannot  but  applaud  your  energy 
and  your  conduct  of  an  argument.  As  I  have 
often  said,  I  admire  you  above  all  men  whom  I 
know,  and  far  above  all  men  of  your  age;  and  I 
believe  that  you  will  become  very  eminent  in 
philosophy.  Let  us  come  back  to  the  subject  at 
some  future  time;  at  present  we  had  better  turn 
to  something  else. 

By  all  means,  1  said,  ii:  that  is  your  wish;  for 
I  too  ought  long  since  to  have  kept  the  engage 
ment  of  which  I  spoke  before,  arid  only  tarried 
because  I  could  not  refuse  the  request  of  the 
noble  Callias.  So  the  conversation  ended,  and 
we  went  our  way. 
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PERSONS  OF  THE  DIALOGUE:  SOCRATES,  who  is  the  narrator;  CRITO;  CLEINIAS; 
EUTHYDEMUS;  DIONYSODORUS;  CTESIPPUS.  Scene:  The  Lyceum 
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[271]  Crito.  WHO  was  the  person,  Socrates, 
with  whom  you  were  talking  yesterday  at  the 
Lyceum?  There  was  such  a  crowd  around  you 
that  I  could  not  get  within  hearing,  but  I 
caught  a  sight  of  him  over  their  heads,  and  I 
made  out,  as  I  thought,  that  he  was  a  stranger 
with  whom  you  were  talking :  who  was  he  ? 

Socrates.  There  were  two,  Crito;  which  of 
them  do  you  mean? 

Cri.  The  one  whom  I  mean  was  seated  sec 
ond  from  you  on  the  right-hand  side.  In  the 
middle  was  Cleinias  the  young  son  of  Axio- 
chus,  who  has  wonderfully  grown;  he  is  only 
about  the  age  of  my  own  Critobulus,  but  he  is 
much  forwarder  and  very  good-looking:  the 
other  is  thin  and  looks  younger  than  he  is. 

Soc.  He  whom  you  mean,  Crito,  is  Euthycle- 
mus;  and  on  my  left  hand  there  was  his  brother 
Dionysodorus,  who  also  took  part  in  the  con 
versation. 

Cri.  Neither  of  them  are  known  to  me,  Soc 
rates;  they  are  a  new  importation  of  Sophists, 
as  I  should  imagine.  Of  what  country  are  they, 
and  what  is  their  line  of  wisdom? 

Soc.  As  to  their  origin,  I  believe  that  they  are 
natives  o£  this  part  of  the  world,  and  have  mi 
grated  from  Chios  to  Thurii;  they  were  driven 
out  of  Thurii,  and  have  been  living  for  many 
years  past  in  these  regions.  As  to  their  wisdom, 
about  which  you  ask,  Crito,  they  arc  wonder 
ful — consummate!  I  never  knew  what  the  true 
pancratiast  was  before;  they  are  simply  made 
up  of  fighting,  not  like  the  two  Acarnanian 
brothers  who  fight  with  their  bodies  only,  but 
this  pair  of  heroes,  besides  being  perfect  in  the 
use  of  their  bodies,  are  invincible  in  every  sort 


of  warfare;  7*2727  for  they  are  capital  at  fight 
ing  in  armour,  and  will  teach  the  art  to  any 
one  who  pays  them;  and  also  they  are  most 
skilful  in  legal  warfare;  they  will  plead  them 
selves  and  teach  others  to  speak  and  to  com 
pose  speeches  which  will  have  an  effect  upon 
the  courts.  And  this  was  only  the  beginning  of 
their  wisdom,  but  they  have  at  last  carried  out 
the  pancratiastic  art  to  the  very  end,  and  have 
mastered  the  only  mode  of  fighting  which  had 
been  hitherto  neglected  by  them;  and  now  no 
one  dares  even  to  stand  up  against  them:  such 
is  their  skill  in  the  war  of  words,  that  they  can 
refute  any  proposition  whether  true  or  false, 
Now  I  am  thinking,  Crito,  of  placing  myself  in 
their  hands;  for  they  say  that  in  a  short  time 
they  can  impart  their  skill  to  any  one. 

Cri*  But,  Socrates,  are  you  not  too  old?  there 
may  be  reason  to  fear  that. 

Soc.  Certainly  not,  Crito;  as  I  will  prove  to 
you,  for  I  have  the  consolation  of  knowing  that 
they  began  this  art  of  disputation  which  I 
covet,  quite,  as  I  may  say,  in  old  age;  last  year, 
or  the  year  before,  they  had  none  of  their  new 
wisdom.  I  am  only  apprehensive  that  I  may 
bring  the  two  strangers  into  disrepute,  as  I 
have  done  Connus  the  son  of  Metrobius,  the 
harp-player,  who  is  still  my  music-master;  for 
when  the  boys  who  go  to  him  see  me  going 
with  them,  they  laugh  at  me  and  call  him 
grandpapa's  master.  Now  I  should  not  like  the 
strangers  to  experience  similar  treatment;  the 
fear  of  ridicule  may  make  them  unwilling  to 
receive  me;  and  therefore,  Crito,  I  shall  try  and 
persuade  some  old  men  to  accompany  me  to 
them,  as  I  persuaded  them  to  go  with  me  to 
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Connus,  and  I  hope  that  you  will  make  one: 
and  perhaps  we  had  better  take  your  sons  as  a 
bait;  they  will  want  to  have  them  as  pupils,  and 
for  the  sake  of  them  will  be  willing  to  receive  us. 

Cri.  1  see  no  objection,  Socrates,  if  you  like; 
but  first  I  wish  that  you  would  give  me  a  de 
scription  of  their  wisdom,  that  I  may  know  be 
forehand  what  we  are  going  to  learn. 

Soc.  In  less  than  no  time  you  shall  hear;  for 
I  cannot  say  that  I  did  not  attend — I  paid  great 
attention  to  them,  and  I  remember  and  will  en 
deavour  to  repeat  the  whole  story.  Providen 
tially  I  was  sitting  alone  in  the  dressing-room 
of  the  Lyceum  where  you  saw  me,  and  was 
about  to  depart;  when  I  was  getting  up  I  recog 
nized  the  familiar  divine  sign:  [2,73]  so  I  sat 
down  again,  and  in  a  little  while  the  two  broth 
ers  Euthydemus  and  Dionysodorus  came  in, 
and  several  others  with  them,  whom  I  believe 
to  be  their  disciples,  and  they  walked  about  in 
the  covered  court;  they  had  not  taken  more 
than  two  or  three  turns  when  Cleinias  entered, 
who,  as  you  truly  say,  is  very  much  improved: 
he  was  followed  by  a  host  of  lovers,  one  of 
whom  was  Ctesippus  the  Paeanian,  a  well-bred 
youth,  but  also  having  the  wild  ness  of  youth. 
Cleinias  saw  me  from  the  entrance  as  I  was 
sitting  alone,  and  at  once  came  and  sat  down 
on  the  right  hand  of  me,  as  you  describe;  and 
Dionysodorus  and  Euthydemus,  when  they  saw 
him,  at  first  stopped  and  talked  with  one  an 
other,  now  and  then  glancing  at  us,  for  I  par 
ticularly  watched  them;  and  then  Euthydemus 
came  and  sat  down  by  the  youth,  and  the  other 
by  me  on  the  left  hand;  the  rest  anywhere.  I 
saluted  the  brothers,  whom  I  had  not  seen  for 
a  long  time;  and  then  I  said  to  Cleinias:  Here 
are  two  wise  men,  Euthydemus  and  Dionyso 
dorus,  Cleinias,  wise  not  in  a  small  but  in  a 
large  way  of  wisdom,  for  they  know  all  about 
war, — all  that  a  good  general  ought  to  know 
about  the  array  and  command  of  an  army,  and 
the  whole  art  of  fighting  in  armour:  and  they 
know  about  law  too,  and  can  teach  a  man  how 
to  use  the  weapons  of  the  courts  when  he  is 
injured. 

They  heard  me  say  this,  but  only  despised 
me.  I  observed  that  they  looked  at  one  another, 
and  both  of  them  laughed;  and  then  Euthyde 
mus  said:  Those,  Socrates,  are  matters  which 
we  no  longer  pursue  seriously;  to  us  they  are 
secondary  occupations. 

Indeed,  I  said,  if  such  occupations  are  re 
garded  by  you  as  secondary,  what  must  the 
principal  one  be;  tell  me,  I  beseech  you,  what 
that  noble  study  is? 


The  teaching  of  virtue,  Socrates,  he  replied, 
is  our  principal  occupation;  and  we  believe 
that  we  can  impart  it  better  and  quicker  than 
any  man. 

My  God!  I  said,  and  where  did  you  learn 
that?  I  always  thought,  as  I  was  saying  just 
now,  that  your  chief  accomplishment  was  the 
art  of  fighting  in  armour;  and  I  used  to  say  as 
much  of  you,  for  I  remember  that  you  pro 
fessed  this  when  you  were  here  before.  But  now 
if  you  really  have  the  other  knowledge,  O  for 
give  me:  I  address  you  as  I  would  superior  be 
ings,  and  ask  you  to  pardon  the  impiety  of  my 
former  expressions.  [274]  But  are  you  quite 
sure  about  this,  Dionysodorus  and  Euthyde 
mus?  the  promise  is  so  vast,  that  a  feeling  of 
incredulity  steals  over  me. 

You  may  take  our  word,  Socrates,  for  the 
fact. 

Then  I  think  you  happier  in  having  such  a 
treasure  than  the  great  king  is  in  the  possession 
of  his  kingdom.  And  please  to  tell  me  whether 
you  intend  to  exhibit  your  wisdom;  or  what 
will  you  do  ? 

That  is  why  we  have  come  hither.,  Socrates; 
and  our  purpose  is  not  only  to  exhibit,  but  also 
to  teach  any  one  who  likes  to  learn. 

But  I  can  promise  you,  I  said,  that  every  un- 
virtuous  person  will  want  to  learn.  I  shall  be 
the  first;  and  there  is  the  youth  Cleinias,  and 
Ctesippus:  and  here  are  several  others,  I  said, 
pointing  to  the  lovers  of  Cleinias,  who  were  be 
ginning  to  gather  round  us.  Now  Ctesippus 
was  sitting  at  some  distance  from  Cleinias;  and 
when  Euthydemus  leaned  forward  in  talking 
with  nie,  he  was  prevented  from  seeing  Clei 
nias,  who  was  between  us;  and  so,  partly  be 
cause  he  wanted  to  look  at  his  love,  and  also  be 
cause  he  was  interested,  he  jumped  up  and 
stood  opposite  to  us:  and  all  the  other  admirers 
of  Cleinias,  as  well  as  the  disciples  of  Euthy 
demus  and  Dionysodorus,  followed  his  exam 
ple.  And  these  were  the  persons  whom  I 
showed  to  Euthydemus,  telling  him  that  they 
were  all  eager  to  learn:  to  which  Ctesippus  and 
all  of  them  with  one  voice  vehemently  assented, 
and  bid  him  exhibit  the  power  of  his  wisdom. 
Then  I  said:  O  Euthydemus  and  Dionysodo 
rus,  I  earnestly  request  you  to  do  myself  and 
the  company  the  favour  to  exhibit.  There  may 
be  some  trouble  in  giving  the  whole  exhibi 
tion;  but  tell  me  one  thing,— can  you  make  a 
good  man  of  him  only  who  is  already  con 
vinced  that  he  ought  to  learn  of  you,  or  of  him 
also  who  is  not  convinced,  either  because  he 
imagines  that  virtue  is  a  thing  which  cannot  be 
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taught  at  all,  or  that  you  are  not  the  teachers  of 
it  ?  Has  your  art  power  to  persuade  him,  who  is 
of  the  latter  temper  of  mind,  that  virtue  can  be 
taught;  and  that  you  are  the  men  from  whom 
he  will  best  learn  it? 

Certainly,  Socrates,  said  Dionysodorus;  our 
art  will  do  both. 

And  you  and  your  brother,  Dionysodorus,  I 
said,  of  all  men  who  are  now  living  are  the 
most  likely  to  stimulate  him  to  philosophy  and 
to  the  study  of  virtue  ? 

/~275/  Yes,  Socrates,  I  rather  think  that  we 
are. 

Then  I  wish  that  you  would  be  so  good  as  to 
defer  the  other  part  of  the  exhibition,  and  only 
try  to  persuade  the  youth  whom  you  see  here 
that  he  ought  to  be  a  philosopher  and  study 
virtue.  Exhibit  that,  and  you  will  confer  a 
great  favour  on  me  and  on  every  one  present; 
for  the  fact  is  I  and  all  of  us  are  extremely  anx 
ious  that  he  should  become  truly  good.  His 
name  is  Cleinias,  and  he  is  the  son  of  Axiochus, 
and  grandson  of  the  old  Alcibiades,  cousin  of 
the  Alcibiades  that  now  is.  He  is  quite  young, 
and  we  are  naturally  afraid  that  some  one  may 
get  the  start  of  us,  and  turn  his  mind  in  a 
wrong  direction,  and  he  may  be  ruined.  Your 
visit,  therefore,  is  most  happily  timed;  and  I 
hope  that  you  will  make  a  trial  of  the  young 
man,  and  converse  with  him  in  our  presence,  if 
you  have  no  objection. 

These  were  pretty  nearly  the  expressions 
which  I  used;  and  Euthydemus,  in  a  manly 
and  at  the  same  time  encouraging  tone,  re 
plied:  There  can  be  no  objection,  Socrates,  if 
the  young  man  is  only  willing  to  answer  ques 
tions. 

He  is  quite  accustomed  to  do  so,  I  replied; 
for  his  friends  often  come  and  ask  him  ques 
tions  and  argue  with  him;  and  therefore  he  is 
quite  at  home  in  answering. 

What  followed,  Crito,  how  can  I  rightly  nar 
rate?  For  not  slight  is  the  task  of  rehearsing  in 
finite  wisdom,  and  therefore,  like  the  poets,  I 
ought  to  commence  my  relation  with  an  invo 
cation  to  Memory  and  the  Muses.  Now  Euthy 
demus,  if  I  remember  rightly,  began  nearly  as 
follows:  O  Cleinias,  are  those  who  learn  the 
wise  or  the  ignorant? 

The  youth,  overpowered  by  the  question, 
blushed,  and  in  his  perplexity  looked  at  me 
for  help;  and  I,  knowing  that  he  was  discon 
certed,  said:  Take  courage,  Cleinias,  and  an 
swer  like  a  man  whichever  you  think;  for  my 
belief  is  that  you  will  derive  the  greatest  bene 
fit  from  their  questions. 


Whichever  he  answers,  said  Dionysodorus, 
leaning  forward  so  as  to  catch  my  ear,  his  face 
beaming  with  laughter,  I  prophesy  that  he  will 
be  refuted,  Socrates. 

While  he  was  speaking  to  me,  Cleinias  gave 
his  answer:  and  therefore  I  had  no  time  to 
warn  him  of  the  predicament  in  which  he  was 
placed,  [276]  and  he  answered  that  those  who 
learned  were  the  wise. 

Euthydemus  proceeded:  There  are  some 
whom  you  would  call  teachers,  are  there 
not? 

The  boy  assented. 

And  they  are  the  teachers  of  those  who 
learn — the  grammar-master  and  the  lyre- 
master  used  to  teach  you  and  other  boys;  and 
you  were  the  learners? 

Yes. 

And  when  you  were  learners  you  did  not  as 
yet  know  the  things  which  you  were  learn 
ing? 

No,  he  said. 

And  were  you  wise  then? 

No,  indeed,  he  said. 

But  if  you  were  not  wise  you  were  un 
learned  ? 

Certainly. 

You  then,  learning  what  you  did  not  know, 
were  unlearned  when  you  were  learning? 

The  youth  nodded  assent. 

Then  the  unlearned  learn,  and  not  the  wise, 
Cleinias,  as  you  imagine. 

At  these  words  the  followers  of  Euthydemus, 
of  whom  I  spoke,  like  a  chorus  at  the  bidding 
of  their  director,  laughed  and  cheered.  Then, 
before  the  youth  had  time  to  recover  his  breath, 
Dionysodorus  cleverly  took  him  in  hand,  and 
said:  Yes,  Cleinias;  and  when  the  grammar- 
master  dictated  anything  to  you,  were  they  the 
wise  boys  or  the  unlearned  who  learned  the 
dictation  ? 

The  wise,  replied  Cleinias. 

Then  after  all  the  wise  are  the  learners  and 
not  the  unlearned;  and  your  last  answer  to 
Euthydemus  was  wrong. 

Then  once  more  the  admirers  of  the  two 
heroes,  in  an  ecstasy  at  their  wisdom,  gave  vent 
to  another  peal  of  laughter,  while  the  rest  of  us 
were  silent  and  amazed,  Euthydemus,  observ 
ing  this,  determined  to  persevere  with  the 
youth;  and  in  order  to  heighten  the  efTect  went 
on  asking  another  similar  question,  which 
might  be  compared  to  the  double  turn  o£  an 
expert  dancer.  Do  those,  said  he,  who  learn, 
learn  what  they  know,  or  what  they  do  not 
know? 
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Again  Dionysodorus  whispered  to  me:  That, 
Socrates,  is  just  another  of  the  same  sort. 

Good  heavens,  I  said;  and  your  last  ques 
tion  was  so  good! 

Like  all  our  other  questions,  Socrates,  he 
replied — inevitable . 

I  see  the  reason,  I  said,  why  you  are  in  such 
reputation  among  your  disciples. 

Meanwhile  Cleinias  had  answered  Euthy- 
demus  that  those  who  learned  learn  what  they 
do  not  know;  and  he  put  him  through  a  series 
of  questions  the  same  as  before. 

[277]  Do  you  not  know  letters? 

He  assented. 

All  letters? 

Yes. 

But  when  the  teacher  dictates  to  you,  does  he 
not  dictate  letters? 

To  this  also  he  assented- 

Then  if  you  know  all  letters,  he  dictates  that 
which  you  know? 

This  again  was  admitted  by  him. 

Then,  said  the  other,  you  do  not  learn  that 
which  he  dictates;  but  he  only  who  does  not 
know  letters  learns? 

Nay,  said  Cleinias;  but  I  do  learn. 

Then,  said  he,  you  learn  what  you  know,  if 
you  know  all  the  letters? 

He  admitted  that. 

Then,  he  said,  you  were  wrong  in  your 
answer. 

The  word  was  hardly  out  of  his  mouth  when 
Dionysodorus  took  up  the  argument,  like  a 
ball  which  he  caught,  and  had  another  throw 
at  the  youth.  Cleinias,  he  said,  Euthydemus  is 
deceiving  you.  For  tell  me  now,  is  not  learning 
acquiring  knowledge  of  that  which  one  learns  ? 

Cleinias  assented. 

And  knowing  is  having  knowledge  at  the 
time? 

He  agreed. 

And  not  knowing  is  not  having  knowledge 
at  the  time  ? 

He  admitted  that. 

And  are  those  who  acquire  those  who  have 
or  have  not  a  thing? 

Those  who  have  not. 

And  have  you  not  admitted  that  those  who 
do  not  know  are  of  the  number  of  those  who 
have  not? 

He  nodded  assent. 

Then  those  who  learn  are  of  the  class  of 
those  who  acquire,  and  not  of  those  who  have? 

He  agreed. 

Then,  Cleinias,  he  said,  those  who  do  not 
know  learn,  and  not  those  who  know. 


Euthydemus  was  proceeding  to  give  the 
youth  a  third  fall;  but  I  knew  that  he  was  in 
deep  water,  and  therefore,  as  I  wanted  to  give 
him  a  respite  lest  he  should  be  disheartened,  I 
said  to  him  consolingly:  You  must  not  be  sur 
prised,  Cleinias,  at  the  singularity  of  their 
mode  of  speech:  this  I  say  because  you  may  not 
understand  what  the  two  strangers  are  doing 
with  you;  they  are  only  initiating  you  after  the 
manner  of  the Corybantes  in  the  mysteries;  and 
this  answers  to  the  enthronement,  which,  if 
you  have  ever  been  initiated,  is,  as  you  will 
know,  accompanied  by  dancing  and  sport;  and 
now  they  are  just  prancing  and  dancing  about 
you,  and  will  next  proceed  to  initiate  you;  im 
agine  then  that  you  have  gone  through  the  first 
part  of  the  sophistical  ritual,  which,  as  Prodicus 
says,  begins  with  initiation  into  the  correct  use 
of  terms.  The  two  foreign  gentlemen,  perceiv 
ing  that  you  did  not  know,  wanted  to  explain 
to  you  that  the  word  "to  learn"  has  two  mean 
ings,  [278]  and  is  used,  first,  in  the  sense  of 
acquiring  knowledge  of  some  matter  of  which 
you  previously  have  no  knowledge,  and  also, 
when  you  have  the  knowledge,  in  the  sense  of 
reviewing  this  matter,  whether  something  done 
or  spoken  by  the  light  of  this  newly-acquired 
knowledge;  the  latter  is  generally  called  "know 
ing"  rather  than  "learning,"  but  the  word 
'learning"  is  also  used;  and  you  did  not  see,  as 
they  explained  to  you,  that  the  term  is  em 
ployed  of  two  opposite  sorts  of  men,  of  those 
who  know,  and  of  those  who  do  not  know. 
There  was  a  similar  trick  in  the  second  ques 
tion,  when  they  asked  you  whether  men  learn 
what  they  know  or  what  they  do  not  know. 
These  parts  of  learning  are  not  serious,  and 
therefore  I  say  that  the  gentlemen  are  not  seri 
ous,  but  are  only  playing  with  you.  For  if  a 
man  had  all  that  sort  of  knowledge  that  ever 
was,  he  would  not  be  at  all  the  wiser;  he  would 
only  be  able  to  play  with  men,  tripping  them 
up  and  oversetting  them  with  distinctions  of 
words.  He  would  be  like  a  person  who  pulls 
away  a'  stool  from  some  one  when  he  is  about 
to  sit  down,  and  then  laughs  and  makes  merry 
at  the  sight  of  his  friend  overturned  and  laid 
on  his  back.  And  you  must  regard  all  that  has 
hitherto  passed  between  you  and  them  as 
merely  play.  But  in  what  is  to  follow  I  am  cer 
tain  that  they  will  exhibit  to  you  their  serious 
purpose,  and  keep  their  promise  (I  will  show 
them  how);  for  they  promised  to  give  me  a 
sample  of  the  hortatory  philosophy,  but  I  sup 
pose  that  they  wanted  to  have  a  game  with  you 
first.  And  now,  Euthydemus  and  Dionysodo- 
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rus,  I  think  that  we  have  had  enough  of  this. 
Will  you  let  me  see  you  explaining  to  the 
young  man  how  he  is  to  apply  himself  to  the 
study  of  virtue  and  wisdom?  And  I  will  first 
show  you  what  I  conceive  to  be  the  nature  of 
the  task,  and  what  sort  of  a  discourse  I  desire 
to  hear;  and  if  I  do  this  in  a  very  inartistic  and 
ridiculous  manner,  do  not  laugh  at  me,  for  I 
only  venture  to  improvise  before  you  because  I 
am  eager  to  hear  your  wisdom:  and  I  must 
therefore  ask  you  and  your  disciples  to  refrain 
from  laughing.  And  now,  O  son  of  Axiochus, 
let  me  put  a  question  to  you:  Do  not  all  men 
desire  happiness  ?  And  yet,  perhaps,  this  is  one 
of  those  ridiculous  questions  which  I  am  afraid 
to  ask,  and  which  ought  not  to  be  asked  by  a 
sensible  man:  for  what  human  being  is  there 
who  does  not  desire  happiness? 

/27p7  There  is  no  one,  said  Cleinias,  who 
does  not. 

Well,  then,  I  said,  since  we  all  of  us  desire 
happiness,  how  can  we  be  happy? — that  is  the 
next  question.  Shall  we  not  be  happy  if  we 
have  many  good  things?  And  this,  perhaps,  is 
even  a  more  simple  question  than  the  first,  for 
there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  answer. 

Fie  assented. 

And  what  things  do  we  esteem  good?  No 
solemn  sage  is  required  to  tell  us  this,  which 
may  be  easily  answered;  for  every  one  will  say 
that  wealth  is  a  good. 

Certainly,  he  said. 

And  are  not  health  and  beauty  goods,  and 
other  personal  gifts? 

Fie  agreed. 

Can  there  be  any  doubt  that  good  birth,  and 
power,  and  honours  in  one's  own  land,  are 
goods? 

Fie  assented. 

And  what  other  goods  are  there?  I  said. 
What  do  you  say  of  temperance,  justice,  cour 
age:  do  you  not  verily  and  indeed  think,  Clei- 
nias,  that  we  shall  be  more  right  in  ranking 
them  as  goods  than  in  not  ranking  them  as 
goods?  For  a  dispute  might  possibly  arise  about 
this.  What  then  do  you  say? 

They  are  goods,  said  Cleinias. 

Very  well,  I  said;  and  where  in  the  company 
shall  we  find  a  place  for  wisdom — among  the 
goods  or  not? 

Among  the  goods. 

And  now,  I  said,  think  whether  we  have  left 
out  any  considerable  goods. 

I  do  not  think  that  we  have,  said  Cleinias. 

Upon  recollection,  I  said,  indeed  I  am  afraid 
that  we  have  left  out  the  greatest  of  them  all. 


What  is  that?  he  asked. 

Fortune,  Cleinias,  I  replied;  which  all,  even 
the  most  foolish,  admit  to  be  the  greatest  of 
goods. 

True,  he  said. 

On  second  thoughts,  I  added,  how  narrowly, 

0  son  of  Axiochus,  have  you  and  I  escaped 
making  a  laughing-stock  of  ourselves  to  the 
strangers. 

Why  do  you  say  so  ? 

Why,  because  we  have  already  spoken  of 
good-fortune,  and  are  but  repeating  ourselves. 

What  do  you  mean? 

I  mean  that  there  is  something  ridiculous  in 
again  putting  forward  good-fortune,  which  has 
a  place  in  the  list  already,  and  saying  the  same 
thing  twice  over. 

He  asked  what  was  the  meaning  of  this,  and 

1  replied:  Surely  wisdom  is  good-fortune;  even 
a  child  may  know  that. 

The  simple-minded  youth  was  amazed;  and, 
observing  his  surprise,  I  said  to  him:  Do  you 
not  know,  Cleinias,  that  flute-players  are  most 
fortunate  and  successful  in  performing  on  the 
flute? 

He  assented. 

And  are  not  the  scribes  most  fortunate  in 
writing  and  reading  letters  ? 

Certainly. 

Amid  the  dangers  of  the  sea,  again,  are  any 
more  fortunate  on  the  whole  than  wise  pilots? 

None,  certainly. 

And  if  you  were  engaged  in  war,  in  whose 
company  would  you  rather  take  the  risk — in 
company  with  a  wise  general,  or  with  a  foolish 
one? 

With  a  wise  one. 

And  if  you  were  ill,  whom  would  you  rather 
have  as  a  companion  in  a  dangerous  illness — a 
wise  physician,  or  an  ignorant  one? 

A  wise  one. 

You  think,  I  said,  that  to  act  with  a  wise 
man  is  more  fortunate  than  to  act  with  an  igno 
rant  one? 

Fie  assented. 

[280]  Then  wisdom  always  makes  men  for 
tunate:  for  by  wisdom  no  man  would  ever  err? 
and  therefore  he  must  act  rightly  and  succeed, 
or  his  wisdom  would  be  wisdom  no  longer. 

We  contrived  at  last,  somehow  or  other,  to 
agree  in  a  general  conclusion,  that  he  who  had 
wisdom  had  no  need  of  fortune.  I  then  recalled 
to  his  mind  the  previous  state  of  the  question, 
You  remember,  I  said,  our  making  the  admis 
sion  that  we  should  be  happy  and  fortunate  if 
many  good  things  were  present  with  us? 
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He  assented. 

And  should  we  be  happy  by  reason  of  the 
presence  of  good  things,  if  they  profited  us  not, 
or  if  they  profited  us? 

If  they  profited  us,  he  said. 
And  would  they  profit  us,  if  we  only  had 
them  and  did  not  use  them?  For  example,  if 
we  had  a  great  deal  of  food  and  did  not  eat, 
or  a  great  deal  of  drink  and  did  not  drink, 
should  we  be  profited? 
Certainly  not,  he  said. 

Or  would  an  artisan,  who  had  all  the  imple 
ments  necessary  for  his  work,  and  did  not  use 
them,  be  any  the  better  for  the  possession  of 
them?  For  example,  would  a  carpenter  be  any 
the  better  for  having  all  his  tools  and  plenty  of 
wood,  if  he  never  worked? 
Certainly  not,  he  said. 

And  if  a  person  had  wealth  and  all  the  goods 
of  which  we  were  just  now  speaking,  and  did 
not  use  them,  would  he  be  happy  because  he 
possessed  them? 
No  indeed,  Socrates. 

Then,  I  said,  a  man  who  would  be  happy 
must  not  only  have  the  good  things,  but  he 
must  also  use  them;  there  is  no  advantage  in 
merely  having  them? 
True. 

Well,  Cleinias,  but  if  you  have  the  use  as  well 
as  the  possession  of  good  things,  is  that  suffi 
cient  to  confer  happiness? 
Yes,  in  my  opinion. 

And  may  a  person  use  them  either  rightly  or 
wrongly? 

He  must  use  them  rightly. 
That  is  quite  true,  I  said.  And  the  wrong  use 
of  a  thing  is  far  worse  than  the  non-use;  for  the 
one  is  an  evil,  and  the  other  is  neither  a  good 
nor  an  evil.  [281]  You  admit  that? 
He  assented. 

Now  in  the  working  and  use  of  wood,  is  not 
that  which  gives  the  right  use  simply  the 
knowledge  of  the  carpenter? 
Nothing  else,  he  said. 

And  surely,  in  the  manufacture  of  vessels, 
knowledge  is  that  which  gives  the  right  way  of 
making  them? 
He  agreed. 

And  in  the  use  of  the  goods  of  which  we 
spoke  at  first — wealth  and  health  and  beauty, 
is  not  knowledge  that  which  directs  us  to  the 
right  use  of  them,  and  regulates  our  practice 
about  them? 
He  assented. 

Then  in  every  possession  and  every  use  of  a 
thing,  knowledge  is  that  which  gives  a  man  not 


only  good-fortune  but  success? 

He  again  assented. 

And  tell  me,  I  said,  O  tell  me,  what  do  pos 
sessions  profit  a  man,  if  he  have  neither  good 
sense  nor  wisdom?  Would  a  man  be  better  ofT, 
having  and  doing  many  things  without  wis 
dom,  or  a  few  things  with  wisdom?  Look  at 
the  matter  thus:  If  he  did  fewer  things  would 
he  not  make  fewer  mistakes?  if  he  made  fewer 
mistakes  would  he  not  have  fewer  misfortunes? 
and  if  he  had  fewer  misfortunes  would  he  not 
be  less  miserable? 

Certainly,  he  said. 

And  who  would  do  least — a  poor  man  or  a 
rich  man? 

A  poor  man. 

A  weak  man  or  a  strong  man  ? 

A  weak  man. 

A  noble  man  or  a  mean  man? 

A  mean  man. 

And  a  coward  would  do  less  than  a  coura 
geous  and  temperate  man? 

Yes. 

And  an  indolent  man  less  than  an  active 
man? 

He  assented. 

And  a  slow  man  less  than  a  quick;  and  one 
who  had  dull  perceptions  of  seeing  and  hear 
ing  less  than  one  who  had  keen  ones? 

All  this  was  mutually  allowed  by  us. 

Then,  I  said,  Cleinias,  the  sum  of  the  mat 
ter  appears  to  be  that  the  goods  of  which  we 
spoke  before  are  not  to  be  regarded  as  goods 
in  themselves,  but  the  degree  of  good  and  evil 
in  them  depends  on  whether  they  are  or  are 
not  under  the  guidance  of  knowledge:  under 
the  guidance  of  ignorance,  they  are  greater  evils 
than  their  opposites,  inasmuch  as  they  arc 
more  ablcto  minister  to  the  evil  principle  which 
rules  them;  and  when  under  the  guidance  of 
wisdom  and  prudence,  they  are  greater  goods: 
but  in  themselves  they  are  nothing? 

That,  he  replied,  is  obvious. 

What  then  is  the  result  of  what  has  been 
said?  Is  not  this  the  result — that  other  things 
arc  indifferent,  and  that  wisdom  is  the  only 
good,  and  ignorance  the  only  evil? 

He  assented. 

[282]  Let  us  consider  a  further  point,  I  .said; 
Seeing  that  all  men  desire  happiness,  and  hap 
piness,  as  has  been  shown,  is  gained  by  a  use,, 
and  a  right  use,  of  the  things  of  life,  and  the 
right  use  of  them,  and  good  fortune  in  the  use 
of  them,  is  given  by  knowledge, —the  inference 
is  that  everybody  ought  by  all  means  to  try  and 
make  himself  as  wise  as  he  can? 
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Yes,  he  said. 

And  when  a  man  thinks  that  he  ought  to  ob 
tain  this  treasure,  far  more  than  money,  from 
a  father  or  a  guardian  or  a  friend  or  a  suitor, 
whether  citizen  or  stranger — the  eager  desire 
and  prayer  to  them  that  they  would  impart 
wisdom  to  you,  is  not  at  all  dishonourable, 
Cleinias;  nor  is  any  one  to  be  blamed  for  doing 
any  honourable  service  or  ministration  to  any 
man,  whether  a  lover  or  not,  if  his  aim  is  to 
get  wisdom.  Do  you  agree?  I  said. 

Yes,  he  said,  I  quite  agree,  and  think  that  you 
are  right. 

Yes,  I  said,  Cleinias,  if  only  wisdom  can  be 
taught,  and  does  not  come  to  man  spontane 
ously;  for  this  is  a  point  which  has  still  to  be 
considered,  and  is  not  yet  agreed  upon  by  you 
and  me — 

But  I  think,  Socrates,  that  wisdom  can  be 
taught,  he  said. 

Best  of  men,  I  said,  I  am  delighted  to  hear 
you  say  so;  and  I  am  also  grateful  to  you  for 
having  saved  me  from  a  long  and  tiresome  in 
vestigation  as  to  whether  wisdom  can  be  taught 
or  not.  But  now,  as  you  think  that  wisdom  can 
be  taught,  and  that  wisdom  only  can  make  a 
man  happy  and  fortunate,  will  you  not  acknowl 
edge  that  all  of  us  ought  to  love  wisdom,  and 
you  individually  will  try  to  love  her? 

Certainly,  Socrates,  he  said;  I  will  do  my 
best. 

I  was  pleased  at  hearing  this;  and  I  turned  to 
Dionysodorus  and  Euthydemus  and  said:  That 
is  an  example,  clumsy  and  tedious  I  admit,  of 
the  sort  of  exhortations  which  I  would  have 
you  give;  and  I  hope  that  one  of  you  will  set 
forth  what  I  have  been  saying  in  a  more  artistic 
style:  or  at  least  take  up  the  enquiry  where  I 
left  off,  and  proceed  to  show  the  youth  whether 
he  should  have  all  knowledge;  or  whether  there 
is  one  sort  of  knowledge  only  which  will  make 
him  good  and  happy,  and  what  that  is.  For,  as 
I  was  saying  at  first,  the  improvement  of  this 
young  man  in  virtue  and  wisdom  is  a  matter 
which  we  have  very  much  at  heart. 

[283]  Thus  I  spoke,  Crito,  and  was  all  at 
tention  to  what  was  coming.  I  wanted  to  see 
how  they  would  approach  the  question,  and 
where  they  would  start  in  their  exhortation  to 
the  young  man  that  he  should  practise  wis 
dom  and  virtue.  Dionysodorus,  who  was  the 
elder,  spoke  first.  Everybody's  eyes  were  di 
rected  towards  him,  perceiving  that  something 
wonderful  might  shortly  be  expected.  And  cer 
tainly  they  were  not  far  wrong;  for  the  man, 
Crito,  began  a  remarkable  discourse  well  worth 


hearing,  and  wonderfully  persuasive  regarded 
as  an  exhortation  to  virtue. 

Tell  me,  he  said,  Socrates  and  the  rest  of  you 
who  say  that  you  want  this  young  man  to  be 
come  wise,  are  you  in  jest  or  in  real  earnest? 

I  was  led  by  this  to  imagine  that  they  fancied 
us  to  have  been  jesting  when  we  asked  them  to 
converse  with  the  youth,  and  that  this  made 
them  jest  and  play,  and  being  under  this  im 
pression,  I  was  the  more  decided  in  saying  that 
we  were  in  profound  earnest.  Dionysodorus 
said: 

Reflect,  Socrates;  you  may  have  to  deny  your 
words. 

I  have  reflected,  I  said;  and  I  shall  never  deny 
my  words. 

Well,  said  he,  and  so  you  say  that  you  wish 
Cleinias  to  become  wise? 

Undoubtedly. 

And  he  is  not  wise  as  yet? 

At  least  his  modesty  will  not  allow  him  to 
say  that  he  is. 

You  wish  him,  he  said,  to  become  wise  and 
not  to  be  ignorant? 

That  we  do. 

You  wish  him  to  be  what  he  is  not,  and  no 
longer  to  be  what  he  is  ? 

I  was  thrown  into  consternation  at  this. 

Taking  advantage  of  my  consternation  he 
added:  You  wish  him  no  longer  to  be  what  he 
is,  which  can  only  mean  that  you  wish  him  to 
perish.  Pretty  lovers  and  friends  they  must  be 
who  want  their  favourite  not  to  be,  or  to 
perish! 

When  Ctesippus  heard  this  he  got  very  angry 
(as  a  lover  well  might)  and  said:  Stranger  of 
Thurii — if  politeness  would  allow  me  I  should 
say,  A  plague  upon  you!  What  can  make  you 
tell  such  a  lie  about  me  and  the  others,  which 
I  hardly  like  to  repeat,  as  that  I  wish  Cleinias 
to  perish? 

Euthydemus  replied:  And  do  you  think, 
Ctesippus,  that  it  is  possible  to  tell  a  lie? 

Yes,  said  Ctesippus;  I  should  be  mad  to  say 
anything  else. 

[284]  And  in  telling  a  lie,  do  you  tell  the 
thing  of  which  you  speak  or  not? 

You  tell  the  thing  of  which  you  speak. 

And  he  who  tells,  tells  that  thing  which  he 
tells,  and  no  other? 

Yes,  said  Ctesippus. 

And  that  is  a  distinct  thing  apart  from  other 
things? 

Certainly. 

And  he  who  says  that  thing  says  that  which 
is? 
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Yes. 


And  he  who  says  that  which  is,  says  the 
truth.  And  therefore  Dionysodorus,  if  he  says 
that  which  is,  says  the  truth  of  you  and  no  lie. 

Yes,  Euthydemus,  said  Ctesippus;  but  in  say 
ing  this,  he  says  what  is  not. 

Euthydemus  answered:  And  that  which  is 
not  is  not? 

True. 

And  that  which  is  not  is  nowhere  ? 

Nowhere. 

And  can  any  one  do  anything  about  that 
which  has  no  existence,  or  do  to  Cleinias  that 
which  is  not  and  is  nowhere? 

I  think  not,  said  Ctesippus. 

Well,  but  do  rhetoricians,  when  they  speak 
in  the  assembly,  do  nothing? 

Nay,  he  said,  they  do  something. 

And  doing  is  making? 

Yes. 

And  speaking  is  doing  and  making? 

He  agreed. 

Then  no  one  says  that  which  is  not,  for  in 
saying  what  is  not  he  would  be  doing  some 
thing;  and  you  have  already  acknowledged 
that  no  one  can  do  what  is  not.  And  therefore, 
upon  your  own  showing,  no  one  says  what  is 
false;  but  if  Dionysodorus  says  anything,  he 
says  what  is  true  and  what  is. 

Yes,  Euthydemus,  said  Ctesippus;  but  he 
speaks  of  things  in  a  certain  way  and  manner, 
and  not  as  they  really  are. 

Why,  Ctesippus,  said  Dionysodorus,  do  you 
mean  to  say  that  any  one  speaks  of  things  as 
they  are? 

Yes,  he  said—all  gentlemen  and  truth-speak 
ing  persons. 

And  are  not  good  things  good,  and  evil 
things  evil? 

He  assented. 

And  you  say  that  gentlemen  speak  of  things 
as  they  are? 

Yes. 

Then  the  good  speak  evil  of  evil  things,  if 
they  speak  of  them  as  they  are? 

Yes,  indeed,  he  said;  and  they  speak  evil  of 
evil  men.  And  if  I  may  give  you  a  piece  of  ad- 
vice,  you  had  better  take  care  that  they  do  not 
speak  evil  of  you,  since  I  can  tell  you  that  the 
good  speak  evil  of  the  evil. 

And  do  they  speak  great  things  of  the  great, 
rejoined  Euthydemus,  and  warm  things  of  the 
warm? 

To  be  sure  they  do,  said  Ctesippus;  and  they 
speak  coldly  of  the  insipid  and  cold  dialectician. 

You  are  abusive,  Ctesippus,  said  Dionysodo 


rus,  you  are  abusive! 

Indeed,  I  am  not,  Dionysodorus,  he  replied; 
for  I  love  you  and  am  giving  you  friendly  ad 
vice,  and,  if  I  could,  would  persuade  you  not 
like  a  boor  to  say  in  my  presence  that  I  desire 
my  beloved,  [285]  whom  I  value  above  all 
men,  to  perish. 

I  saw  that  they  were  getting  exasperated 
with  one  another,  so  I  made  a  joke  with  him 
and  said:  O  Ctesippus,  I  think  that  we  must  al 
low  the  strangers  to  use  language  in  their  own 
way,  and  not  quarrel  with  them  about  words, 
but  be  thankful  for  what  they  give  us.  If  they 
know  how  to  destroy  men  in  such  a  way  as  to 
make  good  and  sensible  men  out  of  bad  and 
foolish  ones — whether  this  is  a  discovery  of  their 
own,  or  whether  they  have  learned  from  some 
one  else  this  new  sort  of  death  and  destruction 
which  enables  them  to  get  rid  of  a  bad  man 
and  turn  him  into  a  good  one— if  they  know 
this  (and  they  do  know  this — at  any  rate  they 
said  just  now  that  this  was  the  secret  of  their 
newly-discovered  art)— let  them,  in  their 
phraseology,  destroy  the  youth  and  make  him 
wise,  and  all  of  us  with  him.  But  if  you  young 
men  do  not  like  to  trust  yourselves  with  them, 
then  fiat  expcrimcntum  in  cor  fore  scnls;  I  will 
be  the  Carian  on  whom  they  shall  operate.  And 
here  I  offer  my  old  person  to  Dionysodorus;  he 
may  put  me  into  the  pot,  like  Medea  the  Col- 
chian,  kill  me,  boil  me,  if  he  will  only  make  me 
good. 

Ctesippus  said:  And  I,  Socrates,  am  ready  to 
commit  myself  to  the  strangers;  they  may  skin 
me  alive,  if  they  please  (and  I  am  pretty  well 
skinned  by  them  already),  if  only  my  skin  is 
made  at  last,  not  like  that  of  Marsyas,  into  a 
leathern  bottle,  but  into  a  piece  of  virtue.  And 
here  is  Dionysodorus  fancying  that  1  am  angry 
with  him,  when  really  I  am  not  angry  at  all;  J 
do  but  contradict  him  when  I  think  that  he  is 
speaking  improperly  to  me:  and  you  must  not 
confound  abuse  and  contradiction,  O  illustri 
ous  Dionysodorus;  for  they  are  quite  different 
things. 

Contradiction!  said  Dionysodorus;  why, 
there  never  was  such  a  thing. 

Certainly  there  is,  he  replied;  there  can  be  no 
question  of  that.  Do  you,  Dionysodorus,  main 
tain  that  there  is  not? 

You  will  never  prove  to  me,  he  said,  that  you 
have  heard  any  one  contradicting  any  one  else. 

Indeed,  said  Ctesippus;  then  now  you  may 
hear  me  contradicting  Dionysodorus. 

Are  you  prepared  to  make  that  good? 

Certainly,  he  said. 
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Well,  have  not  all  things  words  expressive  of 
them? 

Yes. 

Of  their  existence  or  of  their  non-existence? 

Of  their  existence. 

[286]  Yes,  Ctesippus,  and  we  just  now 
proved,  as  you  may  remember,  that  no  man 
could  affirm  a  negative;  for  no  one  could  affirm 
that  which  is  not. 

And  what  does  that  signify?  said  Ctesippus; 
you  and  I  may  contradict  all  the  same  for  that. 

But  can  we  contradict  one  another,  said 
Dionysodorus,  when  both  of  us  are  describing 
the  same  thing?  Then  we  must  surely  be  speak 
ing  the  same  thing? 

He  assented. 

Or  when  neither  of  us  is  speaking  of  the 
same  thing?  For  then  neither  of  us  says  a  word 
about  the  thing  at  all  ? 

He  granted  that  proposition  also. 

But  when  I  describe  something  and  you  de 
scribe  another  thing,  or  I  say  something  and 
you  say  nothing — is  there  any  contradiction? 
How  can  he  who  speaks  contradict  him  who 
speaks  not? 

Here  Ctesippus  was  silent;  and  I  in  my 
astonishment  said:  What  do  you  mean,  Diony 
sodorus?  I  have  often  heard,  and  have  been 
amazed  to  hear,  this  thesis  of  yours,  which  is 
maintained  and  employed  by  the  disciples  of 
Protagoras,  and  others  before  them,  and  which 
to  me  appears  to  be  quite  wonderful,  and 
suicidal  as  well  as  destructive,  and  I  think  that 
I  am  most  likely  to  hear  the  truth  about  it  from 
you.  The  dictum  is  that  there  is  no  such  thing 
as  falsehood;  a  man  must  either  say  what  is 
true  or  say  nothing.  Is  not  that  your  position? 

He  assented. 

But  if  he  cannot  speak  falsely,  may  he  not 
think  falsely? 

No,  he  cannot,  he  said. 

Then  there  is  no  such  thing  as  false  opinion? 

No,  he  saicl. 

Then  there  is  no  such  thing  as  ignorance,  or 
men  who  are  ignorant;  for  is  not  ignorance,  if 
there  be  such  a  thing,  a  mistake  of  fact? 

Certainly,  he  said. 

And  that  is  impossible? 

Impossible,  he  replied. 

Are  you  saying  this  as  a  paradox,  Dionyso 
dorus;  or  do  you  seriously  maintain  no  man  to 
be  ignorant?  * 

Relate  me,  he  said* 

But  how  can  I  refute  you,  if,  as  you  say,  to 
tell  a  falsehood  is  impossible? 

Very  true,  said  Euthydemus. 


Neither  did  I  tell  you  just  now  to  refute  me, 
said  Dionysodorus;  for  how  can  I  tell  you  to 
do  that  which  is  not? 

0  Euthydemus,  I  said,  I  have  but  a  dull  con 
ception  of  these  subtleties  and  excellent  devices 
of  wisdom;  I  am  afraid  that  I  hardly  under 
stand  them,  and  you  must  forgive  me  there 
fore  if  I  ask  a  very  stupid  question:  [287]  if 
there  be  no  falsehood  or  false  opinion  or  igno 
rance,  there  can  be  no  such  thing  as  erroneous 
action,  for  a  man  cannot  fail  of  acting  as  he  is 
acting — that  is  what  you  mean? 

Yes,  he  replied. 

And  now,  I  said,  I  will  ask  my  stupid  ques 
tion:  If  there  is  no  such  thing  as  error  in  deed, 
word,  or  thought,  then  what,  in  the  name  of 
goodness,  do  you  come  hither  to  teach?  And 
were  you  not  just  now  saying  that  you  could 
teach  virtue  best  of  all  men,  to  any  one  who  was 
willing  to  learn  ? 

And  are  you  such  an  old  fool,  Socrates,  re 
joined  Dionysodorus,  that  you  bring  up  now 
what  I  said  at  first — and  if  I  had  said  anything 
last  year,  I  suppose  that  you  would  bring  that 
up  too — but  are  non-plussed  at  the  worpls 
which  I  have  just  uttered? 

Why,  I  said,  they  are  not  easy  to  answer;  for 
they  are  the  words  of  wise  men:  and  indeed  I 
know  not  what  to  make  of  this  word  "non 
plussed,"  which  you  used  last:  what  do  you 
mean  by  it,  Dionysodorus?  You  must  mean 
that  I  cannot  refute  your  argument.  Tell  me  if 
the  words  have  any  other  sense. 

No,  he  replied,  they  mean  what  you  say.  And 
now  answer. 

What,  before  you,  Dionysodorus?  I  said. 

Answer,  said  he. 

And  is  that  fair? 

Yes,  quite  fair,  he  said. 

Upon  what  principle?  I  said.  I  can  only  sup 
pose  that  you  are  a  very  wise  man  who  comes  to 
us  in  the  character  of  a  great  logician,  and  who 
knows  when  to  answer  and  when  not  to  an 
swer — and  now  you  will  not  open  your  mouth 
at  all,  because  you  know  that  you  ought  not. 

You  prate,  he  said,  instead  of  answering.  But 
if,  my  good  sir,  you  admit  that  I  arn  wise,  an 
swer  as  I  tell  you. 

1  suppose  that  I  must  obey,  for  you  are  mas 
ter.  Put  the  question. 

Are  the  things  which  have  sense  alive  or 
lifeless? 

They  are  alive. 

And  do  you  know  of  any  word  which  is 
alive? 

I  cannot  say  that  I  do. 
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Then  why  did  you  ask  me  what  sense  my 
words  had? 

Why,  because  I  was  stupid  and  made  a  mis 
take.  And  yet,  perhaps,  I  was  right  after  all  in 
saying  that  words  have  a  sense; — what  do  you 
say,  wise  man?  If  I  was  not  in  error,  even  you 
will  not  refute  me,  and  all  your  wisdom  will 
be  non-plussed;  but  if  I  did  fall  into  error,  then 
again  you  are  wrong  in  saying  that  there  is 
no  error, — and  this  remark  was  made  by  you 
not  quite  a  year  ago.  [288]  I  am  inclined  to 
think,  however,  Dionysodorus  and  Euthyde- 
mus,  that  this  argument  lies  where  it  was  and 
is  not  very  likely  to  advance:  even  your  skill 
in  the  subtleties  of  logic,  which  is  really  amaz 
ing,  has  not  found  out  the  way  of  throwing  an 
other  and  not  falling  yourself,  now  any  more 
than  of  old. 

Ctesippus  said:  Men  of  Chios,  Thurii,  or 
however  and  whatever  you  call  yourselves,  I 
wonder  at  you,  for  you  seem  to  have  no  objec 
tion  to  talking  nonsense. 

Fearing  that  there  would  be  high  words,  I 
again  endeavoured  to  soothe  Ctesippus,  and 
said  to  him:  To  you,  Ctesippus,  I  must  repeat 
what  I  said  before  to  Cleinias — that  you  do 
not  understand  the  ways  of  these  philosophers 
from  abroad.  They  are  not  serious,  but,  like  the 
Egyptian  wizard,  Proteus,  they  take  different 
forms  and  deceive  us  by  their  enchantments: 
and  let  us,  like  Menelaus,  refuse  to  let  them  go 
until  they  show  themselves  to  us  in  earnest. 
When  they  begin  to  be  in  earnest  their  full 
beauty  will  appear:  let  us  then  beg  and  entreat 
and  beseech  them  to  shine  forth.  And  I  think 
that  I  had  better  once  more  exhibit  the  form  in 
which  I  pray  to  behold  them;  it  might  be  a 
guide  to  them.  I  will  go  on  therefore  where  I 
left  off,  as  well  as  I  can,  in  the  hope  that  I  may 
touch  their  hearts  and  move  them  to  pity,  and 
that  when  they  see  me  deeply  serious  and  in 
terested,  they  also  may  be  serious.  You,  Clei 
nias,  I  said,  shall  remind  me  at  what  point  we 
left  off.  Did  we  not  agree  that  philosophy 
should  be  studied?  and  was  not  that  our  con 
clusion  ? 

Yes,  he  replied. 

And  philosophy  is  the  acquisition  of  knowl 
edge? 

Yes,  he  said. 

And  what  knowledge  ought  we  to  acquire? 
May  we  not  answer  with  absolute  truth — A 
knowledge  which  will  do  us  good? 

Certainly,  he  said. 

And  should  we  be  any  the  better  if  we  went 
about  having  a  knowledge  of  the  places  where 


most  gold  was  hidden  in  the  earth? 

Perhaps  we  should,  he  said. 

But  have  we  not  already  proved,  I  said,  that 
we  should  be  none  the  better  off,  even  if  with 
out  trouble  and  digging  all  the  gold  which 
there  is  in  the  earth  were  ours  ?  And  if  we  knew 
how  to  convert  stones  into  gold,  [289]  the 
knowledge  would  be  of  no  value  to  us,  unless 
we  also  knew  how  to  use  the  gold  ?  Do  you  not 
remember?  I  said. 

I  quite  remember,  he  said. 

Nor  would  any  other  knowledge,  whether  of 
money-making,  or  of  medicine,  or  of  any  other 
art  which  knows  only  how  to  make  a  thing, 
and  not  to  use  it  when  made,  be  of  any  good  to 
us.  Ami  not  right? 

He  agreed. 

And  if  there  were  a  knowledge  which  was 
able  to  make  men  immortal,  without  giving 
them  the  knowledge  of  the  way  to  use  the  im 
mortality,  neither  would  there  be  any  use  in 
that,  if  we  may  argue  from  the  analogy  of  the 
previous  instances? 

To  all  this  he  agreed. 

Then,  my  dear  boy,  I  said,  the  knowledge 
which  we  want  is  one  that  uses  as  well  as 
makes? 

True,  he  said. 

And  our  desire  is  not  to  be  skilful  lyre-mak 
ers,  or  artists  of  that  sort— far  otherwise;  for 
with  them  the  art  which  makes  is  one,  and  the 
art  which  uses  is  another.  Although  they  have 
to  do  with  the  same,  they  arc  divided:  for  the 
art  which  makes  and  the  art  which  plays  on  the 
lyre  differ  widely  from  one  another.  Am  I  not 
right? 

He  agreed. 

And  clearly  we  do  not  want  the  art  of  the 
flute-maker;  this  is  only  another  of  the  same 
sort? 

He  assented. 

But  suppose,  I  said,  that  we  were  to  learn  the 
art  of  making  speeches— would  that  be  the  art 
which  would  make  us  happy? 

1  should  say  no,  rejoined  Cleinias. 

And  why  should  you  say  so?  I  asked. 

I  sec,  he  replied,  that  there  are  some  com 
posers  of  speeches  who  do  not  know  how  to  use 
the  speeches  which  they  make,  just  as  the  mak 
ers  o£  lyres  do  not  know  how  to  use  the  lyres; 
and  also  some  who  are  of  themselves  unable  to 
compose  speeches,  but  are  able  to  use  the 
speeches  which  the  others  make  for  them;  and 
this  proves  that  the  art  of  making  speeches  is 
not  the  same  as  the  art  of  using  them* 

Yes,  I  said;  and  I  take  your  words  to  be  a 
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sufficient  proof  that  the  art  of  making  speeches 
is  not  one  which  will  make  a  man  happy.  And 
yet  I  did  think  that  the  art  which  we  have  so 
long  been  seeking  might  be  discovered  in  that 
direction;  for  the  composers  of  speeches,  when 
ever  I  meet  them,  always  appear  to  me  to  be 
very  extraordinary  men,  Cleinias,  and  their  art 
is  lofty  and  divine,  and  no  wonder.  For  their 
art  is  a  part  of  the  great  art  of  enchantment, 
[290]  and  hardly,  if  at  all,  inferior  to  it:  and 
whereas  the  art  of  the  enchanter  is  a  mode  of 
charming  snakes  and  spiders  and  scorpions, 
and  other  monsters  and  pests,  this  art  of  theirs 
acts  upon  dicasts  and  ecclesiasts  and  bodies  of 
men,  for  the  charming  and  pacifying  of  them. 
Do  you  agree  with  me? 

Yes,  he  said,  I  think  that  you  are  quite  right. 

Whither  then  shall  we  go,  I  said,  and  to 
what  art  shall  we  have  recourse? 

I  do  not  see  my  way,  he  said. 

But  I  think  that  I  do,  I  replied. 

And  what  is  your  notion ?  asked  Cleinias. 

I  think  that  the  art  of  the  general  is  above  all 
others  the  one  of  which  the  possession  is  most 
likely  to  make  a  man  happy. 

I  do  not  think  so,  he  said. 

Why  not?  I  said. 

The  art  of  the  general  is  surely  an  art  of 
hunting  mankind. 

What  of  that?  I  said. 

Why,  he  said,  no  art  of  hunting  extends  be 
yond  hunting  and  capturing;  and  when  the 
prey  is  taken  the  huntsman  or  fisherman  can 
not  use  it;  but  they  hand  it  over  to  the  cook, 
and  the  geometricians  and  astronomers  and  cal 
culators  (who  all  belong  to  the  hunting  class, 
for  they  do  not  make  their  diagrams,  but  only 
find  out  that  which  was  previously  contained 
in  them) — they,  I  say,  not  being  able  to  use 
but  only  to  catch  their  prey,  hand  over  their 
inventions  to  the  dialectician  to  be  applied  by 
him,  if  they  have  any  sense  in  them. 

Good,  I  said,  fairest  and  wisest  Cleinias.  And 
is  this  true? 

Certainly,  he  said;  just  as  a  general  when  he 
takes  a  city  or  a  camp  hands  over  his  new  ac 
quisition  to  the  statesman,  for  he  does  not  know 
how  to  use  them  himself;  or  as  the  quail-taker 
transfers  the  quails  to  the  keeper  of  them.  If 
we  are  looking  for  the  art  which  is  to  make  us 
blessed,  and  which  is  able  to  use  that  which  it 
makes  or  takes,  the  art  of  the  general  is  not  the 
one,  and  some  other  must  be  found. 

CrL  And  do  you  mean,  Socrates,  that  the 
youngster  said  all  this? 

Soc.  Are  you  incredulous,  Crito? 


CrL  Indeed,  I  am;  for  if  he  did  say  so,  then 
in  my  opinion  he  needs  neither  Euthydemus 
nor  any  one  else  to  be  his  instructor. 

Soc.  Perhaps  I  may  have  forgotten,  and 
Ctesippus  was  the  real  answerer. 

[291]  CrL  Ctesippus!  nonsense. 

Soc.  All  I  know  is  that  I  heard  these  words, 
and  that  they  were  not  spoken  either  by  Euthy- 
dernus  or  Dionysodorus.  I  dare  say,  my  good 
Crito,  that  they  may  have  been  spoken  by  some 
superior  person:  that  I  heard  them  I  am  certain. 

CrL  Yes,  indeed,  Socrates,  by  some  one  a  good 
deal  superior,  as  I  should  be  disposed  to  think. 
But  did  you  carry  the  search  any  further,  and 
did  you  find  the  art  which  you  were  seeking? 

Soc.  Find!  my  dear  sir,  no  indeed.  And  we 
cut  a  poor  figure;  we  were  like  children  after 
larks,  always  on  the  point  of  catching  the  art, 
which  was  always  getting  away  from  us.  But 
why  should  I  repeat  the  whole  story?  At  last 
we  came  to  the  kingly  art,  and  enquired  wheth 
er  that  gave  and  caused  happiness,  and  then  we 
got  into  a  labyrinth,  and  when  we  thought  we 
were  at  the  end,  came  out  again  at  the  begin 
ning,  having  still  to  seek  as  much  as  ever. 

Cri.  How  did  that  happen,  Socrates? 

Soc.  I  will  tell  you;  the  kingly  art  was  identi 
fied  by  us  with  the  political. 

Cri.  Well,  and  what  came  of  that? 

Soc.  To  this  royal  or  political  art  all  the  arts, 
including  the  art  of  the  general,  seemed  to  ren 
der  up  the  supremacy,  that  being  the  only  one 
which  knew  how  to  use  what  they  produce. 
Here  obviously  was  the  very  art  which  we  were 
seeking — the  art  which  is  the  source  of  good 
government,  and  which  may  be  described,  in 
the  language  of  Aeschylus,  as  alone  sitting  at 
the  helm  of  the  vessel  of  state,  piloting  and  gov 
erning  all  things,  and  utilizing  them. 

Cri.  And  were  you  not  right,  Socrates? 

Soc.  You  shall  judge,  Crito,  if  you  are  will 
ing  to  hear  what  followed;  for  we  resumed  the 
enquiry,  and  a  question  of  this  sort  was  asked: 
Does  the  kingly  art,  having  this  supreme  au 
thority,  do  anything  £or  us?  To  be  sure,  was 
the  answer.  And  would  not  you,  Crito,  say  the 
same? 

Cri.  Yes,  I  should. 

Soc.  And  what  would  you  say  that  the  kingly 
art  does?  If  medicine  were  supposed  to  have 
supreme  authority  over  the  subordinate  arts, 
and  I  were  to  ask  you  a  similar  question  about 
that,  you  would  say — it  produces  health? 

CrL  I  should, 

Soc.  And  what  of  your  own  art  of  husbandry, 
supposing  that  to  have  supreme  authority  over 
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the  subject  arts — what  does  that  do?  Does  it 
not  supply  us  with  the  fruits  of  the  earth? 

CrL  Yes. 

Soc.  And  what  does  the  kingly  art  do  when 
invested  with  supreme  power?  Perhaps  you 
may  not  be  ready  with  an  answer? 

Cri.  Indeed  I  am  not,  Socrates. 

Soc.  No  more  were  we,  Crito.  But  at  any  rate 
you  know  that  if  this  is  the  art  which  we  were 
seeking,  it  ought  to  be  useful. 

CrL  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  surely  it  ought  to  do  us  some  good? 

Cri.  Certainly,  Socrates. 

Soc.  And  Cleinias  and  I  had  arrived  at  the 
conclusion  that  knowledge  of  some  kind  is  the 
only  good. 

Cri.  Yes,  that  was  what  you  were  saying. 

Soc.  All  the  other  results  of  politics,  and  they 
are  many,  as  for  example,  wealth,  freedom, 
tranquillity,  were  neither  good  nor  evil  in 
themselves;  but  the  political  science  ought  to 
make  us  wise,  and  impart  knowledge  to  us,  if 
that  is  the  science  which  is  likely  to  do  us  good, 
and  make  us  happy. 

CrL  Yes;  that  was  the  conclusion  at  which 
you  had  arrived,  according  to  your  report  of  the 
conversation. 

Soc.  And  does  the  kingly  art  make  men  wise 
and  good? 

CrL  Why  not,  Socrates? 

Soc.  What,  all  men,  and  in  every  respect? 
and  teach  them  all  the  arts, — carpentering,  and 
cobbling,  and  the  rest  of  them  ? 

Cri.  I  think  not,  Socrates. 

Soc.  But  then  what  is  this  knowledge,  and 
what  are  we  to  do  with  it?  For  it  is  not  the 
source  of  any  works  which  are  neither  good 
nor  evil,  and  gives  no  knowledge,  but  the 
knowledge  of  itself;  what  then  can  it  be,  and 
what  are  we  to  do  with  it?  Shall  we  say,  Crito, 
that  it  is  the  knowledge  by  which  we  are  to 
make  other  men  good  ? 

CrL  By  all  means. 

Soc.  And  in  what  will  they  be  good  and  use 
ful?  Shall  we  repeat  that  they  will  make  others 
good,  and  that  these  others  will  make  others 
again,  without  ever  determining  in  what  they 
are  to  be  good;  for  we  have  put  aside  the  re 
sults  of  politics,  as  they  are  called.  This  is  the 
old,  old  song  over  again;  and  we  are  just  as 
far  as  ever,  if  not  farther,  from  the  knowledge 
of  the  art  or  science  of  happiness. 

CrL  Indeed,  Socrates,  you  do  appear  to  have 
got  into  a  great  perplexity. 

Soc.  Thereupon,  Crito,  seeing  that  I  was  on 


the  point  of  shipwreck,  [293]  I  lifted  up  my 
voice,  and  earnestly  entreated  and  called  upon 
the  strangers  to  save  me  and  the  youth  from  the 
whirlpool  of  the  argument;  they  were  our  Cas 
tor  and  Pollux,  I  said,  and  they  should  be  seri 
ous,  and  show  us  in  sober  earnest  what  that 
knowledge  was  which  would  enable  us  to  pass 
the  rest  of  our  lives  in  happiness. 

Cri.  And  did  Euthydemus  show  you  this 
knowledge? 

Soc.  Yes,  indeed;  he  proceeded  in  a  lofty 
strain  to  the  following  effect:  Would  you  rath 
er,  Socrates,  said  he,  that  I  should  show  you 
this  knowledge  about  which  you  have  been 
doubting,  or  shall  I  prove  that  you  already  have 
it? 

What,  I  said,  are  you  blessed  with  such  a 
power  as  this? 

Indeed  I  am. 

Then  I  would  much  rather  that  you  should 
prove  me  to  have  such  a  knowledge;  at  my 
time  of  life  that  will  be  more  agreeable  than 
having  to  learn. 

Then  tell  me,  he  said,  do  you  know  any 
thing? 

Yes,  I  said,  I  know  many  things,  but  not  any 
thing  of  much  importance. 

That  will  do,  he  said:  And  would  you  admit 
that  anything  is  what  it  is,  and  at  the  same  time 
is  not  what  it  is  ? 

Certainly  not. 

And  did  you  not  say  that  you  knew  some 
thing? 

I  did. 

If  you  know,  you  are  knowing. 

Certainly,  of  the  knowledge  which  I  have. 

That  makes  no  difference;— and  must  you 
not,  if  you  are  knowing,  know  all  things? 

Certainly  not,  I  said,  for  there  are  many 
other  things  which  I  do  not  know. 

And  if  you  do  not  know,  you  are  not  know 
ing. 

Yes,  friend,  of  that  which  I  do  not  know. 

Still  you  are  not  knowing,  and  you  said  just 
now  that  you  were  knowing;  and  therefore  you 
are  and  arc  not  at  the  same  time,  and  in  refer 
ence  to  the  same  things* 

A  pretty  clatter,  as  men  say,  Euthydemus, 
this  of  yours!  and  will  you  explain  how  I  pos 
sess  that  knowledge  for  which  we  were  seek 
ing?  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  the  same  thing 
cannot  be  and  also  not  be;  and  therefore,  since 
I  know  one  thing,  that  I  know  all,  for  1  cannot 
be  knowing  and  not  knowing  at  the  same  time, 
and  if  I  know  all  things,  then  I  must  have  the 
knowledge  for  which  we  are  seeking— May  1 
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assume  this  to  be  your  ingenious  notion? 

Out  of  your  own  mouth,  Socrates,  you  are 
convicted,  he  said. 

Well,  but,  Euthydemus,  I  said,  has  that  never 
happened  to  you?  for  if  I  am  only  in  the  same 
case  with  you  and  our  beloved  Dionysodorus, 
I  cannot  complain.  Tell  me,  then,  you  two,  do 
you  not  know  some  things,  and  not  know 
others? 

Certainly  not,  Socrates,  said  Dionysodorus. 

What  do  you  mean,  I  said;  do  you  know 
nothing? 

Nay,  he  replied,  we  do  know  something. 

[294]  Then,  I  said,  you  know  all  things,  if 
you  know  anything? 

Yes,  all  things,  he  said;  and  that  is  as  true  of 
you  as  of  us. 

O,  indeed,  I  said,  what  a  wonderful  thing, 
and  what  a  great  blessing!  And  do  all  other 
men  know  all  things  or  nothing  ? 

Certainly, he  replied;  they  cannot  know  some 
things,  and  not  know  others,  and  be  at  the 
same  time  knowing  and  not  knowing. 

Then  what  is  the  inference?  I  said. 

They  all  know  all  things,  he  replied,  i£  they 
know  one  thing. 

O  heavens,  Dionysodorus,  I  said,  I  see  now 
that  you  are  in  earnest;  hardly  have  I  got  you 
to  that  point.  And  do  you  really  and  truly  know 
all  things,  including  carpentering  and  leather- 
cutting? 

Certainly,  he  said. 

And  do  you  know  stitching? 

Yes,  by  the  gods,  we  do,  and  cobbling,  too. 

And  do  you  know  things  such  as  the  num 
bers  of  the  stars  and  of  the  sand? 

Certainly;  did  you  think  we  should  say  no 
to  that? 

By  Zeus,  said  Ctesippus,  interrupting,  I  only 
wish  that  you  would  give  me  some  proof  which 
would  enable  me  to  know  whether  you  speak 
truly. 

What  proof  shall  I  give  you?  he  said. 

Will  you  tell  me  how  many  teeth  Euthyde- 
mus  has?  and  Euthydemus  shall  tell  how  many 
teeth  you  have. 

Will  you  not  take  our  word  that  we  know  all 
things? 

Certainly  not,  said  Ctesippus :  you  must  fur 
ther  tell  us  this  one  thing,  and  then  we  shall 
know  that  you  are  speaking  the  truth;  if  you 
tell  us  the  number,  and  we  count  them,  and 
you  are  found  to  be  right,  we  will  believe  the 
rest.  They  fancied  that  Ctesippus  was  making 
game  of  them,  and  they  refused,  and  they 
would  only  say  in  answer  to  each  of  his  ques 


tions,  that  they  knew  all  things.  For  at  last 
Ctesippus  began  to  throw  off  all  restraint;  no 
question  in  fact  was  too  bad  for  him;  he  would 
ask  them  if  they  knew  the  foulest  things,  and 
they,  like  wild  boars,  came  rushing  on  his 
blows,  and  fearlessly  replied  that  they  did.  At 
last,  Crito,  I  too  was  carried  away  by  my  in 
credulity,  and  asked  Euthydemus  whether 
Dionysodorus  could  dance. 

Certainly,  he  replied. 

And  can  he  vault  among  swords,  and  turn 
upon  a  wheel,  at  his  age?  has  he  got  to  such  a 
height  of  skill  as  that? 

He  can  do  anything,  he  said. 

And  did  you  always  know  this  ? 

Always,  he  said. 

When  you  were  children,  and  at  your  birth  ? 

/2p57  They  both  said  that  they  did. 

This  we  could  not  believe.  And  Euthydemus 
said:  You  are  incredulous,  Socrates. 

Yes,  I  said,  and  I  might  well  be  incredulous, 
if  I  did  not  know  you  to  be  wise  men. 

But  if  you  will  answer,  he  said,  I  will  make 
you  confess  to  similar  marvels. 

Well,  I  said,  there  is  nothing  that  I  should 
like  better  than  to  be  self -convicted  of  this,  for 
if  I  am  really  a  wise  man,  which  I  never  knew 
before,  and  you  will  prove  to  me  that  I  know 
and  have  always  known  all  things,  nothing  in 
life  would  be  a  greater  gain  to  me. 

Answer  then,  he  said. 

Ask,  I  said,  and  I  will  answer. 

Do  you  know  something,  Socrates,  or  noth 
ing? 

Something,  I  said. 

And  do  you  know  with  what  you  know,  or 
with  something  else? 

With  what  I  know;  and  I  suppose  that  you 
mean  with  my  soul  ? 

Are  you  not  ashamed,  Socrates,  of  asking  a 
question  when  you  are  asked  one? 

Well,  I  said;  but  then  what  am  I  to  do?  for  I 
will  do  whatever  you  bid;  when  I  do  not  know 
what  you  are  asking,  you  tell  me  to  answer 
nevertheless,  and  not  to  ask  again. 

Why,  you  surely  have  some  notion  of  my 
meaning,  he  said. 

Yes,  I  replied. 

Well,  then,  answer  according  to  your  notion 
of  my  meaning. 

Yes,  I  said;  but  if  the  question  which  you  ask 
in  one  sense  is  understood  and  answered  by  me 
in  another,  will  that  please  you — if  I  answer 
what  is  not  to  the  point? 

That  will  please  me  very  well;  but  will  not 
please  you  equally  well,  as  I  imagine. 
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I  certainly  will  not  answer  unless  I  under 
stand  you,  I  said. 

You  will  not  answer,  he  said,  according  to 
your  view  of  the  meaning,  because  you  will  be 
prating,  and  are  an  ancient. 

Now  I  saw  that  he  was  getting  angry  with 
me  for  drawing  distinctions,  when  he  wanted 
to  catch  me  in  his  springes  of  words.  And  I  re 
membered  that  Connus  was  always  angry  with 
me  when  I  opposed  him,  and  then  he  neglected 
me,  because  he  thought  that  I  was  stupid;  and 
as  I  was  intending  to  go  to  Euthydemus  as  a 
pupil,  I  reflected  that  I  had  better  let  him  have 
his  way,  as  he  might  think  me  a  blockhead,  and 
refuse  to  take  me.  So  I  said:  You  are  a  far  bet 
ter  dialectician  than  myself,  Euthydemus,  for 
I  have  never  made  a  profession  of  the  art,  and 
therefore  do  as  you  say;  ask  your  questions 
once  more,  and  I  will  answer. 

Answer  then,  he  said,  again,  whether  you 
know  what  you  know  with  something,  or  with 
nothing. 

Yes,  I  said;  I  know  with  my  soul. 

^2967  The  man  will  answer  more  than  the 
question;  for  I  did  not  ask  you,  he  said,  with 
what  you  know,  but  whether  you  know  with 
something. 

Again  I  replied,  Through  ignorance  I  have 
answered  too  much,  but  I  hope  that  you  will 
forgive  me.  And  now  I  will  answer  simply  that 
I  always  know  what  I  know  with  something. 

And  is  that  something,  he  rejoined,  always 
the  same,  or  sometimes  one  thing,  and  some 
times  another  thing? 

Always,  I  replied,  when  I  know,  I  know  with 
this. 

Will  you  not  cease  adding  to  your  answers? 

My  fear  is  that  this  word  "always"  may  get 
us  into  trouble. 

You,  perhaps,  but  certainly  not  us.  And  now 
answer:  Do  you  always  know  with  this? 

Always;  since  I  am  required  to  withdraw 
the  words  "when  I  know.'* 

You  always  know  with  this,  or,  always 
knowing,  do  you  know  some  things  with  this, 
and  some  things  with  something  else,  or  do 
you  know  ail  things  with  this? 

All  that  I  know,  I  replied,  I  know  with  this. 

There  again,  Socrates,  he  said,  the  addition 
is  superfluous. 

Well,  then,  I  said,  I  will  take  away  the  words 
"that  I  know." 

Nay,  take  nothing  away;  I  desire  no  favours 
of  you;  but  let  me  ask:  Would  you  be  able  to 
know  all  things,  if  you  did  not  know  all  things  ? 

Quite  impossible. 


And  now,  he  said,  you  may  add  on  whatever 
you  like,  for  you  confess  that  you  know  all 
things. 

I  suppose  that  is  true,  I  said,  if  my  qualifica 
tion  implied  in  the  words  "that  I  know"  is  not 
allowed  to  stand;  and  so  I  do  know  all  things. 

And  have  you  not  admitted  that  you  always 
know  all  things  with  that  which  you  know, 
whether  you  make  the  addition  of  "when  you 
know  them"  or  not?  for  you  have  acknowl 
edged  that  you  have  always  and  at  once  known 
all  things,  that  is  to  say,  when  you  were  a  child, 
and  at  your  birth,  and  when  you  were  growing 
up,  and  before  you  were  born,  and  before  the 
heaven  and  earth  existed,  you  knew  all  things, 
if  you  always  know  them;  and  I  swear  that  you 
shall  always  continue  to  know  all  things,  if  I 
am  of  the  mind  to  make  you. 

But  I  hope  that  you  will  be  of  that  mind, 
reverend  Euthydemus,  I  said,  if  you  are  really 
speaking  the  truth,  and  yet  I  a  little  doubt  your 
power  to  make  good  your  words  unless  you 
have  the  help  of  your  brother  Dionysodorus; 
then  you  may  do  it.  Tell  me  now,  both  of  you, 
for  although  in  the  main  I  cannot  doubt  that  I 
really  do  know  all  things,  when  I  am  told  so  by 
men  of  your  prodigious  wisdom— how  can  I 
say  that  I  know  such  things,  Euthydemus,  as 
that  the  good  are  unjust;  come,  do  I  know  that 
or  not? 

Certainly,  you  know  that. 

What  do  I  know? 

That  the  good  are  not  unjust. 

[29?]  Quite  true,  I  said;  and  that  I  have 
always  known;  but  the  question  is,  where  did  I 
learn  that  the  good  are  unjust? 

Nowhere,  said  Dionysodorus. 

Then,  I  said,  T  do  not  know  this. 

You  arc  ruining  the  argument,  saicl  Euthy 
demus  to  Dionysodorus;  he  will  be  proved  not 
to  know,  and  then  after  all  he  will  be  knowing 
and  not  knowing  at  the  same  time. 

Dionysodorus  blushed. 

I  turned  to  the  other,  and  said,  What  do  you 
think,  Euthydemus?  Does  not  your  omniscient 
brother  appear  to  you  to  have  made  a  mistake? 

What,  replied  Dionysodorus  in  a  moment; 
am  I  the  brother  of  Euthydemus? 

Thereupon  I  said,  Please  not  to  interrupt,, 
my  good  friend,  or  prevent  Euthydemus  from 
proving  to  me  that  1  know  the  good  to  be  un 
just;  such  a  lesson  you  might  at  least  allow  me 
to  learn. 

You  are  running  away,  Socrates,  said  Diony 
sodorus,  and  refusing  to  answer. 

No  wonder,  I  said,  for  I  am  not  a  match  for 
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one  of  you,  and  a  fortiori  I  must  run  away  from 
two.  I  am  no  Heracles;  and  even  Heracles  could 
not  fight  against  the  Hydra,  who  was  a  she- 
Sophist,  and  had  the  wit  to  shoot  up  many  new 
heads  when  one  of  them  was  cut  off;  especially 
when  he  saw  a  second  monster  of  a  sea-crab, 
who  was  also  a  Sophist,  and  appeared  to  have 
newly  arrived  from  a  sea-voyage,  bearing  down 
upon  him  from  the  left,  opening  his  mouth 
and  biting.  When  the  monster  was  growing 
troublesome  he  called  lolaus,  his  nephew,  to 
his  help,  who  ably  succoured  him;  but  if  my 
lolaus,  who  is  my  brother  Patrocles  [the  statu 
ary],  were  to  come,  he  would  only  make  a  bad 
business  worse. 

And  now  that  you  have  delivered  yourself  of 
this  strain,  said  Dionysodorus,  will  you  inform 
me  whether  lolaus  was  the  nephew  of  Heracles 
any  more  than  he  is  yours  ? 

I  suppose  that  I  had  best  answer  you,  Diony 
sodorus,  I  said,  for  you  will  insist  on  asking — 
that  I  pretty  well  know — out  of  envy,  in  order 
to  prevent  me  from  learning  the  wisdom  of 
Euthydemus. 

Then  answer  me,  he  said. 

Well  then,  I  said,  I  can  only  reply  that  lolaus 
was  not  my  nephew  at  all,  but  the  nephew  of 
Heracles;  and  his  father  was  not  my  brother 
Patrocles,  but  Iphlcles,  who  has  a  name  rather 
like  his,  and  was  the  brother  of  Heracles. 

And  is  Patrocles,  he  said,  your  brother? 

Yes,  I  said,  he  is  my  half-brother,  the  son  of 
my  mother,  but  not  of  my  father. 

Then  he  is  and  is  not  your  brother. 

Not  by  the  same  father,  my  good  man,  I  said, 
for  Chaeredemus  was  his  father,  and  mine  was 
Sophroniscus. 

And  was  Sophroniscus  a  father,  and  Chaere 
demus  also  ? 

Yes,  I  said;  the  former  was  my  father,  and 
the  latter  his. 

[298]  Then,  he  said,  Chaeredemus  is  not  a 
father. 

He  is  not  my  father,  I  said. 

But  can  a  father  be  other  than  a  father?  or 
are  you  the  same  as  a  stone  ? 

I  certainly  do  not  think  that  I  am  a  stone,  I 
said,  though  I  am  afraid  that  you  may  prove 
me  to  be  one. 

Are  you  not  other  than  a  stone? 

I  am. 

And  being  other  than  a  stone,  you  are  not  a 
stone;  and  being  other  than  gold,  you  are  not 
gold? 

Very  true. 

And  so  Chaeredemus,  he  said,  being  other 


than  a  father,  is  not  a  father? 

I  suppose  that  he  is  not  a  father,  I  replied. 

For  if,  said  Euthydemus,  taking  up  the  argu 
ment,  Chaeredemus  is  a  father,  then  Sophronis 
cus,  being  other  than  a  father,  is  not  a  father; 
and  you,  Socrates,  are  without  a  father. 

Ctesippus,  here  taking  up  the  argument, 
said:  And  is  not  your  father  in  the  same  case, 
for  he  is  other  than  my  father? 

Assuredly  not,  said  Euthydemus. 

Then  he  is  the  same? 

He  is  the  same. 

I  cannot  say  that  I  like  the  connection;  but  is 
he  only  my  father,  Euthydemus,  or  is  he  the 
father  of  all  other  men? 

Of  all  other  men,  he  replied.  Do  you  suppose 
the  same  person  to  be  a  father  and  not  a  father? 

Certainly,  I  did  so  imagine,  said  Ctesippus. 

And  do  you  suppose  that  gold  is  not  gold,  or 
that  a  man  is  not  a  man  ? 

They  are  not  "in  pan  rnateria"  Euthyde 
mus,  said  Ctesippus,  and  you  had  better  take 
care,  for  it  is  monstrous  to  suppose  that  your 
father  is  the  father  of  all. 

But  he  is,  he  replied. 

What,  of  men  only,  said  Ctesippus,  or  of 
horses  and  of  all  other  animals? 

Of  all,  he  said. 

And  your  mother,  too,  is  the  mother  of  all? 

Yes,  our  mother  too. 

Yes;  and  your  mother  has  a  progeny  of  sea- 
urchins  then? 

Yes;  and  yours,  he  said. 

And  gudgeons  and  puppies  and  pigs  are 
your  brothers? 

And  yours  too. 

And  your  papa  is  a  dog? 

And  so  is  yours,  he  said. 

If  you  will  answer  my  questions,  said  Diony 
sodorus,  I  will  soon  extract  the  same  admis 
sions  from  you,  Ctesippus.  You  say  that  you 
have  a  dog. 

Yes,  a  villain  of  a  one,  said  Ctesippus. 

And  he  has  puppies? 

Yes,  and  they  are  very  like  himself. 

And  the  dog  is  the  father  of  them? 

Yes,  he  said,  I  certainly  saw  him  and  the 
mother  o£  the  puppies  come  together. 

And  is  he  not  yours? 

To  be  sure  he  is. 

Then  he  is  a  father,  and  he  is  yours;  ergo,  he  is 
your  father,  and  the  puppies  are  your  brothers. 

Let  me  ask  you  one  little  question  more,  said 
Dionysodorus,  quickly  interposing,  in  order 
that  Ctesippus  might  not  get  in  his  word:  You 
beat  this  dog? 
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Ctesippus  said,  laughing,  Indeed  I  do;  and  I 
only  wish  that  I  could  beat  you  instead  of  him. 

[299]  Then  you  beat  your  father,  he  said. 

I  should  have  far  more  reason  to  beat  yours, 
said  Ctesippus;  what  could  he  have  been  think 
ing  of  when  he  begat  such  wise  sons?  much 
good  has  this  father  of  you  and  your  brethren 
the  puppies  got  out  of  this  wisdom  of  yours. 

But  neither  he  nor  you,  Ctesippus,  have  any 
need  of  much  good. 

And  have  you  no  need,  Euthydemus?  he 
said. 

Neither  I  nor  any  other  man;  for  tell  rne 
now,  Ctesippus,  if  you  think  it  good  or  evil  for 
a  man  who  is  sick  to  drink  medicine  when  he 
wants  it;  or  to  go  to  war  armed  rather  than  un 
armed. 

Good,  I  say.  And  yet  I  know  that  I  am  going 
to  be  caught  in  one  of  your  charming  puzzles. 

That,  he  replied,  you  will  discover,  if  you 
answer;  since  you  admit  medicine  to  be  good 
for  a  man  to  drink,  when  wanted,  must  it  not 
be  good  for  him  to  drink  as  much  as  possible; 
when  he  takes  his  medicine,  a  cartload  of  helle 
bore  will  not  be  too  much  for  him? 

Ctesippus  said:  Quite  so,  Euthydemus,  that 
is  to  say,  if  he  who  drinks  is  as  big  as  the  statue 
of  Delphi. 

And  seeing  that  in  war  to  have  arms  is  a 
good  thing,  he  ought  to  have  as  many  spears 
and  shields  as  possible? 

Very  true,  said  Ctesippus;  and  do  you  think, 
Euthydemus,  that  he  ought  to  have  one  shield 
only,  and  one  spear? 

I  do. 

And  would  you  arm  Geryon  and  Briareus  in 
that  way?  Considering  that  you  and  your  com 
panion  fight  in  armour,  I  thought  that  you 
would  have  known  better. .  . .  Here  Euthyde- 
mus  held  his  peace,  but  Dionysodorus  returned 
to  the  previous  answer  of  Ctesippus  and 
said: — 

Do  you  not  think  that  the  possession  of  gold 
is  a  good  thing? 

Yes,  said  Ctesippus,  and  the  more  the  better. 

And  to  have  money  everywhere  and  always 
is  a  good? 

Certainly,  a  great  good,  he  said. 

And  you  admit  gold  to  be  a  good? 

Certainly,  he  replied. 

And  ought  not  a  man  then  to  have  gold 
everywhere  and  always,  and  as  much  as  pos 
sible  in  himself,  and  may  he  not  be  deemed  the 
happiest  of  men  who  has  three  talents  of  gold 
in  his  belly,  and  a  talent  in  his  pate,  and  a 
stater  of  gold  in  either  eye? 


Yes,  Euthydemus,  said  Ctesippus;  and  the 
Scythians  reckon  those  who  have  gold  in  their 
own  skulls  to  be  the  happiest  and  bravest  of 
men  (that  is  only  another  instance  of  your  man 
ner  of  speaking  about  the  clog  and  father),  and 
what  is  still  more  extraordinary,  they  drink  out 
of  their  own  skulls  gilt,  and  see  the  inside  of 
them,  and  hold  their  own  head  in  their  hands. 

[300]  And  do  the  Scythians  and  others  see 
that  which  has  the  quality  of  vision,  or  that 
which  has  not?  said  Euthydemus. 

That  which  has  the  quality  of  vision  clearly. 

And *  you  also  see  that  which  has  the  quality 
of  vision?  he  said, 

Yes,  I  do. 

Then  do  you  see  our  garments? 

Yes. 

Then  our  garments  have  the  quality  of  vi 
sion. 

They  can  see  to  any  extent,  said  Ctesippus. 

What  can  they  see  ? 

Nothing;  but  you,  my  sweet  man,  may  per 
haps  imagine  that  they  do  not  see;  and  cer 
tainly,  Euthydemus,  you  do  seem  to  me  to  have 
been  caught  napping  when  you  were  not  asleep, 
and  that  if  it  be  possible  to  speak  and  say  noth 
ing—you  are  doing  so. 

And  may  there  not  be  a  silence  of  the  speak 
er?  said  Dionysodorus, 

Impossible,  said  Ctesippus, 

Or  a  speaking  of  the  silent? 

That  is  still  more  impossible,  he  said. 

But  when  you  speak  of  stones,  wood,  iron 
bars,  do  you  not  speak  ot"  the  silent? 

Not  when  I  pass  a  smithy;  lor  then  the  iron 
bars  make  a  tremendous  noise  and  outcry  il; 
they  arc  touched:  so  that  here  your  wisdom  is 
strangely  mistaken,  please,  however,  to  tell  me 
how  you  can  be  silent  when  speaking  (I  thought 
that  Ctesippus  was  put  upon  his  mettle  because 
Cleinias  was  present). 

When  you  are  silent,  said  Eulhyclemus,  is 
there  not  a  silence  o£  all  things? 

Yes,  he  said. 

But  if  speaking  things  are  included  in  all 
things,  then  the  speaking  are  silent. 

What,  said  Ctesippus;  then  all  things  are  not 
silent? 

Certainly  not,  said  Euthydemus. 

Then,  my  good  friend,  do  they  all  speak? 

aNote:  the  ambiguity  of  Swarb  &p&v,  "things 
visible  and  able  to  see,"  (ny&vra  \iyvw,  "the  speak 
ing  of  the  silent,"  the  silent  denoting  either  the 
speaker  or  the  subject  of  the  speech,  cannot  be  per 
fectly  rendered  in  English.  Compare  Aristotle, 
Sophistical  Refutations,  iv.  r66A  12-14. 
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Yes;  those  which  speak. 
Nay,  said  Ctesippus,  but  the  question  which 
I  ask  is  whether  all  things  are  silent  or  speak? 
Neither  and  both,  said  Dionysodorus,  quickly 
interposing;  I  am  sure  that  you  will  be  "non 
plussed"  at  that  answer. 

Here  Ctesippus,  as  his  manner  was,  burst 
into  a  roar  of  laughter;  he  said,  That  brother  of 
yours,  Euthydemus,  has  got  into  a  dilemma; 
all  is  over  with  him.  This  delighted  Cleinias, 
whose  laughter  made  Ctesippus  ten  times  as  up 
roarious;  but  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  the 
rogue  must  have  picked  up  this  answer  from 
them;  for  there  has  been  no  wisdom  like  theirs 
in  our  time.  Why  do  you  laugh,  Cleinias,  I  said, 
at  such  solemn  and  beautiful  things? 

Why,  Socrates,  said  Dionysodorus,  did  you 
ever  see  a  beautiful  thing? 

Yes,  Dionysodorus,  I  replied,  I  have  seen 
many. 

/jo/7  Were  they  other  than  the  beautiful, 
or  the  same  as  the  beautiful? 

Now  I  was  in  a  great  quandary  at  having  to 
answer  this  question,  and  I  thought  that  I  was 
rightly  served  for  having  opened  my  mouth  at 
all:  I  said  however,  They  are  not  the  same  as 
absolute  beauty,  but  they  have  beauty  present 
with  each  of  them. 

And  are  you  an  ox  because  an  ox  is  present 
with  you,  or  are  you  Dionysodorus,  because 
Dionysodorus  is  present  with  you? 
God  forbid,  I  replied. 

But  how,  he  said,  by  reason  of  one  thing  be 
ing  present  with  another,  will  one  thing  be  an 
other? 

Is  that  your  difficulty?  I  said.  For  I  was  be 
ginning  to  imitate  their  skill,  on  which  my 
heart  was  set. 

Of  course,  he  replied,  I  and  all  the  world  are 
in  a  difficulty  about  the  non-existent. 

What  do  you  mean,  Dionysodorus?  I  said.  Is 
not  the  honourable  honourable  and  the  base 
base? 

That,  he  said,  is  as  I  please- 
And  do  you  please? 
Yes,  he  said. 

And  you  will  admit  that  the  same  is  the 
same,  and  the  other  other;  for  surely  the  other 
is  not  the  same;  I  should  imagine  that  even  a 
child  will  hardly  deny  the  other  to  be  other. 
But  I  think,  Dionysodorus,  that  you  must  have 
intentionally  missed  the  last  question;  for  in 
general  you  and  your  brother  seem  to  me  to  be 
good  workmen  in  your  own  department,  and 
to  do  the  dialectician's  business  excellently  well. 
What,  said  he,  is  the  business  o£  a  good  work- 
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man?  tell  me,  in  the  first  place,  whose  business 
is  hammering? 
The  smith's. 

And  whose  the  making  of  pots? 
The  potter's. 

And  who  has  to  kill  and  skin  and  mince  and 
boil  and  roast? 
The  cook,  I  said. 

And  if  a  man  does  his  business  he  does  right- 
ly? 

Certainly. 

And  the  business  of  the  cook  is  to  cut  up  and 
skin;  you  have  admitted  that? 

Yes,  I  have  admitted  that,  but  you  must  not 
be  too  hard  upon  me. 

Then  if  some  one  were  to  kill,  mince,  boil, 
roast  the  cook,  he  would  do  his  business,  and  if 
he  were  to  hammer  the  smith,  and  make  a  pot 
of  the  potter,  he  would  do  their  business. 

Poseidon,  I  said,  this  is  the  crown  of  wisdom; 
can  I  ever  hope  to  have  such  wisdom  of  my 
own? 

And  would  you  be  able,  Socrates,  to  recog 
nize  this  wisdom  when  it  has  become  your 
own? 

Certainly,  I  said,  if  you  will  allow  me. 
What,  he  said,  do  you  think  that  you  know 
what  is  your  own  ? 

Yes,  I  do,  subject  to  your  correction;  for  you 
are  the  bottom,  and  Euthydemus  is  the  top,  of 
all  my  wisdom. 

Is  not  that  which  you  would  deem  your  own, 
he  said,  that  which  you  have  in  your  own  pow 
er,  and  which  you  are  able  to  use  as  you  would 
desire,  [302]  for  example,  an  ox  or  a  sheep — 
would  you  not  think  that  which  you  could  sell 
and  give  and  sacrifice  to  any  god  whom  you 
pleased,  to  be  your  own,  and  that  which  you 
could  not  give  or  sell  or  sacrifice  you  would 
think  not  to  be  in  your  own  power  ? 

Yes,  I  said  (for  I  was  certain  that  something 
good  would  come  out  of  the  questions,  which 
I  was  impatient  to  hear) ;  yes,  such  things,  and 
such  things  only  are  mine. 

Yes,  he  said,  and  you  would  mean  by  ani 
mals  living  beings? 
Yes,  I  said. 

You  agree  then,  that  those  animals  only  are 
yours  with  which  you  have  the  power  to  do  all 
these  things  which  I  was  just  naming? 
I  agree. 

Then,  after  a  pause,  in  which  he  seemed  to 
be  lost  in  the  contemplation  of  something  great, 
he  said:  Tell  me,  Socrates,  have  you  an, ances 
tral  Zeus?  Here,  anticipating  the  final  move, 
like  a  person  caught  in  a  net,  who  gives  a  des- 
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perate  twist  that  he  may  get  away,  I  said:  No, 
Dionysodorus,  I  have  not. 

What  a  miserable  man  you  must  be  then,  he 
said;  you  are  not  an  Athenian  at  all  if  you  have 
no  ancestral  gods  or  temples,  or  any  other  mark 
of  gentility. 

Nay,  Dionysodorus,  I  said,  do  not  be  rough; 
good  words,  if  you  please;  in  the  way  of  re 
ligion  I  have  altars  and  temples,  domestic  and 
ancestral,  and  all  that  other  Athenians  have. 

And  have  not  other  Athenians,  he  said,  an 
ancestral  Zeus? 

That  name,  I  said,  is  not  to  be  found  among 
the  lonians,  whether  colonists  or  citizens  of 
Athens;  an  ancestral  Apollo  there  is,  who  is  the 
father  of  Ion,  and  a  family  Zeus,  and  a  Zeus 
guardian  of  the  phratry,  and  an  Athene  guard 
ian  of  the  phratry.  But  the  name  of  ancestral 
Zeus  is  unknown  to  us. 

No  matter,  said  Dionysodorus,  for  you  ad 
mit  that  you  have  Apollo,  Zeus,  and  Athene. 

Certainly,  I  said. 

And  they  are  your  gods,  he  said. 

Yes,  I  said,  my  lords  and  ancestors. 

At  any  rate  they  are  yours,  he  said,  did  you 
not  admit  that? 

I  did,  I  said;  what  is  going  to  happen  to  me? 

And  are  not  these  gods  animals?  for  you 
admit  that  all  things  which  have  life  are  ani 
mals;  and  have  not  these  gods  life? 

They  have  life,  I  said. 

Then  are  they  not  animals? 

They  are  animals,  I  said. 

And  you  admitted  that  of  animals  those  are 
yours  which  you  could  give  away  or  sell  or 
offer  in  sacrifice,  as  you  pleased? 

I  did  admit  that,  Euthydemus,  and  I  have  no 
way  of  escape. 

l3°3]  Well  then,  said  he,  if  you  admit  that 
Zeus  and  the  other  gods  are  yours,  can  you  sell 
them  or  give  them  away  or  do  what  you  will 
with  them,  as  you  would  with  other  animals? 

At  this  I  was  quite  struck  dumb,  Crito,  and 
lay  prostrate.  Ctesippus  came  to  the  rescue. 

Bravo,  Heracles,  brave  words,  said  he. 

Bravo  Heracles,  or  is  Heracles  a  Bravo?  said 
Dionysodorus. 

Poseidon,  said  Ctesippus,  what  awful  dis 
tinctions.  I  will  have  no  more  of  them;  the  pair 
are  invincible. 

Then,  my  dear  Crito,  there  was  universal  ap 
plause  of  the  speakers  and  their  words,  and 
what  with  laughing  and  clapping  of  hands  and 
rejoicings  the  two  men  were  quite  overpow 
ered;  for  hitherto  their  partisans  only  had 
cheered  at  each  successive  hit,  but  now  the 


whole  company  shouted  with  delight  until  the 
columns  of  the  Lyceum  returned  the  sound, 
seeming  to  sympathize  in  their  joy.  To  such  a 
pitch  was  I  affected  myself,  that  I  made  a 
speech,  in  which  I  acknowledged  that  I  had 
never  seen  the  like  of  their  wisdom;  I  was  their 
devoted  servant,  and  fell  to  praising  and  admir 
ing  of  them.  What  marvellous  dexterity  of  wit, 
I  said,  enabled  you  to  acquire  this  great  perfec 
tion  in  such  a  short  time?  There  is  much,  in 
deed,  to  admire  in  your  words,  Euthydemus 
and  Dionysodorus,  but  there  is  nothing  that  I 
admire  more  than  your  magnanimous  disre 
gard  of  any  opinion — whether  of  the  many,  or 
of  the  grave  and  reverend  seigniors— you  re 
gard  only  those  who  are  like  yourselves.  And 
I  do  verily  believe  that  there  are  few  who  are 
like  you,  and  who  would  approve  of  such  argu 
ments;  the  majority  of  mankind  are  so  igno 
rant  of  their  value,  that  they  would  be  more 
ashamed  of  employing  them  in  the  refutation 
of  others  than  of  being  refuted  by  them.  I  must 
further  express  my  approval  of  your  kind  and 
public-spirited  denial  of  all  differences,  wheth 
er  of  good  and  evil,  white  or  black,  or  any  other; 
the  result  of  which  is  that,  as  you  say,  every 
mouth  is  sewn  up,  not  excepting  your  own, 
which  graciously  follows  the  example  of  oth 
ers;  and  thus  all  ground  of  offence  is  taken 
away.  But  what  appears  to  me  to  be  more  than 
all  is,  that  this  art  and  invention  of  yours  has 
been  so  admirably  contrived  by  you,  that  in  a 
very  short  time  it  can  be  imparted  to  any  one. 
I  observed  that  Ctesippus  learned  to  imitate 
you  in  no  time,  [304]  Now  this  quickness  of 
attainment  is  an  excellent  thing;  but  at  the 
same  time  I  would  advise  you  not  to  have  any 
more  public  entertainments;  there  is  a  danger 
that  men  may  undervalue  an  art  which  they 
have  so  easy  an  opportunity  of  acquiring;  the 
exhibition  would  be  best  of  all,  if  the  discussion 
were  confined  to  your  two  selves;  but  if  there 
must  be  an  audience,  let  him  only  be  present 
who  is  willing  to  pay  a  handsome  fee;— you 
should  be  careful  of  this;— and  if  you  are  wise, 
you  will  also  bid  your  disciples  discourse  with 
no  man  but  you  and  themselves.  For  only  what 
is  rare  is  valuable;  and  "water,"  which,  as  Pin 
dar  says,  is  the  "best  of  all  things,"  is  also  the 
cheapest.  And  now  I  have  only  to  request  that 
you  will  receive  Cleinias  and  me  among  your 
pupils. 

Such  was  the  discussion,  Crito;  and  after  a 
few  more  words  had  passed  between  us  we 
went  away.  I  hope  that  you  will  come  to  them 
with  me,  since  they  say  that  they  are  able  to 
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teach  any  one  who  will  give  them  money;  no 
age  or  want  of  capacity  is  an  impediment.  And 
I  must  repeat  one  thing  which  they  said,  for 
your  especial  benefit, — that  the  learning  of  their 
art  did  not  at  all  interfere  with  the  business  of 
money-making. 

Cri.  Truly,  Socrates,  though  I  am  curious 
and  ready  to  learn,  yet  I  fear  that  I  am  not  like- 
minded  with  Euthydemus,  but  one  of  the  other 
sort,  who,  as  you  were  saying,  would  rather  be 
refuted  by  such  arguments  than  use  them  in 
refutation  of  others.  And  though  I  may  appear 
ridiculous  in  venturing  to  advise  you,  I  think 
that  you  may  as  well  hear  what  was  said  to  me 
by  a  man  of  very  considerable  pretensions — he 
was  a  professor  of  legal  oratory — who  came 
away  from  you  while  I  was  walking  up  and 
down.  "Crito,"  said  he  to  me,  "are  you  giving 
no  attention  to  these  wise  men?"  "No,  indeed," 
I  said  to  him;  "I  could  not  get  within  hearing 
of  them — there  was  such  a  crowd."  "You  would 
have  heard  something  worth  hearing  if  you 
had."  "What  was  that?"  I  said.  "You  would 
have  heard  the  greatest  masters  of  the  art  of 
rhetoric  discoursing."  "And  what  did  you  think 
of  them?"  I  said.  "What  did  I  think  of  them?" 
he  said: — "theirs  was  the  sort  of  discourse 
which  anybody  might  hear  from  men  who 
were  playing  the  fool,  and  making  much  ado 
about  nothing."  That  was  the  expression  which 
he  used.  "Surely,"  I  said,  "philosophy  is  a 
charming  thing."  [305]  "Charming!"  he  said; 
"what  simplicity!  philosophy  is  nought;  and  I 
think  that  if  you  had  been  present  you  would 
have  been  ashamed  of  your  friend — his  con 
duct  was  so  very  strange  in  placing  himself  at 
the  mercy  of  men  who  care  not  what  they  say, 
and  fasten  upon  every  word.  And  these,  as  I 
was  telling  you,  are  supposed  to  be  the  most 
eminent  professors  of  their  time.  But  the  truth 
is,  Crito,  that  the  study  itself  and  the  men  them 
selves  are  utterly  mean  and  ridiculous."  Now 
censure  of  the  pursuit,  Socrates,  whether  com 
ing  from  him  or  from  others,  appears  to  me  to 
be  undeserved;  but  as  to  the  impropriety  of 
holding  a  public  discussion  with  such  men, 
there,  I  confess  that,  in  my  opinion,  he  was  in 
the  right. 

Soc.  O  Crito,  they  are  marvellous  men;  but 
what  was  I  going  to  say?  First  of  all  let  me 
know; — What  manner  of  man  was  he  who 
came  up  to  you  and  censured  philosophy;  was 
he  an  orator  who  himself  practises  in  the  courts, 
or  an  instructor  of  orators,  who  makes  the 
speeches  with  which  they  do  battle? 

Cri.  He  was  certainly  not  an  orator,  and  I 


doubt  whether  he  had  ever  been  into  court;  but 
they  say  that  he  knows  the  business,  and  is  a 
clever  man,  and  composes  wonderful  speeches. 

Soc.  Now  I  understand,  Crito;  he  is  one  of 
an  amphibious  class,  whom  I  was  on  the  point 
of  mentioning — one  of  those  whom  Prodicus 
describes  as  on  the  border-ground  between  phi 
losophers  and  statesmen — they  think  that  they 
are  the  wisest  of  all  men,  and  that  they  are  gen 
erally  esteemed  the  wisest;  nothing  but  the  ri 
valry  of  the  philosophers  stands  in  their  way; 
and  they  are  of  the  opinion  that  if  they  can 
prove  the  philosophers  to  be  good  for  nothing, 
no  one  will  dispute  their  title  to  the  palm  of 
wisdom,  for  that  they  are  themselves  really  the 
wisest,  although  they  are  apt  to  be  mauled  by 
Euthydemus  and  his  friends,  when  they  get 
hold  of  them  in  conversation.  This  opinion 
which  they  entertain  of  their  own  wisdom  is 
very  natural;  for  they  have  a  certain  amount  of 
philosophy,  and  a  certain  amount  of  political 
wisdom;  there  is  reason  in  what  they  say,  for 
they  argue  that  they  have  just  enough  of  both, 
and  so  they  keep  out  of  the  way  of  all  risks  and 
conflicts  and  reap  the  fruits  of  their  wisdom. 

Cri.  What  do  you  say  of  them,  Socrates? 
There  is  certainly  something  specious  in  that 
notion  of  theirs. 

Soc.  Yes,  Crito,  there  is  more  spaciousness 
than  truth;  they  cannot  be  made  to  understand 
the  nature  of  intermediates.  [306]  For  all  per 
sons  or  things,  which  are  intermediate  between 
two  other  things,  and  participate  in  both  of 
them — if  one  of  these  two  things  is  good  and 
the  other  evil,  are  better  than  the  one  and  worse 
than  the  other;  but  if  they  are  in  a  mean  be 
tween  two  good  things  which  do  not  tend  to 
the  same  end,  they  fall  short  of  either  of  their 
component  elements  in  the  attainment  of  their 
ends.  Only  in  the  case  when  the  two  compo 
nent  elements  which  do  not  tend  to  the  same 
end  are  evil  is  the  participant  better  than  either. 
Now,  if  philosophy  and  political  action  are 
both  good,  but  tend  to  different  ends,  and  they 
participate  in  both,  and  are  in  a  mean  between 
them,  then  they  are  talking  nonsense,  for  they 
are  worse  than  either;  or,  if  the  one  be  good  and 
the  other  evil,  they  are  better  than  the  one  and 
worse  than  the  other;  only  on  the  supposition 
that  they  are  both  evil  could  there  be  any  truth 
in  what  they  say.  I  do  not  think  that  they  will 
admit  that  their  two  pursuits  are  either  wholly 
or  partly  evil;  but  the  truth  is,  that  these  phi 
losopher-politicians  who  aim  at  both  fall  short 
of  both  in  the  attainment  of  their  respective 
ends,  and  are  really  third,  although  they  would 
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like  to  stand  first.  There  is  no  need,  however, 
to  be  angry  at  this  ambition  of  theirs — which 
may  be  forgiven;  for  every  man  ought  to  be 
loved  who  says  and  manfully  pursues  and 
works  out  anything  which  is  at  all  like  wis 
dom:  at  the  same  time  we  shall  do  well  to  see 
them  as  they  really  are. 

Cn.  I  have  often  told  you,  Socrates,  that  I  am 
in  a  constant  difficulty  about  my  two  sons. 
What  am  I  to  do  with  them?  There  is  no  hurry 
about  the  younger  one,  who  is  only  a  child;  but 
the  other,  Critobulus,  is  getting  on,  and  needs 
some  one  who  will  improve  him.  I  cannot  help 
thinking,  when  I  hear  you  talk,  that  there  is  a 
sort  of  madness  in  many  of  our  anxieties  about 
our  children: — in  the  first  place,  about  marry 
ing  a  wife  of  good  family  to  be  the  mother  of 
them,  and  then  about  heaping  up  money  for 
them — and  yet  taking  no  care  about  their  edu 
cation.  But  then  again,  when  I  contemplate  any 
of  those  who  pretend  to  educate  others,  I  am 
amazed.  To  me,  if  I  am  to  confess  the  truth, 
[3°?]  ^ey  all  seem  to  be  such  outrageous  be 
ings:  so  that  I  do  not  know  how  I  can  advise 


the  youth  to  study  philosophy. 

Soc.  Dear  Crito,  do  you  not  know  that  in 
every  profession  the  inferior  sort  are  numerous 
and  good  for  nothing,  and  the  good  are  few 
and  beyond  all  price :  for  example,  are  not  gym 
nastic  and  rhetoric  and  money-making  and  the 
art  of  the  general,  noble  arts  ? 

CrL  Certainly  they  are,  in  my  judgment. 

Soc.  Well,  and  do  you  not  see  that  in  each  of 
these  arts  the  many  are  ridiculous  performers  ? 

CrL  Yes,  indeed,  that  is  very  true. 

Soc.  And  will  you  on  this  account  shun  all 
these  pursuits  yourself  and  refuse  to  allow 
them  to  your  son? 

CrL  That  would  not  be  reasonable,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Do  you  then  be  reasonable,  Crito,  and 
do  not  mind  whether  the  teachers  of  philoso 
phy  are  good  or  bad,  but  think  only  of  phi 
losophy  herself.  Try  and  examine  her  well  and 
truly,  and  if  she  be  evil  seek  to  turn  away  all 
men  from  her,  and  not  your  sons  only;  but  if 
she  be  what  I  believe  that  she  is,  then  follow 
her  and  serve  her,  you  and  your  house,  as  the 
saying  is,  and  be  of  good  cheer. 
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[383]  Henno  genes.  SUPPOSE  that  we  make 
Socrates  a  party  to  the  argument? 

Cratylus.  If  you  please. 

Her.  I  should  explain  to  you,  Socrates,  that 
our  friend  Cratylus  has  been  arguing  about 
names;  he  says  that  they  are  natural  and  not 
conventional;  not  a  portion  of  the  human  voice 
which  men  agree  to  use;  but  that  there  is  a 
truth  or  correctness  in  them,  which  is  the  same 
for  Hellenes  as  for  barbarians.  Whereupon  I 
ask  him,  whether  his  own  name  of  Cratylus  is 
a  true  name  or  not,  and  he  answers  "Yes."  And 
Socrates?  "Yes."  Then  every  man's  name,  as  I 
tell  him,  is  that  which  he  is  called.  To  this  he 
replies— "If  all  the  world  were  to  call  you  Her- 
mogenes,  that  would  not  be  your  name."  And 
when  I  am  anxious  to  have  a  further  explana 
tion  he  is  ironical  and  mysterious,  [384]  and 
seems  to  imply  that  he  has  a  notion  of  his  own 
about  the  matter,  if  he  would  only  tell,  and 
could  entirely  convince  me,  if  he  chose  to  be  in 
telligible.  Tell  me,  Socrates,  what  this  oracle 
means;  or  rather  tell  me,  if  you  will  be  so  good, 
what  is  your  own  view  of  the  truth  or  correct 
ness  of  names,  which  I  would  far  sooner  hear. 

Socrates.  Son  of  Hippomcus,  there  is  an 
ancient  saying,  that  "hard  is  the  knowledge  of 
the  good."  And  the  knowledge  of  names  is  a 
great  part  of  knowledge.  If  I  had  not  been  poor, 
I  might  have  heard  the  fifty-drachma  course  of 
the  great  Prodicus,  which  is  a  complete  educa 
tion  in  grammar  and  language — these  are  his 
own  words — and  then  I  should  have  been  at 
once  able  to  answer  your  question  about  the 
correctness  of  aarnes.  But,  indeed,  I  have  only 
heard  the  single-drachma  course,  and  there 
fore,  I  do  not  know  the  truth  about  such  mat 


ters;  I  will,  however,  gladly  assist  you  and 
Cratylus  in  the  investigation  of  them.  When  he 
declares  that  your  name  is  not  really  Herrno- 
genes,  I  suspect  that  he  is  only  making  fun  of 
yOUj — he  means  to  say  that  you  are  no  true  son 
of  Hermes,  because  you  are  always  looking 
after  a  fortune  and  never  in  luck.  But,  as  I  was 
saying,  there  is  a  good  deal  of  difficulty  in  this 
sort  of  knowledge,  and  therefore  we  had  better 
leave  the  question  open  until  we  have  heard 
both  sides. 

Her.  I  have  often  talked  over  this  matter, 
both  with  Cratylus  and  others,  and  cannot  con 
vince  myself  that  there  is  any  principle  of  cor 
rectness  in  names  other  than  convention  and 
agreement;  any  name  which  you  give,  in  my 
opinion,  is  the  right  one,  and  if  you  change  that 
and  give  another,  the  new  name  is  as  correct  as 
the  old — we  frequently  change  the  names  of 
our  slaves,  and  the  newly-imposed  name  is  as 
good  as  the  old:  for  there  is  no  name  given  to 
anything  by  nature;  all  is  convention  and  habit 
of  the  users; — such  is  my  view.  But  if  I  am  mis 
taken  I  shall  be  happy  to  hear  and  learn  of  Cra 
tylus,  or  of  any  one  else. 

[385]  Soc.  I  dare  say  that  you  be  right,  Her- 
mogenes:  let  us  see; — -Your  meaning  is,  that 
the  name  of  each  thing  is  only  that  which  any 
body  agrees  to  call  it? 

Her.  That  is  my  notion. 

Soc.  Whether  the  giver  of  the  name  be  an  in 
dividual  or  a  city  ? 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  Well,  now,  let  me  take  an  instance;— 
suppose  that  I  call  a  man  a  horse  or  a  horse  a 
man,  you  mean  to  say  that  a  man  will  fee 
rightly  called  a  horse  by  me  individually,  and 
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rightly  called  a  man  by  the  rest  of  the  world; 
and  a  horse  again  would  be  rightly  called  a 
man  by  me  and  a  horse  by  the  world: — that  is 
your  meaning? 

Her.  He  would,  according  to  my  view. 

Soc.  But  how  about  truth,  then?  you  would 
acknowledge  that  there  is  in  words  a  true  and 
a  false? 

Her.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  there  are  true  and  false  proposi 
tions  ? 

Her.  To  be  sure. 

Soc.  And  a  true  proposition  says  that  which 
is,  and  a  false  proposition  says  that  which  is 
not? 

Her.  Yes;  what  other  answer  is  possible? 

Soc.  Then  in  a  proposition  there  is  a  true  and 
false? 

Her.  Certainly. 

Soc.  But  is  a  proposition  true  as  a  whole 
only,  and  are  the  parts  untrue? 

Her.  No;  the  parts  are  true  as  well  as  the 
whole. 

Soc.  Would  you  say  the  large  parts  and  not 
the  smaller  ones,  or  every  part? 

Her.  I  should  say  that  every  part  is  true. 

Soc.  Is  a  proposition  resolvable  into  any  part 
smaller  than  a  name? 

Her.  No;  that  is  the  smallest. 

Soc.  Then  the  name  is  a  part  of  the  true 
proposition  ? 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  Yes,  and  a  true  part,  as  you  say. 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  is  not  the  part  of  a  falsehood  also  a 
falsehood? 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  Then,  if  propositions  may  be  true  and 
false,  names  may  be  true  and  false? 

Her.  So  we  must  infer, 

Soc.  And  the  name  of  anything  is  that  which 
any  one  affirms  to  be  the  name? 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  will  there  be  so  many  names  of 
each  thing  as  everybody  says  that  there  are? 
and  will  they  be  true  names  at  the  time  of  ut 
tering  them? 

Her.  Yes,  Socrates,  I  can  conceive  no  correct 
ness  of  names  other  than  this;  you  give  one 
name,  and  1  another;  and  in  different  cities  and 
countries  there  are  different  names  for  the  same 
things;  Hellenes  differ  from  barbarians  in  their 
use  of  names,  and  the  several  Hellenic  tribes 
from  one  another. 

Soc.  But  would  you  say,  Hermogenes,  that 
the  things  differ  as  the  names  differ?  [386] 


and  are  they  relative  to  individuals,  as  Protago 
ras  tells  us?  For  he  says  that  man  is  the  meas 
ure  of  all  things,  and  that  things  are  to  me  as 
they  appear  to  me,  and  that  they  are  to  you  as 
they  appear  to  you.  Do  you  agree  with  him,  or 
would  you  say  that  things  have  a  permanent 
essence  of  their  own  ? 

Her.  There  have  been  times,  Socrates,  when 
I  have  been  driven  in  my  perplexity  to  take 
refuge  with  Protagoras;  not  that  I  agree  with 
him  at  all. 

Soc.  What!  have  you  ever  been  driven  to 
admit  that  there  was  no  such  thing  as  a  bad 
man? 

Her.  No,  indeed;  but  I  have  often  had  rea 
son  to  think  that  there  are  very  bad  men,  and  a 
good  many  of  them. 

Soc.  Well,  and  have  you  ever  found  any  very 
good  ones  ? 

Her.  Not  many. 

Soc.  Still  you  have  found  them? 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  would  you  hold  that  the  very  good 
were  the  very  wise,  and  the  very  evil  very  fool 
ish?  Would  that  be  your  view? 

Her.  It  would. 

Soc.  But  if  Protagoras  is  right,  and  the  truth 
is  that  things  are  as  they  appear  to  any  one, 
how  can  some  of  us  be  wise  and  some  of  us 
foolish? 

Her.  Impossible. 

Soc.  And  if,  on  the  other  hand,  wisdom  and 
folly  are  really  distinguishable,  you  will  allow, 
I  think,  that  the  assertion  of  Protagoras  can 
hardly  be  correct.  For  if  what  appears  to  each 
man  is  true  to  him,  one  man  cannot  in  reality 
be  wiser  than  another. 

Her.  I  le  cannot. 

Soc.  Nor  will  you  be  disposed  to  say  with 
Euthydcmus,  that  all  things  equally  belong  to 
all  men  at  the  same  moment  and  always;  for 
neither  on  his  view  can  there  be  some  good  and 
other  bad,  if  virtue  and  vice  are  always  equally 
to  be  attributed  to  all. 

Her.  There  cannot. 

Soc.  But  if  neither  is  right,  and  things  are 
not  relative  to  individuals,  and  all  things  do 
not  equally  belong  to  all  at  the  same  moment 
and  always,  they  must  be  supposed  to  have 
their  own  proper  and  permanent  essence:  they 
are  not  in  relation  to  us,  or  influenced  by  us, 
fluctuating  according  to  our  fancy,  but  they  are 
independent,  and  maintain  to  their  own  es 
sence  the  relation  prescribed  by  nature. 

Her.  I  think,  Socrates,  that  you  have  said  the 
truth. 
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Soc.  Does  what  I  am  saying  apply  only  to 
the  things  themselves,  or  equally  to  the  actions 
which  proceed  from  them?  Are  not  actions  also 
a  class  of  being? 

Her.  Yes,  the  actions  are  real  as  well  as  the 
things. 

[l&j]  Soc.  Then  the  actions  also  are  done 
according  to  their  proper  nature,  and  not  ac 
cording  to  our  opinion  of  them?  In  cutting, 
for  example,  we  do  not  cut  as  we  please, 
and  with  any  chance  instrument;  but  we 
cut  with  the  proper  instrument  only,  and  ac 
cording  to  the  natural  process  of  cutting; 
and  the  natural  process  is  right  and  will  suc 
ceed,  but  any  other  will  fail  and  be  of  no  use 
at  all. 

Her.  I  should  say  that  the  natural  way  is  the 
right  way. 

Soc.  Again,  in  burning,  not  every  way  is  the 
right  way;  but  the  right  way  is  the  natural  way, 
and  the  right  instrument  the  natural  instru 
ment. 

Her.  True. 

Soc.  And  this  holds  good  of  all  actions  ? 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  speech  is  a  kind  of  action? 

Her.  True. 

Soc.  And  will  a  man  speak  correctly  who 
speaks  as  he  pleases?  Will  not  the  successful 
speaker  rather  be  he  who  speaks  in  the  natural 
way  of  speaking,  and  as  things  ought  to  be 
spoken,  and  with  the  natural  instrument?  Any 
other  mode  of  speaking  will  result  in  error  and 
failure. 

Her.  I  quite  agree  with  you. 

Soc.  And  is  not  naming  a  part  of  speaking? 
for  in  giving  names  men  speak. 

Her.  That  is  true. 

Soc.  And  if  speaking  is  a  sort  of  action  and 
has  a  relation  to  acts,  is  not  naming  also  a  sort 
of  action  ? 

Her.  True. 

Soc.  And  we  saw  that  actions  were  not  rela 
tive  to  ourselves,  but  had  a  special  nature  of 
their  own? 

Her.  Precisely. 

Soc.  Then  the  argument  would  lead  us  to  in 
fer  that  names  ought  to  be  given  according  to  a 
natural  process,  and  with  a  proper  instrument, 
and  not  at  our  pleasure:  in  this  and  no  other 
way  shall  we  name  with  success. 

Her.  I  agree. 

Soc.  But  again,  that  which  has  to  be  cut  has 
to  be  cut  with  something? 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  that  which  has  to  be  woven  or 


pierced  has  to  be  woven  or  pierced  with  some 
thing? 

Her.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  that  which  has  to  be  named  has  to 
be  named  with  something? 

Her.  True. 

Soc.  What  is  that  with  which  we  pierce? 

Her.  An  awl. 

[388]  Soc.  And  with  which  we  weave? 

Her.  A  shuttle. 

Soc.  And  with  which  we  name? 

Her.  A  name. 

Soc.  Very  good:  then  a  name  is  an  instru 
ment? 

Her.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Suppose  that  I  ask,  "What  sort  of  instru 
ment  is  a  shuttle?"  And  you  answer,  "A  weav 
ing  instrument." 

Her.  Well. 

Soc.  And  I  ask  again,  "What  do  we  do  when 
we  weave?" — The  answer  is,  that  we  separate 
or  disengage  the  warp  from  the  woof. 

Her.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  may  not  a  similar  description  be 
given  of  an  awl,  and  of  instruments  in  general  ? 

Her.  To  be  sure. 

Soc.  And  now  suppose  that  I  ask  a  similar 
question  about  names:  will  you  answer  me? 
Regarding  the  name  as  an  instrument,  what  do 
we  do  when  we  name  ? 

Her.  I  cannot  say. 

Soc.  Do  we  not  give  information  to  one  an 
other,  and  distinguish  things  according  to  their 
natures  ? 

Her.  Certainly  we  do. 

Soc.  Then  a  name  is  an  instrument  of  teach 
ing  and  of  distinguishing  natures,  as  the  shut 
tle  is  of  distinguishing  the  threads  of  the  web. 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  the  shuttle  is  the  instrument  of  the 
weaver? 

Her.  Assuredly. 

Soc.  Then  the  weaver  will  use  the  shuttle 
well — and  well  means  like  a  weaver?  and  the 
teacher  will  use  the  name  well— and  well 
means  like  a  teacher  ? 
Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  when  the  weaver  uses  the  shuttle, 
whose  work  will  he  be  using  well  ? 
Her.  That  of  the  carpenter. 
Soc.  And  is  every  man  a  carpenter,  or  the 
skilled  only? 
Her.  Only  the  skilled. 
Soc.  And  when  the  piercer  uses  the  awl, 
whose  work  will  he  be  using  well? 
Her.  That  of  the  smith. 
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Soc.  And  is  every  man  a  smith,  or  only  the 
skilled? 

Her.  The  skilled  only. 

Soc.  And  when  the  teacher  uses  the  name, 
whose  work  will  he  be  using? 

Her.  There  again  I  am  puzzled. 

Soc.  Cannot  you  at  least  say  who  gives  us 
the  names  which  we  use? 

Her.  Indeed  I  cannot. 

Soc.  Does  not  the  law  seem  to  you  to  give  us 
them? 

Her.  Yes,  I  suppose  so. 

Soc.  Then  the  teacher,  when  he  gives  us  a 
name,  uses  the  work  of  the  legislator? 

Her.  I  agree. 

Soc.  And  is  every  man  a  legislator,  or  the 
skilled  only? 

Her.  The  skilled  only. 

Soc.  Then,  Hermogenes,  not  every  man  is 
able  to  give  a  name,  but  only  a  maker  of  names; 
[389]  and  this  is  the  legislator,  who  of  all 
skilled  artisans  in  the  world  is  the  rarest. 

Her.  True. 

Soc.  And  how  does  the  legislator  make 
names?  and  to  what  does  he  look?  Consider 
this  in  the  light  of  the  previous  instances:  to 
what  does  the  carpenter  look  in  making  the 
shuttle?  Does  he  not  look  to  that  which  is  natu 
rally  fitted  to  act  as  a  shuttle? 

Her.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  suppose  the  shuttle  to  be  broken  in 
making,  will  he  make  another,  looking  to  the 
broken  one  ?  or  will  he  look  to  the  form  accord 
ing  to  which  he  made  the  other? 

Her.  To  the  latter,  I  should  imagine. 

Soc.  Might  not  that  be  justly  called  the  true 
or  ideal  shuttle? 

Her.  I  think  so. 

Soc.  And  whatever  shuttles  are  wanted,  for 
the  manufacture  of  garments,  thin  or  thick,  of 
flaxen,  woollen,  or  other  material,  ought  all  of 
them  to  have  the  true  form  of  the  shuttle;  and 
whatever  is  the  shuttle  best  adapted  to  each 
kind  of  work,  that  ought  to  be  the  form  which 
the  maker  produces  in  each  case. 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  the  same  holds  of  other  instru 
ments:  when  a  man  has  discovered  the  instru 
ment  which  is  naturally  adapted  to  each  work, 
he  must  express  this  natural  form,  and  not 
others  which  he  fancies,  in  the  material,  what 
ever  it  may  be,  which  he  employs;  for  example, 
he  ought  to  know  how  to  put  into  iron  the 
forms  of  awls  adapted  by  nature  to  their  several 
uses? 

Her,  Certainly. 


Soc.  And  how  to  put  into  wood  forms  of 
shuttles  adapted  by  nature  to  their  uses  ? 

Her.  True. 

Soc.  For  the  several  forms  of  shuttles  natu 
rally  answer  to  the  several  kinds  of  webs;  and 
this  is  true  of  instruments  in  general. 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  Then,  as  to  names:  ought  not  our  legis 
lator  also  to  know  how  to  put  the  true  natural 
names  of  each  thing  into  sounds  and  syllables, 
and  to  make  and  give  all  names  with  a  view  to 
the  ideal  name,  if  he  is  to  be  a  namer  in  any 
true  sense?  And  we  must  remember  that  dif 
ferent  legislators  will  not  use  the  same  syllables. 
For  neither  does  every  smith,  although  he  may 
be  making  the  same  instrument  for  the  same 
purpose,  make  them  all  of  the  same  iron.  The 
form  must  be  the  same,  but  the  material  may 
vary,  and  still  the  instrument  may  be  equally 
good  of  whatever  iron  made,  whether  in  Hellas 
or  in  a  foreign  country;  [$$o] — there  is  no 
difference. 

Her.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  the  legislator,  whether  he  be  Hel 
lene  or  barbarian,  is  not  therefore  to  be  deemed 
by  you  a  worse  legislator,  provided  he  gives  the 
true  and  proper  form  of  the  name  in  whatever 
syllables;  this  or  that  country  makes  no  matter. 

Her.  Quite  true. 

Soc.  But  who  then  is  to  determine  whether 
the  proper  form  is  given  to  the  shuttle,  what 
ever  sort  of  wood  may  be  used?  the  carpenter 
who  makes,  or  the  weaver  who  is  to  use  them  ? 

}Ier.  I  should  say,  he  who  is  to  use  them, 
Socrates. 

Soc.  And  who  uses  the  work  of  the  lyre- 
maker?  Will  not  he  be  the  man  who  knows 
how  to  direct  what  is  being  clone,  and  who  will 
know  also  whether  the  work  is  being  well  done 
or  not? 

Her.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  who  is  he? 

Her.  The  player  of  the  lyre. 

Soc.  And  who  will  direct  the  shipwright? 

Her.  The  pilot, 

Soc.  And  who  will  be  best  able  to  direct  the 
legislator  in  his  work,  and  will  know  whether 
the  work  is  well  done,  in  this  or  any  other 
country?  Will  not  the  user  be  the  man? 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  this  is  he  who  knows  how  to  ask 
questions  ? 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  how  to  answer  them? 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc,  And  him  who  knows  how  to  ask  aud 
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answer  you  would  call  a  dialectician? 

Her.  Yes;  that  would  be  his  name. 

Soc.  Then  the  work  of  the  carpenter  is  to 
make  a  rudder,  and  the  pilot  has  to  direct  him, 
if  the  rudder  is  to  be  well  made. 

Her.  True. 

Soc.  And  the  work  of  the  legislator  is  to  give 
names,  and  the  dialectician  must  be  his  direc 
tor  if  the  names  are  to  be  rightly  given? 

Her.  That  is  true. 

Soc.  Then,  Hermogenes,  I  should  say  that 
this  giving  of  names  can  be  no  such  light  mat 
ter  as  you  fancy,  or  the  work  of  light  or  chance 
persons;  and  Cratylus  is  right  in  saying  that 
things  have  names  by  nature,  and  that  not 
every  man  is  an  artificer  of  names,  but  he  only 
who  looks  to  the  name  which  each  thing  by 
nature  has,  and  is  able  to  express  the  true  forms 
of  things  in  letters  and  syllables. 

Her.  I  cannot  answer  you,  Socrates;  but  I 
find  a  difficulty  in  changing  my  opinion  all  in 
a  moment,  [391]  and  I  think  that  I  should  be 
more  readily  persuaded,  if  you  would  show  me 
what  this  is  which  you  term  the  natural  fitness 
of  names. 

Soc.  My  good  Hermogenes,  I  have  none  to 
show.  Was  I  not  telling  you  just  now  (but  you 
have  forgotten),  that  I  knew  nothing,  and  pro 
posing  to  share  the  enquiry  with  you?  But  now 
that  you  and  I  have  talked  over  the  matter,  a 
step  has  been  gained;  for  we  have  discovered 
that  names  have  by  nature  a  truth,  and  that  not 
every  man  knows  how  to  give  a  thing  a  name. 

Her.  Very  good. 

Soc.  And  what  is  the  nature  of  this  truth  or 
correctness  of  names?  That,  if  you  care  to 
know,  is  the  next  question. 

Her,  Certainly,  I  care  to  know. 

Soc.  Then  reflect, 

Her.  How  shall  I  reflect? 

Soc,  The  true  way  is  to  have  the  assistance  of 
those  who  know,  and  you  must  pay  them  well 
both  in  money  and  in  thanks;  these  are  the 
Sophists,  of  whom  your  brother,  Callias,  has — 
rather  dearly — bought  the  reputation  of  wis 
dom.  But  you  have  not  yet  come  into  your  in 
heritance,  and  therefore  you  had  better  go  to 
him,  and  beg  and  entreat  him  to  tell  you  what 
he  has  learnt  from  Protagoras  about  the  fitness 
of  names. 

Her.  But  how  inconsistent  should  I  be,  if, 
whilst  repudiating  Protagoras  and  his  Truth? 
I  were  to  attach  any  value  to  what  he  and  his 
book  affirm! 

•   l  Truth  was  the  title  of  the  book  of  Protagoras; 
cf.  Theactetus,  161. 


Soc.  Then  if  you  despise  him,  you  must  learn 
of  Homer  and  the  poets. 

Her.  And  where  does  Homer  say  anything 
about  names,  and  what  does  he  say? 

Soc.  He  often  speaks  of  them;  notably  and 
nobly  in  the  places  where  he  distinguishes  the 
different  names  which  Gods  and  men  give  to 
the  same  things.  Does  he  not  in  these  passages 
make  a  remarkable  statement  about  the  correct 
ness  of  names?  For  the  Gods  must  clearly  be 
supposed  to  call  things  by  their  right  and  natu 
ral  names;  do  you  not  think  so? 

Her.  Why,  of  course  they  call  them  rightly, 
if  they  call  them  at  all.  But  to  what  are  you  re 
ferring? 

Soc.  Do  you  not  know  what  he  says  about 
the  river  in  Troy  who  had  a  single  combat  with 
Hephaestus? 

Whom  the  Gods  call  Xanthus,  and  -men  call 
Scamander. 

[392]  Her.  I  remember. 

Soc.  Well,  and  about  this  river — to  know 
that  he  ought  to  be  called  Xanthus  and  not 
Scamander — is  not  that  a  solemn  lesson?  Or 
about  the  bird  which,  as  he  says, 

The  Gods  call  Chalcis,  and  men  Cymindis; 

to  be  taught  how  much  more  correct  the  name 
Chalcis  is  than  the  name  Cymindis — do  you 
deem  that  a  light  matter?  Or  about  Batieia  and 
Myrina?  And  there  are  many  other  observa 
tions  of  the  same  kind  in  Homer  and  other 
poets.  Now,  I  think  that  this  is  beyond  the  un 
derstanding  of  you  and  me;  but  the  names  of 
Scamandrius  and  Astyanax,  which  he  affirms 
to  have  been  the  names  of  Hector's  son,  are 
more  within  the  range  of  human  faculties,  as  I 
am  disposed  to  think;  and  what  the  poet  means 
by  correctness  may  be  more  readily  appre 
hended  in  that  instance:  you  will  remember  I 
dare  say  the  lines  to  which  I  refer .a 

Her.ldo. 

Soc.  Let  me  ask  you,  then,  which  did  Homer 
think  the  more  correct  of  the  names  given  to 
Hector's  son — Astyanax  or  Scamandrius? 

Her.  I  do  not  know. 

Soc.  How  would  you  answer,  if  you  were 
asked  whether  the  wise  or  the  unwise  are  more 
likely  to  give  correct  names? 

Pier.  I  should  say  the  wise,  of  course. 

Soc.  And  are  the  men  or  the  women  of  a  city, 
taken  as  a  class,  the  wiser? 

Her.  I  should  say,  the  men. 

Soc.  And  Homer,  as  you  know,  says  that  the 

8  Iliad,  vi,  402. 
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Trojan  men  called  him  Astyanax  (king  of  the 
city);  but  if  the  men  called  him  Astyanax,  the 
other  name  of  Scamandrius  could  only  have 
been  given  to  him  by  the  women. 

Her.  That  may  be  inferred. 

Soc.  And  must  not  Homer  have  imagined 
the  Trojans  to  be  wiser  than  their  wives? 

Her.  To  be  sure. 

Soc.  Then  he  must  have  thought  Astyanax 
to  be  a  more  correct  name  for  the  boy  than 
Scamandrius? 

Her.  Clearly. 

Soc.  And  what  is  the  reason  of  this?  Let  us 
consider: — does  he  not  himself  suggest  a  very 
good  reason,  when  he  says, 

For  he  alone  defended  their  city  and  long  walls? 

This  appears  to  be  a  good  reason  for  calling  the 
son  of  the  saviour  king  of  the  city  which  his 
father  was  saving,  as  Homer  observes. 

Her.  I  see. 

Soc.  Why,  Hermogenes,  I  do  not  as  yet  see 
myself;  and  do  you? 

Her.  No,  indeed;  not  I. 

[393]  S°c*  But  tell  me,  friend,  did  not 
Homer  himself  also  give  Hector  his  name? 

Her.  What  of  that? 

Soc.  The  name  appears  to  me  to  be  very 
nearly  the  same  as  the  name  of  Astyanax— both 
are  Hellenic;  and  a  king  (ava£)  and  a  holder 
(2/crcop)  have  nearly  the  same  meaning,  and 
are  both  descriptive  of  a  king;  for  a  man  is 
clearly  the  holder  of  that  of  which  he  is  king; 
he  rules,  and  owns,  and  holds  it.  But,  perhaps, 
you  may  think  that  I  am  talking  nonsense;  and 
indeed  I  believe  that  I  myself  did  not  know 
what  I  meant  when  I  imagined  that  I  had 
found  some  indication  of  the  opinion  of  Homer 
about  the  correctness  of  names. 

Her.  I  assure  you  that  I  think  otherwise,  and 
I  believe  you  to  be  on  the  right  track, 

Soc.  There  is  reason,  I  think,  in  calling  the 
lion's  whelp  a  lion,  and  the  foal  of  a  horse  a 
horse;  I  am  speaking  only  of  the  ordinary 
course  of  nature,  when  an  animal  produces 
after  his  kind,  and  not  of  extraordinary  births; 
— if  contrary  to  nature  a  horse  have  a  calf,  then 
I  should  not  call  that  a  foal  but  a  calf;  nor  do  I 
call  any  inhuman  birth  a  man,  but  only  a  natu 
ral  birth.  And  the  same  may  be  said  of  trees 
and  other  things.  Do  you  agree  with  me? 

Her.  Yes,  I  agree. 

Soc.  Very  good.  But  you  had  better  watch 
me  and  see  that  I  do  not  play  tricks  with  you. 
For  on  the  same  principle  the  son  of  a  king  is 
to  be  called  a  king.  And  whether  the  syllables 


of  the  name  are  the  same  or  not  the  same, 
makes  no  difference,  provided  the  meaning  is 
retained;  nor  does  the  addition  or  subtraction 
of  a  letter  make  any  difference  so  long  as  the 
essence  of  the  thing  remains  in  possession  of 
the  name  and  appears  in  it. 

Her.  What  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  A  very  simple  matter.  I  may  illustrate 
my  meaning  by  the  names  of  letters,  which 
you  know  are  not  the  same  as  the  letters  them 
selves  with  the  exception  of  the  four  e,  v,  o,  <o; 
the  names  of  the  rest,  whether  vowels  or  con 
sonants,  are  made  up  of  other  letters  which  we 
add  to  them;  but  so  long  as  we  introduce  the 
meaning,  and  there  can  be  no  mistake,  the 
name  of  the  letter  is  quite  correct.  Take,  for 
example,  the  letter  beta — the  addition  of  77,  r,  a, 
gives  no  offence,  and  does  not  prevent  the 
whole  name  from  having  the  value  which  the 
legislator  intended — so  well  did  he  know  how 
to  give  the  letters  names. 

Her.  I  believe  you  are  right. 

Soc.  And  may  not  the  same  be  said  of  a  king? 
a  king  will  often  be  the  son  of  a  king,  [394] 
the  good  son  or  the  noble  son  of  a  good  or  noble 
sire;  and  similarly  the  offspring  of  every  kind, 
in  the  regular  course  of  nature,  is  like  the  par 
ent,  and  therefore  has  the  same  name.  Yet  the 
syllables  may  be  disguised  until  they  appear  dif 
ferent  to  the  ignorant  person,  and  he  may  not 
recognize  them,  although  they  are  the  same, 
just  as  any  one  of  us  would  not  recognize  the 
same  drugs  under  different  disguises  of  colour 
and  smell,  although  to  the  physician,  who  re 
gards  the  power  of  them,  they  arc  the  same, 
and  he  is  not  put  out  by  the  addition;  and  in 
like  manner  the  etymologist  is  not  put  out  by 
the  addition  or  transposition  or  subtraction  of  a 
letter  or  two,  or  indeed  by  the  change  of  all  the 
letters,  for  this  need  not  interfere  with  the  mean 
ing.  As  was  just  now  said,  the  names  of  I  lector 
and  Astyanax  have  only  one  letter  alike,  which 
is  the  r,  and  yet  they  have  the  same  meaning. 
And  how  little  in  common  with  the  letter!?  of 
their  names  has  Archepolis  (ruler  of  the  city) 
—and  yet  the  meaning  is  the  same.  And  there 
arc  many  other  names  which  just  mean  "king." 
Again,  there  are  several  names  for  a  general, 
as,  for  example,  Agis  (leader)  and  Polcmar- 
chus  (chief  in  war)  and  Eupolemus  (good 
warrior);  and  others  which  denote  a  physician, 
as  iatrocles  (famous  healer)  and  Accsimbrotus 
(curer  o£  mortals);  and  there  are  many  others 
which  might  be  cited,  differing  in  their  sylla 
bles  and  letters,  but  having  the  same  meaning. 
Would  you  not  say  so  ? 
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Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  The  same  names,  then,  ought  to  be 
assigned  to  those  who  follow  in  the  course  of 
nature? 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  what  of  those  who  follow  out  of 
the  course  of  nature,  and  are  prodigies?  for 
example,  when  a  good  and  religious  man  has 
an  irreligious  son,  he  ought  to  bear  the  name 
not  of  his  father,  but  of  the  class  to  which  he 
belongs,  just  as  in  the  case  which  was  before 
supposed  of  a  horse  foaling  a  calf. 

Her.  Quite  true. 

Soc.  Then  the  irreligious  son  of  a  religious 
father  should  be  called  irreligious? 

Her.  Certainly. 

Soc.  He  should  not  be  called  Theophilus  (be 
loved  of  God)  or  Mnesitheus  (mindful  of 
God),  or  any  of  these  names:  if  names  are  cor 
rectly  given,  his  should  have  an  opposite  mean 
ing. 

Her.  Certainly,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Again,  Hermogenes,  there  is  Orestes 
(the  man  of  the  mountains)  who  appears  to  be 
rightly  called;  whether  chance  gave  the  name, 
or  perhaps  some  poet  who  meant  to  express  the 
brutality  and  fierceness  and  mountain  wildness 
of  his  hero's  nature. 

[395]  Her.  That  is  very  likely,  Socrates. 

Soc.  And  his  father's  name  is  also  according 
to  nature, 

Her.  Clearly. 

Soc.  Yes,  for  as  his  name,  so  also  is  his  na 
ture;  Agamemnon  (admirable  for  remaining) 
is  one  who  is  patient  and  persevering  in  the  ac 
complishment  of  his  resolves,  and  by  his  virtue 
crowns  them;  and  his  continuance  at  Troy  with 
all  the  vast  army  is  a  proof  of  that  admirable 
endurance  in  him  which  is  signified  by  the 
name  Agamemnon.  I  also  think  that  Atreus  is 
rightly  called;  for  his  murder  of  Chrysippus  and 
his  exceeding  cruelty  to  Thyestes  are  damaging 
and  destructive  to  his  reputation — the  name  is 
a  little  altered  and  disguised  so  as  not  to  be 
intelligible  to  every  one,  but  to  the  etymologist 
there  is  no  difficulty  in  seeing  the  meaning,  for 
whether  you  think  of  him  as  araprjs  the  stub 
born,  or  as  arpearos  the  fearless,  or  as  0/177/00?  the 
destructive  one,  the  name  is  perfectly  correct 
in  every  point  of  view.  And  I  think  that  Pelops 
is  also  named  appropriately;  for,  as  the  name 
implies,  he  is  rightly  called  Pelops  who  sees 
what  is  near  only  (o  ra  TrcAas  opw). 

Her.  Flow  so  ? 

Soc.  Because,  according  to  the  tradition,  he 
had  no  forethought  or  foresight  of  all  the  evil 


which  the  murder  of  Myrtilus  would  entail 
upon  his  whole  race  in  remote  ages;  he  ;>aw 
only  what  was  at  hand  and  immediate,  —  or  in 
other  words,  TreXas  (near),  in  his  eagerness  to 
win  Hippodamia  by  all  means  for  his  bride. 
Every  one  would  agree  that  the  name  of  Tan 
talus  is  rightly  given  and  in  accordance  with 
nature,  if  the  traditions  about  him  are  true. 

Her.  And  what  are  the  traditions? 

Soc.  Many  terrible  misfortunes  are  said  to 
have  happened  to  him  in  his  life  —  last  of  all, 
came  the  utter  ruin  of  his  country  ;  and  after  his 
death  he  had  the  stone  suspended  (raXai/reta) 
over  his  head  in  the  world  below  —  all  this 
agrees  wonderfully  well  with  his  name.  You 
might  imagine  that  some  person  who  wanted 
to  call  him  raXai/raro?  (the  most  weighted 
down  by  misfortune),  disguised  the  name  by 
altering  it  into  Tantalus;  and  into  this  form,  by 
some  accident  of  tradition,  it  has  actually  been 
transmuted.  The  name  of  Zeus,  who  is  his 
alleged  father,  [396]  has  also  an  excellent 
meaning,  although  hard  to  be  understood,  be 
cause  really  like  a  sentence,  which  is  divided 
into  two  parts,  for  some  call  him  Zena  (Z?/i/a), 
and  use  the  one  half,  and  others  who  use  the 
other  half  call  him  Dia  (  Aux)  ;  the  two  together 
signify  the  nature  of  the  God,  and  the  business 
of  a  name,  as  we  were  saying,  is  to  express  the 
nature.  For  there  is  none  who  is  more  the  au 
thor  of  life  to  us  and  to  all,  than  the  lord  and 
king  of  all.  Wherefore  we  are  right  in  calling 
him  Zena  and  Dia,  which  are  one  name,  al 
though  divided,  meaning  the  God  through 
whom  all  creatures  always  have  life  (&Y  ov  £?)v 
act  Trcujt  rots  £aicrtv  •uTraet  .There  is  an  irrever 


ence,  at  first  sight,  in  calling  him  son  of  Cronos 
(who  is  a  proverb  for  stupidity),  and  we  might 
rather  expect  Zeus  to  be  the  child  of  a  mighty 
intellect.  Which  is  the  fact;  for  this  is  the  mean 
ing  of  his  father's  name:  KpoVos  quasi  Kopos 
(xopew,  to  sweep),  not  in  the  sense  of  a  youth, 
but  signifying  TO  -^aOapov  x^  d^paTov  T0^  vov9 
the  pure  and  garnished  mind  (sc.  aTro  ro£  x°~ 
petv).  He,  as  we  are  informed  by  tradition,  was 
begotten  of  Uranus,  rightly  so  called  (UTTO  row 
opav  ra  avo>)  from  looking  upwards;  which,  as 
philosophers  tell  us,  is  the  way  to  have  a  pure 
mind,  and  the  name  Uranus  is  therefore  cor 
rect.  If  I  could  remember  the  genealogy  of 
Hesiod,  I  would  have  gone  on  and  tried  more 
conclusions  of  the  same  sort  on  the  remoter 
ancestors  of  the  Gods,  —  then  I  might  have  seen 
whether  this  wisdom,  which  has  come  to  me 
all  in  an  instant,  I  know  not  whence,  will  or 
will  not  hold  good  to  the  end, 
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Her.  You  seem  to  me,  Socrates,  to  be  quite 
like  a  prophet  newly  inspired,  and  to  be  utter 
ing  oracles. 

Soc.  Yes,  Hermogenes,  and  I  believe  that  I 
caught  the  inspiration  from  the  great  Euthy- 
phro  of  the  Prospaltian  deme,  who  gave  me  a 
long  lecture  which  commenced  at  dawn:  he 
talked  and  I  listened,  and  his  wisdom  and  en 
chanting  ravishment  has  not  only  filled  my 
ears  but  taken  possession  of  my  soul,  and  to-day 
I  shall  let  his  superhuman  power  work  and 
finish  the  investigation  of  names — that  will  be 
the  way;  but  to-morrow,  if  you  are  so  disposed, 
we  will  conjure  him  away,  and  make  a  purga 
tion  of  him,  if  we  can  only  find  some  priest  or 
sophist  who  is  skilled  in  purifications  of  this 
/3977  sort. 

Her.  With  all  my  heart;  for  I  am  very  curious 
to  hear  the  rest  of  the  enquiry  about  names. 

Soc.  Then  let  us  proceed;  and  where  would 
you  have  us  begin,  now  that  we  have  got  a  sort 
of  outline  of  the  enquiry?  Are  there  any  names 
which  witness  of  themselves  that  they  are  not 
given  arbitrarily,  but  have  a  natural  fitness? 
The  names  of  heroes  and  of  men  in  general  are 
apt  to  be  deceptive  because  they  are  often  called 
after  ancestors  with  whose  names,  as  we  were 
saying,  they  may  have  no  business;  or  they  are 
the  expression  of  a  wish  like  Eutychidcs  (the 
son  of  good  fortune),  or  Sosias  (the  Saviour), 
or  Theophilus(  the  beloved  of  God),  and  others. 
But  I  think  that  we  had  better  leave  these,  for 
there  will  be  more  chance  of  finding  correct 
ness  in  the  names  of  immutable  essences; — 
there  ought  to  have  been  more  care  taken  about 
them  when  they  were  named,  and  perhaps 
there  may  have  been  some  more  than  human 
power  at  work  occasionally  in  giving  them 
names. 

Her.  I  think  so,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Ought  we  not  to  begin  with  the  consid 
eration  of  the  Gods,  and  show  that  they  are 
rightly  named  Gods? 

Her.  Yes,  that  will  be  well. 

Soc,  My  notion  would  be  something  of  this 
sort: — I  suspect  that  the  sun,  moon,  earth,  stars, 
and  heaven,  which  are  still  the  Gods  of  many 
barbarians,  were  the  only  Gods  known  to  the 
aboriginal  Hellenes,  Seeing  that  they  were  al 
ways  moving  and  running,  from  their  running 
nature  they  were  called  Gods  or  runners  (@eov<s, 
@€Qvra<s);  and  when  men  became  acquainted 
with  the  other  Gods,  they  proceeded  to  apply 
the  same  name  to  them  all.  Do  you  think  that 
likely? 

Her.  I  think  it  very  likely  indeed, 


Soc.  What  shall  follow  the  Gods? 

Her.  Must  not  demons  and  heroes  and  men 
come  next? 

Soc.  Demons!  And  what  do  you  consider  to 
be  the  meaning  of  this  word?  Tell  me  if  my 
view  is  right. 

Her.  Let  me  hear. 

Soc.  You  know  how  Hesiod  uses  the  word  ? 

Her.  I  do  not. 

Soc.  Do  you  not  remember  that  he  speaks  of 
a  golden  race  of  men  who  came  first? 

Her.  Yes,  I  do. 

Soc.  He  says  of  them — 

But  now  that  fate  has  closed  over  this  race 
They  are  holy  demons  upon  the  earth, 
Beneficent,  averters  of  ills,  guardians  of  mortal 
men. 

[398]  Her.  What  is  the  inference? 

Soc.  What  is  the  inference!  Why,  I  suppose 
that  he  means  by  the  golden  men,  not  men 
literally  made  of  gold,  but  good  and  noble;  and 
I  am  convinced  of  this,  because  he  further  says 
that  we  are  the  iron  race. 

Her.  That  is  true. 

Soc.  And  do  you  not  suppose  that  good  men 
of  our  own  day  would  by  him  be  said  to  be 
of  golden  race? 

Pier.  Very  likely. 

Soc.  And  are  not  the  good  wise? 

Her.  Yes,  they  are  wise. 

Soc.  And  therefore  1  have  the  most  entire 
conviction  that  he  called  them  demons,  because 
they  were  Sa^ovcs  (knowing  or  wise),  and  in 
our  older  Attic  dialect  the  word  itself  occurs, 
Now  he  and  other  poets  say  truly,  that  when  a 
good  man  dies  he  has  honour  and  a  mighty 
portion  among  the  dead,  and  becomes  a  demon; 
which  is  a  name  given  to  him  signifying  wis 
dom.  And  I  say  too,  that  every  wise  man  who 
happens  to  be  a  good  man  is  more  than  human 
(8<u/Aonov)  both  in  life  and  death,  and  is 
rightly  called  a  demon. 

Pier.  Then  I  rather  think  that  1  am  of  one 
mind  with  you;  but  what  is  the  meaning  of  the 
word  "hero"?  (%X<K,  in  the  old  writing  fyo>s.) 

Soc.  I  think  that  there  is  no  difficulty  in  ex 
plaining,  for  the  name  is  not  much  altered,  and 
signifies  that  they  were  bora  of  love. 

Pier.  What  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  Do  you  not  know  that  the  heroes  arc 
demigods? 

Her.  What  then? 

Soc.  All  of  them  sprang  either  from  the  love 
of  a  God  for  a  mortal  woman,  or  of  a  mortal 
man  for  a  Goddess;  think  of  the  word  in  the 
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old  Attic,  and  you  will  see  better  that  the  name 
heros  is  only  a  slight  alteration  of  Eros,  from 
whom  the  heroes  sprang:  either  this  is  the 
meaning,  or,  if  not  this,  then  they  must  have 
been  skilful  as  rhetoricians  and  dialecticians, 
and  able  to  put  the  question  (e/ocorav),  for 
tipav  is  equivalent  to  Xiyc.iv.  And  therefore,  as 
I  was  saying,  in  the  Attic  dialect  the  heroes 
turn  out  to  be  rhetoricians  and  questioners.  All 
this  is  easy  enough;  the  noble  breed  of  heroes 
are  a  tribe  of  sophists  and  rhetors.  But  can  you 
tell  me  why  men  are  called  avOpuiroi?  —  that  is 
more  difficult. 

Her.  No,  I  cannot;  and  I  would  not  try  even 
if  I  could,  because  I  think  that  you  are  the 
more  likely  to  succeed. 

/J99J  Soc.  That  is  to  say,  you  trust  to  the 
inspiration  of  Euthyphro. 

Her.  Of  course. 

Soc.  Your  faith  is  not  vain;  for  at  this  very 
moment  a  new  and  ingenious  thought  strikes 
me,  and,  if  I  am  not  careful,  before  tomorrow's 
dawn  I  shall  be  wiser  than  I  ought  to  be.  Now, 
attend  to  me;  and  first,  remember  that  we  often 
put  in  and  pull  out  letters  in  words,  and  give 
names  as  we  please  and  change  the  accents. 
Take,  for  example,  the  word  Ail  <E>tA.o5;  in 
order  to  convert  this  from  a  sentence  into  a 
noun,  we  omit  one  of  the  iotas  and  sound  the 
middle  syllable  grave  instead  of  acute;  as,  on 
the  other  hand,  letters  are  sometimes  inserted 
in  words  instead  of  being  omitted,  and  the  acute 
takes  the  place  of  the  grave. 

Her.  That  is  true. 

Soc.  The  name  oWpwrros,  which  was  once  a 
sentence,  and  is  now  a  noun,  appears  to  be  a 
case  just  of  this  sort,  for  one  letter,  which  is  the 
a,  has  been  omitted,  and  the  acute  on  the  last 
syllable  has  been  changed  to  a  grave. 

Her.  What  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  I  mean  to  say  that  the  word  "man"  im 
plies  that  other  animals  never  examine,  or  con 
sider,  or  look  up  at  what  they  see,  but  that  man 
not  only  sees  (OTTCDTTC)  but  considers  and  looks 
up  at  that  which  he  sees>  and  hence  he  alone  of 
all  animals  is  rightly  called  av0p<o7ros,  meaning 


Her.  May  I  ask  you  to  examine  another  word 
about  which  I  am  curious? 

Soc.  Certainly. 

Her.  I  will  take  that  which  appears  to  me  to 
follow  next  in  order.  You  know  the  distinction 
of  soul  and  body? 

Soc.  Of  course. 

Her.  Let  us  endeavour  to  analyze  them  like 
the  previous  wt>rds. 


Soc.  You  want  me  first  of  all  to  examine  the 
natural  fitness  of  the  word  1/09$  (soul),  and 
then  of  the  word  crw/>ta  (body)  ? 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  If  I  am  to  say  what  occurs  to  me  at  the 
moment,  I  should  imagine  that  those  who  first 
use  the  name  i/n>x?}  meant  to  express  that  the 
soul  when  in  the  body  is  the  source  of  life,  and 
gives  the  power  of  breath  and  revival  (avai/o)- 
X<>v),  and  when  this  reviving  power  fails  then 
the  body  perishes  and  dies,  and  this,  if  I  am 
not  mistaken,  they  called  psyche.  But  please 
stay  a  moment;  I  fancy  that  I  can  discover  some 
thing  which  will  be  more  acceptable  to  the  dis 
ciples  of  Euthyphro,  [400]  for  I  am  afraid  that 
they  will  scorn  this  explanation.  What  do  you 
say  to  another? 

Her.  Let  me  hear. 

Soc.  What  is  that  which  holds  and  carries 
and  gives  life  and  motion  to  the  entire  nature 
of  the  body?  What  else  but  the  soul? 

Her.  Just  that. 

Soc.  And  do  you  not  believe  with  Anaxagoras, 
that  mind  or  soul  is  the  ordering  and  contain 
ing  principle  of  all  things? 

Her.  Yes;  I  do. 

Soc.  Then  you  may  well  call  that  power 
)  which  carries  and  holds  nature  (?)  fa'crw 
/cat  e/cei),  and  this  may  be  refined  away 

into  ipvxtf* 

Her.  Certainly;  and  this  derivation  is,  I  think, 
more  scientific  than  the  other. 

Soc.  It  is  so;  but  I  cannot  help  laughing,  if  I 
am  to  suppose  that  this  was  the  true  meaning 
of  the  name. 

Her.  But  what  shall  we  say  of  the  next  word? 

Soc.  You  mean  aw/m  (the  body) . 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  That  may  be  variously  interpreted;  and 
yet  more  variously  if  a  little  permutation  is 
allowed.  For  some  say  that  the  body  is  the 
grave  (crfjpa)  of  the  soul  which  may  be  thought 
to  be  buried  in  our  present  life;  or  again  the 
index  of  the  soul,  because  the  soul  gives  indica 
tions  to  (cnrjpaivei)  the  body;  probably  the 
Orphic  poets  were  the  inventors  of  the  name, 
and  they  were  under  the  impression  that  the 
soul  is  suffering  the  punishment  of  sin,  and 
that  the  body  is  an  enclosure  or  prison  in  which 
the  soul  is  incarcerated,  kept  safe  (ow^a,  <ra>£??- 
rat),  as  the  name  ow/m  implies,  until  the  pen 
alty  is  paid;  according  to  this  view,  not  even  a 
letter  of  the  word  need  be  changed. 

Her.  I  think,  Socrates,  that  we  have  said 
enough  of  this  class  of  words.  But  have  we  any 
more  explanations  of  the  names  of  the  Gods, 
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like  that  which  you  were  giving  of  Zeus?  I 
should  like  to  know  whether  any  similar  prin 
ciple  of  correctness  is  to  be  applied  to  them. 

Soc.  Yes,  indeed,  Hermogenes;  and  there  is 
one  excellent  principle  which,  as  men  of  sense, 
we  must  acknowledge, — that  of  the  Gods  we 
know  nothing,  either  of  their  natures  or  of  the 
names  which  they  give  themselves;  but  we  are 
sure  that  the  names  by  which  they  call  them 
selves,  whatever  they  may  be,  are  true.  And 
this  is  the  best  of  all  principles;  and  the  next 
best  is  to  say,  as  in  prayers,  that  we  will  call 
them  by  any  sort  of  kind  of  names  or  patronym 
ics  which  they  like,  [401]  because  we  do  not 
know  of  any  other.  That  also,  I  think,  is  a  very 
good  custom,  and  one  which  I  should  much 
wish  to  observe.  Let  us,  then,  if  you  please,  in 
the  first  place  announce  to  them  that  we  are  not 
enquiring  about  them;  we  do  not  presume  that 
we  are  able  to  do  so;  but  we  are  enquiring 
about  the  meaning  of  men  in  giving  them  these 
names, — in  this  there  can  be  small  blame. 

Her.  I  think,  Socrates,  that  you  are  quite 
right,  and  I  would  like  to  do  as  you  say. 

Soc.  Shall  we  begin,  then,  with  Hestia,  ac 
cording  to  custom? 
Her.  Yes,  that  will  be  very  proper. 
Soc.  What  may  we  suppose  him  to  have 
meant  who  gave  the  name  Hestia? 

Her.  That  is  another  and  certainly  a  most 
difficult;  question. 

Soc.  My  dear  Hermogenes,  the  first  imposers 
of  names  must  surely  have  been  considerable 
persons;  they  were  philosophers,  and  had  a 
good  deal  to  say. 
Her.  Well,  and  what  of  them? 
Soc.  They  are  the  men  to  whom  I  should  at 
tribute  the  imposition  of  names.  Even  in  for 
eign  names,  if  you  analyze  them,  a  meaning  is 
still  discernible.  For  example,  that  which  we 
term  ovo-ia  is  by  some  called  eVt'a,  and  by  others 
again  oWa.  Now  that  the  essence  of  things 
should  be  called  eo-rta,  which  is  akin  to  the  first 
of  these  (€<na=e<m'a),  is  rational  enough.  And 
there  is  reason  in  the  Athenians  calling  that 
ecma  which  participates  in  oiVt'a,  For  in  an 
cient  times  we  too  seem  to  have  said  «na  for 
ovaia,  and  this  you  may  note  to  have  been  the 
idea  of  those  who  appointed  that  sacrifices 
should  be  first  oflercd  to  ecm'a,  which  was  nat 
ural  enough  if  they  meant  that  «ma  was  the 
essence  of  things.  Those  again  who  read  <Wta 
seem  to  have  inclined  to  the  opinion  of  Hera- 
cleitus,  that  all  things  flow  and  nothing  stands; 
with  them  the  pushing  principle  (&0ovv)  is  the 
cause  and  ruling  power  of  all  things,  and  is 


therefore  rightly  called  oxria.  Enough  of  this, 
which  is  all  that  we  who  know  nothing  can 
affirm.  Next  in  order  after  Hestia  we  ought 
to  consider  Rhea  and  Cronos,  although  the 
name  of  Cronos  has  been  already  discussed. 
But  I  dare  say  that  I  am  talking  great  non 
sense. 

Her.  Why,  Socrates? 

Soc.  My  good  friend,  I  have  discovered  a 
hive  of  wisdom. 

Her.  Of  what  nature  ? 

[402]  Soc.  Well,  rather  ridiculous,  and  yet 
plausible. 

Her.  How  plausible? 

Soc.  I  fancy  to  myself  Heracleitus  repeating 
wise  traditions  of  antiquity  as  old  as  the  days 
of  Cronos  and  Rhea,  and  of  which  Homer  also 
spoke. 

Her.  How  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  Heracleitus  is  supposed  to  say  that  all 
things  are  in  motion  and  nothing  at  rest;  he 
compares  them  to  the  stream  of  a  river,  and 
says  that  you  cannot  go  into  the  same  water 
twice. 

Her.  That  is  true. 

Soc.  Well,  then,  how  can  we  avoid  inferring 
that  he  who  gave  the  names  of  Cronos  and 
Rhea  to  the  ancestors  of  the  (rods,  agreed 
pretty  much  in  the  doctrine  of  Heracleitus?  Is 
the  giving  of  the  names  of  streams  to  both  of 
them  purely  accidental?  Compare  the  line  in 
which  Homer,  and,  as  I  believe,  Hesiocl  also, 
tells  of 

Ocean,  the  origin  of  Gods,  and  mother  Tethys. 
And  again,  Orpheus  says,  that 

The  fair  river  of  Ocean  was  the  first  to  marry, 
and  he  espoused  his  sister  Tethys,  who  was  his 
m  oth  er's  daugh  tcr. 

You  see  that  this  is  a  remarkable  coincidence, 
and  all  in  the  direction  of  Heracleitus, 

Her.  I  think  that  there  is  something  in  what 
you  say,  Socrates;  but  I  do  not  understand  the 
meaning  of  the  name  Tethys. 

Soc.  Well,  that  is  almost  self-explained,  be 
ing  only  the  name  of  a  spring,  a  little  disguised; 
for  that  which  is  strained  and  filtered  (Star- 
TW/ACI/OV,  rj6ovfjL<-vov)  may  be  likened  to  a  spring, 
and  the  name  Tethys  is  made  up  of  these  two 
words. 

Her.  The  idea  is  ingenious,  Socrates. 

Soc.  To  be  sure.  But  what  comes  next?— of 
Zeus  we  have  spoken. 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  Then  let  us  next  take  his  two  brothers, 
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Poseidon  and  Pluto,  whether  the  latter  is  called 
by  that  or  by  his  other  name. 

Her.  By  all  means. 

Soc.  Poseidon  is  Trocrt'Secrjitos,  the  chain  of  the 
feet;  the  original  inventor  of  the  name  had 
been  stopped  by  the  watery  element  in  his 
walks,  and  not  allowed  to  go  on,  and  therefore 
he  called  the  ruler  of  this  element  Poseidon; 
the  e  was  probably  inserted  as  an  ornament. 
Yet,  perhaps,  not  so;  but  the  name  may  have 
been  originally  written  with  a  double  A  and  not 
with  an  cr,  [403]  meaning  that  the  God  knew 
many  things  (-TroAAa  etSws).  And  perhaps  also 
he  being  the  shaker  of  the  earth,  has  been  named 
from  shaking  (o-eietv),  and  then  TT  and  8  have 
been  added.  Pluto  gives  wealth  (TrAovros),  and 
his  name  means  the  giver  of  wealth,  which 
comes  out  of  the  earth  beneath.  People  in  gen 
eral  appear  to  imagine  that  the  term  Hades 
is  connected  with  the  invisible  (detSes);  and  so 
they  are  led  by  their  fears  to  call  the  God  Pluto 
instead. 

Her.  And  what  is  the  true  derivation? 

Soc.  In  spite  of  the  mistakes  which  are  made 
about  the  power  of  this  deity,  and  the  foolish 
fears  which  people  have  of  him,  such  as  the 
fear  of  always  being  with  him  after  death,  and 
of  the  soul  denuded  of  the  body  going  to  him,1 
my  belief  is  that  all  is  quite  consistent,  and  that 
the  office  and  name  of  the  God  really  corre 
spond. 

Her.  Why,  how  is  that? 

Soc.  I  will  tell  you  my  own  opinion;  but  first, 
I  should  like  to  ask  you  which  chain  does  any 
animal  feel  to  be  the  stronger?  and  which  con 
fines  him  more  to  the  same  spot, — desire  or 
necessity  ? 

Her.  Desire,  Socrates,  is  stronger  far. 

Soc.  And  do  you  not  think  that  many  a  one 
would  escape  from  Hades,  if  he  did  not  bind 
those  who  depart  to  him  by  the  strongest  of 
chains? 

Her.  Assuredly  they  would. 

Soc.  And  if  by  the  greatest  of  chains,  then  by 
some  desire,  as  I  should  certainly  infer,  and  not 
by  necessity  ? 

Her.  That  is  clear. 

Soc.  And  there  are  many  desires? 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  therefore  by  the  greatest  desire,  if 
the  chain  is  to  be  the  greatest? 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  is  any  desire  stronger  than  the 
thought  that  you  will  be  made  better  by  as 
sociating  with  another? 

1  C£  Republic,  m.  386,  387. 


Her.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  And  is  not  that  the  reason,  Hermogenes, 
why  no  one,  who  has  been  to  him,  is  willing  to 
come  back  to  us?  Even  the  Sirens,  like  all  the 
rest  of  the  world,  have  been  laid  under  his 
spells.  Such  a  charm,  as  I  imagine,  is  the  God 
able  to  infuse  into  his  words.  And,  according 
to  this  view,  he  is  the  perfect  and  accomplished 
Sophist,  and  the  great  benefactor  of  the  inhabit 
ants  of  the  other  world;  and  even  to  us  who 
are  upon  earth  he  sends  from  below  exceeding 
blessings.  For  he  has  much  more  than  he  wants 
down  there;  wherefore  he  is  called  Pluto  (or 
the  rich).  Note  also,  that  he  will  have  nothing 
to  do  with  men  while  they  are  in  the  body,  but 
only  when  the  soul  is  liberated  from  the  desires 
and  evils  of  the  body.  Now  there  is  a  great  deal 
of  philosophy  and  reflection  in  that;  [404]  for 
in  their  liberated  state  he  can  bind  them  with 
the  desire  of  virtue,  but  while  they  are  flustered 
and  maddened  by  the  body,  not  even  father 
Cronos  himself  would  suffice  to  keep  them 
with  him  in  his  own  far-famed  chains. 

Her.  There  is  a  deal  of  truth  in  what  you  say. 

Soc.  Yes,  Hermogenes,  and  the  legislator 
called  him  Hades,  not  from  the  unseen  (de«$e<?) 
— far  otherwise,  but  from  his  knowledge  (eiSe- 
vai)  of  all  noble  things. 

Her.  Very  good;  and  what  do  we  say  of  De- 
meter,  and  Here,  and  Apollo,  and  Athene,  and 
Hephaestus,  and  Ares,  and  the  other  deities? 

Soc.  Demeter  is  ry  B&ovcra  fjirjrtjp,  who  gives 
food  like  a  mother;  Here  is  the  lovely  one 
(iparrj} — for  Zeus, according  to  tradition, loved 
and  married  her;  possibly  also  the  name  may 
have  been  given  when  the  legislator  was  think 
ing  of  the  heavens,  and  may  be  only  a  disguise 
of  the  air  (c%>),  putting  the  end  in  the  place  of 
the  beginning.  You  will  recognize  the  truth  of 
this  if  you  repeat  the  letters  of  Here  several 
times  over.  People  dread  the  name  of  Phere- 
phatta  as  they  dread  the  name  of  Apollo — and 
with  as  little  reason;  the  fear,  if  I  am  not  mis 
taken,  only  arises  from  their  ignorance  of  the 
nature  of  names.  But  they  go  changing  the 
name  into  Phersephone,  and  they  are  terrified 
at  this;  whereas  the  new  name  means  only  that 
the  Goddess  is  wise  (o-o^);  for  seeing  that  all 
things  in  the  world  arc  in  motion  (<£epOju,eV<ov), 
that  principle  which  embraces  and  touches  and 
is  able  to  follow  than,  is  wisdom.  And  there 
fore  the  Goddess  may  be  truly  called  Pherepa- 
phe  (<l>e/je7rtt<£a),  or  some  name  like  it,  because 
she  touches  that  which  is  in  motion  (rov  </>€/>• 
o/xevov  c^aTTTQjueV?;),  herein  showing  her  wis 
dom.  And  Hades,  who  is  wise,  consorts  with 
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her,  because  she  is  wise.  They  alter  her  name 
into  Pherephatta  now-a-days,  because  the  pres 
ent  generation  care  for  euphony  more  than 
truth.  There  is  the  other  name,  Apollo,  which, 
as  I  was  saying,  is  generally  supposed  to  have 
some  terrible  signification.  Have  you  remarked 
this  fact? 

Her.  To  be  sure  I  have,  and  what  you  say  is 
true. 

Soc.  But  the  name,  in  my  opinion,  is  really 
most  expressive  of  the  power  of  the  God. 

Her.  How  so? 

Soc.  I  will  endeavour  to  explain,  for  I  do  not 
believe  that  any  single  name  could  have  been 
better  adapted  to  express  the  attributes  [405] 
of  the  God,  embracing  and  in  a  manner  signify 
ing  all  four  of  them, — music,  and  prophecy, 
and  medicine,  and  archery. 

Her.  That  must  be  a  strange  name,  and  I 
should  like  to  hear  the  explanation. 

Soc.  Say  rather  an  harmonious  name,  as  be 
seems  the  God  of  Harmony.  In  the  first  place, 
the  purgations  and  purifications  which  doc 
tors  and  diviners  use,  and  their  fumigations 
with  drugs  magical  or  medicinal,  as  well  as 
their  washings  and  lustral  sprinklings,  have  all 
one  and  the  same  object,  which  is  to  make  a 
man  pure  both  in  body  and  soul. 

Her.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  is  not  Apollo  the  purifier,  and  the 
washer,  and  the  absolver  from  all  impurities? 

Her.  Very  true. 

Soc.  Then  in  reference  to  his  ablutions  and 
absolutions,  as  being  the  physician  who  orders 
them,  he  may  be  rightly  called  'A-TroAotW  (pu 
rifier);  or  in  respect  of  his  powers  of  divina 
tion,  and  his  truth  and  sincerity,  which  is  the 
same  as  truth,  he  may  be  most  fitly  called 
*A7rA<£<?,  from  cwrAofa  (sincere),  as  in  the  Thes- 
salian  dialect,  for  all  the  Thessalians  call  him 
*AirAds;  also  he  is  act  BaAAw  (always  shoot 
ing),  because  he  is  a  master  archer  who  never 
misses;  or  again,  the  name  may  refer  to  his 
musical  attributes,  and  then,  as  in  d/coAoi>$0<?, 
and  a/coins,  and  in  many  other  words  the  a  is 
supposed  to  mean  "together,"  so  the  meaning 
of  the  name  Apollo  will  be  "moving  together," 
whether  in  the  poles  of  heaven  as  they  are 
called,  or  in  the  harmony  of  song,  which  is 
termed  concord,  because  he  moves  all  together 
by  an  harmonious  power,  as  astronomers  and 
musicians  ingeniously  declare.  And  he  is  the 
God  who  presides  over  harmony,  and  makes 
all  things  move  together,  both  among  Gods  and 
among  men.  And  as  in  the  words  dKoAoi>0o? 
and  adorns  the  a  is  substituted  for  an  o,  so  the 


name  'ATroAAcoF  is  equivalent  to  o^oTroAcSi/j 
the  second  A  is  added  in  order  to  avoid  the  ill- 
omened  sound  of  destruction  (cwroAoiv).  Now 
the  suspicion  of  this  destructive  power  still 
haunts  the  minds  of  some  who  do  not  consider 
the  true  value  of  the  name,  [406]  which,  as  I 
was  saying  just  now,  has  reference  to  all  the 
powers  of  the  God,  who  is  the  single  one,  the 
everdarting,  the  purifier,  the  mover  together 
(cwrAoik,  act  BaAAcov,  cwroAovcov,  O/XOTTO \&v  ) .  The 
name  of  the  Muses  and  of  music  would  seem  to 
be  derived  from  their  making  philosophical 
enquiries  (jww<r$<xt);  and  Leto  is  called  by  this 
name,  because  she  is  such  a  gentle  Goddess, 
and  so  willing  (e<9eA^wv)  to  grant  our  re 
quests;  or  her  name  may  be  Letho,  as  she  is 
often  called  by  strangers — they  seem  to  imply 
by  it  her  amiability,  and  her  smooth  and  easy 
going  way  ot  behaving.  Artemis  is  named  from 
her  healthy  (dpre^fy?),  well-ordered  nature, 
and  because  of  her  love  of  virginity,  perhaps 
because  she  is  a  proficient  in  virtue  (dperry), 
and  perhaps  also  as  hating  intercourse  of  the 
sexes  (TO v  aporov  /ucrr/o-acra) .  He  who  gave  the 
Goddess  her  name  may  have  had  any  or  all  oi 
these  reasons. 

Her.  What  is  the  meaning  of  Dionysus  and 
Aphrodite? 

Soc.  Son  of  Hipponicus,  you  ask  a  solemn 
question;  there  is  a  serious  and  also  a  facetious 
explanation  of  both  these  names;  the  serious 
explanation  is  not  to  be  had  from  me,  but  there 
is  no  objection  to  your  hearing  the  facetious 
one;  for  the  Gods  too  love  a  joke.  Atdi'wro?  is 
simply  StSoit?  olvnv  (giver  of  wine),  AtSomwo?, 
as  he  might  be  called  in  fun,—- and  otros  is 
properly  otdvou?,  because  wine  makes  those 
who  drink,  think  (oitvOat)  that  they  have  a 
mind  (vow)  when  they  have  none.  The  der 
ivation  of  Aphrodite,  born  of  the  foam  (d<£~ 
po<?),  may  be  fairly  accepted  on  the  authority  o'' 
Hesiod. 

Her.  Still  there  remains  Athene,  whom  you, 
Socrates,  as  an  Athenian,  will  surely  not  for 
get;  there  are  also  Hephaestus  and  Arcs. 

Soc.  I  am  not  likely  to  forget  them, 

Her.  No,  indeed. 

Soc.  There  is  no  difficulty  in  explaining  the 
other  appellation  of  Athene. 

Her.  What  other  appellation? 

Soc.  We  call  her  Pallas. 

Her.  To  be  sure. 

Soc.  And  we  cannot,  be  wrong  in  supposing 
that  this  is  derived  from  armed  dances.  For  the 
elevation  of  oneself  or  anything  else  above  the 
earth,  Lqoy]  or  by  the  use  o£  the  hands,  we 
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call  shaking  (VaAAetv),  or  dancing. 

Her.  That  is  quite  true. 

Soc.  Then  that  is  the  explanation  of  the 
name  Pallas? 

Her.  Yes;  but  what  do  you  say  o£  the  other 
name? 

Soc.  Athene? 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  That  is  a  graver  matter,  and  there,  my 
friend,  the  modern  interpreters  of  Homer  may, 
I  think,  assist  in  explaining  the  view  of  the 
ancients.  For  most  of  these  in  their  explana 
tions  of  the  poet,  assert  that  he  meant  by 
Athene  "mind"  (voi3<?)  and  "intelligence"  (Sta- 
t/o6a),  and  the  maker  of  names  appears  to  have 
had  a  singular  notion  about  her;  and  indeed 
calls  her  by  a  still  higher  title,  "divine  intelli 
gence"  (0eof>  vo-^crt1?),  as  though  he  would  say: 
This  is  she  who  has  the  mind  of  God  (0eovoa) ; 
— using  a  as  a  dialectical  variety  for  y,  and  tak 
ing  away  t  and  <r.  Perhaps,  however,  the  name 
QzovoT]  may  mean  "she  who  knows  divine 
things"  (0eia  i/oowa)  better  than  others.  Nor 
shall  we  be  far  wrong  in  supposing  that  the 
author  of  it  wished  to  identify  this  Goddess 
with  moral  intelligence  (lv  y0a  VO^O-LV),  and 
therefore  gave  her  the  name  rjOovor)-,,  which, 
however,  either  he  or  his  successors  have  al 
tered  into  what  they  thought  a  nicer  form,  and 
called  her  Athene. 

Her.  But  what  do  you  say  of  Hephaestus? 

Soc.  Speak  you  of  the  princely  lord  of  light 
(<^>aeo?  ?'(jropa)  ? 

Her.  Surely. 

Soc.  f/H<jkauTTOs  is  €>ataTos,  and  has  added 
the  y  by  attraction;  that  is  obvious  to  anybody. 

Her.  That  is  very  probable,  until  some  more 
probable  notion  gets  into  your  head. 

Soc.  To  prevent  that,  you  had  better  ask 
what  is  the  derivation  of  Ares. 

Her.  What  is  Ares? 

Soc.  Ares  may  be  called,  if  you  will,  from  his 
manhood  (appw)  and  manliness,  or  if  you 
please,  from  his  hard  and  unchangeable  na 
ture,  which  is  the  meaning  of  apparo<s:  the  lat 
ter  is  a  derivation  in  every  way  appropriate  to 
the  God  of  war. 

Her.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  now,  by  the  Gods,  let  us  have  no 
more  of  the  Gods,  for  I  am  afraid  of  them;  ask 
about  anything  but  them,  and  thou  shalt  see 
how  the  steeds  o£  Euthyphro  can  prance. 

Her.  Only  one  more  God!  I  should  like  to 
know  about  Hermes,  of  whom  I  am  said  not 
to  be  a  true  son.  Let  us  make  him  out,  and 
then  I  shall  know  whether  there  is  any  mean 


ing  in  what  Cratylus  says. 

Soc.  I  should  imagine  that  the  name  Hermes 
has  to  do  with  speech,  [408]  and  signifies  that 
he  is  the  interpreter  (Ipju^veus),  or  messenger, 
or  thief,  or  liar,  or  bargainer;  all  that  sort  of 
thing  has  a  great  deal  to  do  with  language;  as 
I  was  telling  you  the  word  eipew  is  expressive 
of  the  use  of  speech,  and  there  is  an  often-re 
curring  Homeric  word  e^craro,  which  means 
"he  contrived" — out  of  these  two  words,  &pew 
and  prjo-acrOai,  the  legislator  formed  the  name 
of  the  God  who  invented  language  and  speech; 
and  we  may  imagine  him  dictating  to  us  the 
use  of  this  name:  "O  my  friends,"  says  he  to 
us,  "seeing  that  he  is  the  contriver  of  tales  or 
speeches,  you  may  rightly  call  him  Bipeds." 
And  this  has  been  improved  by  us,  as  we  think, 
into  Hermes.  Iris  also  appears  to  have  been 
called  from  the  verb  "to  tell"  (etpeo/),  because 
she  was  a  messenger. 

Her.  Then  I  am  very  sure  that  Cratylus  was 
quite  right  in  saying  that  I  was  no  true  son  of 
Hermes  ('Ep/jioy  €1/779),  for  I  am  not  a  good 
hand  at  speeches. 

Soc.  There  is  also  reason,  my  friend,  in  Pan 
being  the  double-formed  son  of  Hermes. 

Her.  How  do  you  make  that  out? 

Soc.  You  are  aware  that  speech  signifies  all 
things  (7rat/),and  is  always  turning  them  round 
and  round,  and  has  two  forms,  true  and  false? 

Her.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Is  not  the  truth  that  is  in  him  the  smooth 
or  sacred  form  which  dwells  above  among  the 
Gods,  whereas  falsehood  dwells  among  men 
below,  and  is  rough  like  the  goat  of  tragedy; 
for  tales  and  falsehoods  have  generally  to  do 
with  the  tragic  or  goatish  life,  and  tragedy  is 
the  place  of  them? 

Her.  Very  true. 

Soc.  Then  surely  Pan,  who  is  the  declarer  of 
all  things  (TTOLV)  and  the  perpetual  mover  (aet 
TroAwy)  of  all  things,  is  rightly  called  a«roAo9 
(goat-herd),  he  being  the  two-formed  son  of 
Hermes,  smooth  in  his  upper  part,  and  rough 
and  goatlike  in  his  lower  regions.  And,  as  the 
son  of  Hermes,  he  is  speech  or  the  brother  of 
speech,  and  that  brother  should  be  like  brother 
is  no  marvel. But,  as  I  was  saying,  my  dear  Her- 
mogenes,  let  us  get  away  from  the  Gods. 

Her.  From  these  sort  of  Gods,  by  all  means, 
Socrates.  But  why  should  we  not  discuss  an 
other  kind  of  Gods— the  sun,  moon,  stars, 
earth,  aether,  air,  fire,  water,  the  seasons,  and 
the  year  ? 

Soc.  You  impose  a  great  many  tasks  upon 
me.  Still,  if  you  wish,  I  will  not  refuse. 
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Her.  You  will  oblige  me. 

Soc.  How  would  you  have  me  begin?  Shall 
I  take  first  of  all  him  whom  you  mentioned 
first  —  the  sun  ? 

Her.  Very  good. 

Soc.  The  origin  of  the  sun  will  probably  be 
clearer  in  the  Doric  form,  [409]  for  the  Do 
rians  call  him  aAtos,  and  this  name  is  given  to 
him  because  when  he  rises  he  gathers  (oAt£ot) 
men  together  or  because  he  is  always  rolling  in 
his  course  (det  eiAetv  twv)  about  the  earth;  or 
from  atoAetv,  of  which  the  meaning  is  the  same 
as  Trot/aAAett'  (to  variegate),  because  he  varie 
gates  the  productions  of  the  earth. 

Her.  But  what  is  creA^  (the  moon)  ? 

Soc.  That  name  is  rather  unfortunate  for  An- 
axagoras. 

Her.  How  so? 

Soc.  The  word  seems  to  forestall  his  recent 
discovery,  that  the  moon  receives  her  light  from 
the  sun. 

Her.  Why  do  you  say  so? 

Soc.  The  two  words  ae'Aas  (brightness)  and 
<££<?  (light)  have  much  the  same  meaning? 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.This  light  about  the  moon  is  always  new 
(vtov)  and  always  old  (eiw),  if  the  disciples  of 
Anaxagoras  say  truly.  For  the  sun  in  his  revo 
lution  always  adds  new  light,  and  there  is  the 
old  light  of  the  previous  month. 

Her.  Very  true. 

Soc.  The  moon  is  not  unfrequently  called 
creA.cn/ata. 

Her.  True. 

Soc.  And  as  she  has  a  light  which  is  always 
old  and  always  new  (eVov  v€ov  act)  she  may 
very  properly  have  the  name  creAaevovcodeta; 
and  this  when  hammered  into  shape  becomes 
creAavata. 

Her.  A  real  dithyrambic  sort  of  name  that, 
Socrates.  But  what  do  you  say  of  the  month 
and  the  stars? 

Soc.  Met?  (month)  is  called  from  /Actowdai 
(to  lessen),  because  suffering  diminution;  the 
name  of  ao-rpa(  stars)  seems  to  be  derived  from 
acrrpaTrr),  which  is  an  improvement  on  avacrr- 

r7),  signifying  the  upsetting  of  the  eyes  (d- 


Her.  What  do  you  say  of  irvp  (fire)  and  {'8<o/D 
(water)  ? 

Soc.  I  arn  at  a  loss  how  to  explain  7riJ/o;  either 
the  muse  of  Euthyphro  has  deserted  me,  or 
there  is  some  very  great  difficulty  in  the  word. 
Please,  however,  to  note  the  contrivance  which 
I  adopt  whenever  I  am  in  a  difficulty  of  this 
sort. 


Her.  What  is  it? 

Soc.  I  will  tell  you;  but  I  should  like  to  know 
first  whether  you  can  tell  me  what  is  the  mean 
ing  of  the  word  Trvp? 

Her.  Indeed  I  cannot. 

Soc.  Shall  I  tell  you  what  I  suspect  to  be  the 
true  explanation  of  this  and  several  other 
words?  —  My  belief  is  that  they  are  of  foreign 
origin.  For  the  Hellenes,  especially  those  who 
were  under  the  dominion  of  the  barbarians, 
often  borrowed  from  them. 

Her.  What  is  the  inference? 

Soc.  Why,  you  know  that  any  one  who  seeks 
to  demonstrate  the  fitness  of  these  names  ac 
cording  to  the  Hellenic  language,  and  not  ac 
cording  to  the  language  from  which  the  words 
are  derived,  is  rather  likely  to  be  at  fault. 

Her.  Yes,  certainly. 

[410]  Soc.  Well  then,  consider  whether  this 
Trvp  is  not  foreign;  for  the  word  is  not  easily 
brought  into  relation  with  the  Hellenic  tongue, 
and  the  Phrygians  may  be  observed  to  have  the 
same  word  slightly  changed,  just  as  they  have 
v8o)p  (water)  and  /ewes  (dogs),  and  many  other 
words. 

Her.  That  is  true. 

Soc.  Any  violent  interpretations  of  the  words 
should  be  avoided;  for  something  to  say  about 
them  may  easily  be  found.  And  thus  I  get  rid 
of  Trvp  and  Mo>/o.  "Ar/p  (air),  Hermogenes,  may 
be  explained  as  the  element  which  raises  (a*pa) 
things  from  the  earth,  or  as  ever  flowing  (acl 
pel),  or  because  the  flux  of  the  air  is  wind,  and 
the  poets  call  the  winds  "air-blasts,"  (dr/rat);  he 
who  uses  the  term  may  mean,  so  to  speak,  air- 
flux  (dr/ro/D/Dow),  in  the  sense  of  wind-flux 
(Trvcvparoppovv)  ;and  because  this  moving  wind 
may  be  expressed  by  either  term  he  employs 
the  word  air  (£?//)==:  a^rr/s  /k'a>).  AtOyp  (aether) 
I  should  interpret  as  det$<-?;p;  this  may  be  cor 
rectly  said,  because  this  element  is  always  run 
ning  in  a  flux  about  the  air  (dei  Od  wpl  TOF 
de/aa  /ue<i>v).  The  meaning  of  the  word  y>? 
(earth)  comes  out  better  when  in  the  form  ol 
yala,  for  the  earth  may  be  truly  called  "mot  her" 
(yata,  yem/ra/xjt),as  in  the  language  of  I  lomer 
(Od.  ix.  118;  xiii.  160)  yey<Wt  means 


Her.  Good. 

Soc.  What  shall  we  take  next? 

Her.  There  are  i/mt  (the  seasons),  and  the 
two  names  of  the  year,  tnai>Tos*  and  tro<$. 

Soc.  The  !)p<u  should  be  spelt  in  the  old  Attic 
way,  if  you  desire  to  know  the  probable  truth 
about  them;  they  are  rightly  called  the  o/mt  be 
cause  they  divide  (opifcovcrw)  the  summers  and 
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winters  and  winds  and  the  fruits  of  the  earth. 
The  words  <h>tctDro<?  and  eros  appear  to  be  the 
same, — "that  which  brings  to  light  the  plants 
and  growths  of  the  earth  in  their  turn,  and 
passes  them  in  review  within  itself  (ev  eo/urw 
e£eTcc£et)":  this  is  broken  up  into  two  words, 
eviavTO?  from  Iv  eavrw,  and  Iros  from  era£et, 
just  as  the  original  name  of  Za's  was  divided 
into  Zrjva  and  Aca;  and  the  whole  proposition 
means  that  his  power  of  reviewing  from  within 
is  one,  but  has  two  names,  two  words  eros  and 
Ivia-vros  being  thus  formed  out  of  a  single  prop 
osition. 

Her.  Indeed,  Socrates,  you  make  surprising 
progress. 

Soc.  I  am  run  away  with. 

Her.  Very  true. 

Soc.  But  am  not  yet  at  my  utmost  speed. 

[411]  Her.  I  should  like  very  much  to  know, 
in  the  next  place,  how  you  would  explain  the 
virtues.  What  principle  of  correctness  is  there 
in  those  charming  words — wisdom,  under 
standing,  justice,  and  the  rest  of  them? 

Soc.  That  is  a  tremendous  class  of  names 
which  you  are  disinterring;  still,  as  I  have  put 
on  the  lion's  skin,  I  must  not  be  faint  of  heart; 
and  I  suppose  that  I  must  consider  the  mean 
ing  of  wisdom  (<j>p6vrjo-i<?)  and  understanding 
(cnWrts),  and  judgment  (yvwju,??),  and  knowl 
edge  (ftruTTTJ/M?),  and  all  those  other  charming 
words,  as  you  call  them? 

Her.  Surely,  we  must  not  leave  off  until  we 
find  out  their  meaning. 

Soc.  By  the  dog  of  Egypt  I  have  not  a  bad 
notion  which  came  into  my  head  only  this  mo 
ment:  I  believe  that  the  primeval  givers  of 
names  were  undoubtedly  like  too  many  of  our 
modern  philosophers,  who,  in  their  search  after 
the  nature  of  things,  are  always  getting  dizzy 
from  constantly  going  round  and  round,  and 
then  they  imagine  that  the  world  is  going 
round  and  round  and  moving  in  all  directions; 
and  this  appearance,  which  arises  out  of  their 
own  internal  condition,  they  suppose  to  be  a 
reality  of  nature;  they  think  that  there  is  noth 
ing  stable  or  permanent,  but  only  flux  and  mo 
tion,  and  that  the  world  is  always  full  of  every 
sort  of  motion  and  change.  The  consideration 
of  the  names  which  I  mentioned  has  led  me 
into  making  this  reflection. 

Her.  How  is  that,  Socrates? 

Soc.  Perhaps  you  did  not  observe  that  in  the 
names  which  have  been  just  cited,  the  motion 
or  flux  or  generation  of  things  is  most  surely 
indicated. 

Her.  No,  indeed,  I  never  thought  of  it. 


Soc.  Take  the  first  of  those  which  you  men 
tioned;  clearly  that  is  a  name  indicative  of  mo 
tion. 

Her.  What  was  the  name? 

Soc.  $p6vr)cri5  (wisdom),  which  may  signify 
^opas  Kal  pov  voycns  (perception  of  motion  and 
flux),  or  perhaps  <£opas  ov^a-is  (the  blessing  of 
motion),  but  is  at  any  rate  connected  with 
®lpeo-6aL  (motion);  yvuiuq  (judgment),  again, 
certainly  implies  the  ponderation  or  considera 
tion  (vMnycris)  of  generation,  for  to  ponder  is 
the  same  as  to  consider;  or,  if  you  would  rather, 
here  is  vo^cm,  the  very  word  just  now  men 
tioned,  which  is  veov  ecns  (the  desire  of  the 
new);  the  word  veo?  implies  that  the  world  is 
always  in  process  of  creation.  The  giver  of  the 
name  wanted  to  express  his  longing  of  the  soul, 
for  the  original  name  was  veoeo-ts,  and  not  vo- 
??cr6?;  but  rj  took  the  place  of  a  double  e.  The 
word  crucj>po<n>vr]  is  the  salvation  (acor^'a,)  of 
that  wisdom  (<j>p6vr)<n<s)  which  we  were  just 
now  considering.  [412]  TEn-iony/My  (knowl 
edge)  is  akin  to  this,  and  indicates  that  the 
soul  which  is  good  for  anything  follows  (CTTC- 
rat)  the  motion  of  things,  neither  anticipating 
them  nor  falling  behind  them;  wherefor  the 
word  should  rather  be  read  as  lirurnjij.w'r),  in 
serting  «/.  Sweats  (understanding)  may  be  re 
garded  in  like  manner  as  a  kind  of  conclusion; 
the  word  is  derived  from  mmivai  (to  go  along 
with),  and,  like  ImcrraaOaL  (to  know),  implies 
the  progression  of  the  soul  in  company  with 
the  nature  of  things.  5o<;6ta  (wisdom)  is  very 
dark,  and  appears  not  to  be  of  native  growth; 
the  meaning  is,  touching  the  motion  or  stream 
of  things.  You  must  remember  that  the  poets, 
when  they  speak  of  the  commencement  of  any 
rapid  motion,  often  use  the  word  lavOrj  (he 
rushed) ;  and  there  was  a  famous  Lacedaemo 
nian  who  was  named  Sow  (Rush),  for  by  this 
word  the  Lacedaemonians  signify  rapid  mo 
tion,  and  the  touching  (eTrac^)  of  motion  is 
expressed  by  ao^ta,  for  all  things  are  supposed 
to  be  in  motion.  Good  (ayaOov)  is  the  name 
which  is  given  to  the  admirable  (dyacmS)  in 
nature;  for,  although  all  things  move,  still  there 
are  degrees  of  motion;  some  are  swifter,  some 
slower;  but  there  are  some  things  which  are  ad 
mirable  for  their  swiftness,  and  this  admirable 
part  of  nature  is  called  ayaOov.  At/caiocruv?/  (jus 
tice)  is  clearly  BIKOLLOV  onWcris  (understanding 
of  the  just) ;  but  the  actual  word  StWov  is  more 
difficult:  men  are  only  agreed  to  a  certain  ex 
tent  about  justice,  and  then  they  begin  to  dis 
agree. 

For  those  who  suppose  all  things  to  be  in 
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motion  conceive  the  greater  part  of  nature  to 
be  a  mere  receptacle;  and  they  say  that  there  is 
a  penetrating  power  which  passes  through  all 
this,  and  is  the  instrument  of  creation  in  all, 
and  is  the  subtlest  and  swiftest  element;  for  if 
it  were  not  the  subtlest,  and  a  power  which 
none  can  keep  out,  and  also  the  swiftest,  pass 
ing  by  other  things  as  if  they  were  standing 
still,  it  could  not  penetrate  through  the  moving 
universe.  And  this  element,  which  superin 
tends  all  things  and  pieces  (Siaiov)  all,  is  right 
ly  called  St/caiov;  the  letter  K  is  only  added  for 
the  sake  of  euphony.  Thus  far,  as  I  was  saying, 
there  is  a  general  agreement  about  the  nature 
of  justice;  [413]  but  I,  Hermogenes,  being  an 
enthusiastic  disciple,  have  been  told  in  a  mys 
tery  that  the  justice  of  which  I  am  speaking  is 
also  the  cause  of  the  world:  now  a  cause  is  that 
because  of  which  anything  is  created;  and  some 
one  comes  and  whispers  in  my  ear  that  justice 
is  rightly  so  called  because  partaking  of  the  na 
ture  of  the  cause,  and  I  begin,  after  hearing 
what  he  has  said,  to  interrogate  him  gently: 
"Well,  my  excellent  friend,"  say  I,  "but  if  all 
this  be  true,  I  still  want  to  know  what  is  jus 
tice."  Thereupon  they  think  that  I  ask  tiresome 
questions,  and  am  leaping  over  the  barriers, 
and  have  been  already  sufficiently  answered, 
and  they  try  to  satisfy  me  with  one  derivation 
after  another,  and  at  length  they  quarrel.  For 
one  of  them  says  that  justice  is  the  sun,  and  that 
he  only  is  the  piercing  (Stol'ovra)  and  burning 
(/caoFra)  element  which  is  the  guardian  of  na 
ture.  And  when  I  joyfully  repeat  this  beautiful 
notion,  I  am  answered  by  the  satirical  remark, 
"What,  is  there  no  justice  in  the  world  when 
the  sun  is  down?"  And  when  I  earnestly  beg 
my  questioner  to  tell  me  his  own  honest  opin 
ion,  he  says,  "Fire  in  the  abstract";  but  this  is 
not  very  intelligible.  Another  says,  "No,  not 
fire  in  the  abstract,  but  the  abstraction  of  heat 
in  the  fire."  Another  man  professes  to  laugh  at 
all  this,  and  says,  as  Anaxagoras  says,  that  jus 
tice  is  mind,  for  mind,  as  they  say,  has  absolute 
power,  and  mixes  with  nothing,  and  orders  all 
things,  and  passes  through  all  things.  At  last, 
my  friend,  I  find  myself  in  far  greater  perplex 
ity  about  the  nature  of  justice  than  I  was  before 
I  began  to  learn.  But  still  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  name,  which  has  led  me  into  this  digres 
sion,  was  given  to  justice  for  the  reasons  which 
I  have  mentioned. 

Her.  I  think,  Socrates,  that  you  are  not  im 
provising  now;  you  must  have  heard  this  from 
some  one  else. 

Sac.  And  not  the  rest? 


Her.  Hardly. 

Soc.  Well,  then,  let  me  go  on  in  the  hope  of 
making  you  believe  in  the  originality  of  the 
rest.  What  remains  after  justice?  I  do  not  think 
that  we  have  as  yet  discussed  courage  (dv& 
/oeta), — injustice  (aS6/cta),  which  is  obviously 
nothing  more  than  a  hindrance  to  the  pene 
trating  principle  (Sta'toi/ros),  need  not  be  con 
sidered.  Well,  then,  the  name  of  di/8/^eta  seems 
to  imply  a  battle; — this  battle  is  in  the  world  of 
existence,  and  according  to  the  doctrine  of  flux 
is  only  the  counterflux  (ivavria  porj) :  if  you  ex 
tract  the  S  from  avSpeta,  the  name  at  once  sig 
nifies  the  thing,  and  you  may  clearly  under 
stand  that  avSpeia  is  not  the  stream  opposed  to 
every  stream,  but  only  to  that  which  is  contrary 
to  justice,  [414]  for  otherwise  courage  would 
not  have  been  praised. The  words  appyv  (male) 
and  avrjp  (man)  also  contain  a  similar  allusion 
to  the  same  principle  of  the  upward  flux  (rfj 
avo)  pofj).  Twrj  (woman)  I  suspect  to  be  the 
same  word  as  yov?/  (birth):  0?i\v  (female)  ap 
pears  to  be  partly  derived  from  6>r//\7;  (the  teat), 
because  the  teat  is  like  rain,  and  makes  things 
flourish  (  re(9r/A.eVat) . 

Her.  That  is  surely  probable. 

Soc.  Yes;  and  the  very  word  $aAAav  (to 
flourish)  seems  to  figure  the  growth  of  youth, 
which  is  swift  and  sudden  ever.  And  this  is  ex 
pressed  by  the  legislator  in  the  name,  which  is 
a  compound  of  Qdv  (running),  and  <L\Ae<r$at 
(leaping).  Pray  observe  how  I  gallop  away 
when  I  get  on  smooth  ground.  There  arc  a 
good  many  names  generally  thought  to  be  of 
importance,  which  have  still  to  be  explained, 

Her.  True. 

Soc.  There  is  the  meaning  of  the  word  rexyy 
(art),  for  example. 

Her,  Very  true. 

Soc.  That  may  be  identified  with  ^ovrfy,  and 
expresses  the  possession  of  mind: you  have  only 
to  take  away  the  r  and  insert  two  o's,  one  be 
tween  the  x  a*id  v,  and  another  between  the  v 
and  y. 

Her,  That  is  a  very  shabby  etymology. 

Soc.  Yes,  my  dear  friend;  but  then  you.  know 
that  the  original  names  have  been  long  ago 
buried  and  disguised  by  people  sticking  on  and 
stripping  off  letters  for  the  sake  of  euphony, 
and  twisting  and  bedizening  them  in  all  sorts 
of  ways:  and  time  too  may  have  had  a  share  in 
the  change.  Take,  for  example,  the  word  /caro- 
wrpov;  why  is  the  letter  p  inserted?  This  must 
surely  be  the  addition  of  some  one  who  cares 
nothing  about  the  truth,  but  thinks  only  of 
putting  the  mouth  into  shape.  And  the  addi- 
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tions  are  often  such  that  at  last  no  human  being 
can  possibly  make  out  the  original  meaning 
of  the  word.  Another  example  is  the  word 
<r<f>ly£9  cr<£6yyos,  which  ought  properly  to  be 
<£tyi,  <£tyyo9,  and  there  are  other  examples. 

Her.  That  is  quite  true,  Socrates. 

Soc.  And  yet,  if  you  are  permitted  to  put  in 
and  pull  out  any  letters  which  you  please, 
names  will  be  too  easily  made,  and  any  name 
may  be  adapted  to  any  object. 

Her.  True. 

Soc.  Yes,  that  is  true.  And  therefore  a  wise 
dictator,  like  yourself,  should  observe  the  laws 
of  moderation  and  probability. 

Her.  Such  is  my  desire. 

Soc.  And  mine,  too,  Hermogenes.  But  do 
not  be  too  much  of  a  precisian,  [415]  or  "you 
will  unnerve  me  of  my  strength."1  When  you 
have  allowed  me  to  add  ^xavr)  (contrivance) 
to  T€xwj  (art)  I  shall  be  at  the  top  of  my  bent, 
for  I  conceive  /^xai/^  to  be  a  si&n  °f  great  ac 
complishment  —  ami/;  for  /x^/cos  has  the  mean 
ing  of  greatness,  and  these  two,  /xTy/cos  and  avcw, 
make  up  the  word  pyxwrj.  But,  as  I  was  saying, 
being  now  at  the  top  of  my  bent,  I  should  like 
'to  consider  the  meaning  of  the  two  words 
apery  (virtue)  and  KOLKLCL  (vice);  dpcrr;  I  do  not 
as  yet  understand,  but  /ccwcia  is  transparent,  and 
agrees  with  the  principles  which  preceded,  for 
all  things  being  in  a  flux  (tcWoov),  iccwua  is  KOK&S 
to  v  (going  badly);  and  this  evil  motion  when 
existing  in  the  soul  has  the  general  name  of 
ico/eta,  or  vice,  specially  appropriated  to  it.  The 
meaning  of  /cctK&s  Uvcu,  may  be  further  illus 
trated  by  the  use  of  BaXia  (cowardice),  which 
ought  to  have  come  after  avSpeia,  but  was  for 
gotten,  and,  as  I  fear,  is  not  the  only  word  which 
has  been  passed  over.  AaXta  signifies  that  the 
soul  is  bound  with  a  strong  chain  (86071,0$),  for 
Xiav  means  strength,  and  therefore  8aAta  ex 
presses  the  greatest  and  strongest  bond  of  the 
soul;  and  airopia,  (difficulty)  is  an  evil  of  the 
same  nature  (from  a  not,  and  7ro/oeveo-0<u  to 
go),  like  anything  else  which  is  an  impediment 
to  motion  and  movement.  Then  the  word 


appears  to  mean  KCIKWS  tevat,  or  gong 
badly,  or  limping  and  halting;  of  which  the 
consequence  is,  that  the  soul  becomes  filled 
with  vice.  And  if  /ca/a'a  is  the  name  of  this  sort 
of  thing,  aperrj  will  be  the  opposite  of  it,  signify 
ing  in  the  first  place  ease  of  motion,  then  that  the 
stream  of  the  good  soul  is  unimpeded,  and  has 
therefore  the  attribute  of  ever  flowing  without 
let  or  hindrance,  and  is  therefore  called  dper?), 
or*  more  correctly,  da/oem)  (ever-flowing),  and 
1  Iliad,  vi.  265. 


may  perhaps  have  had  another  form,  <dper7j 
(eligible),  indicating  that  nothing  is  more  eligi 
ble  than  virtue,  and  this  has  been  hammered  into 
apery.  I  daresay  that  you  will  deem  this  to  be 
another  invention  of  mine,  but  I  think  that  if 
the  previous  word  m/aa  was  right,  then  dper?/ 
is  also  right. 

[416]  Her.  But  what  is  the  meaning  of 
KaKov,  which  has  played  so  great  a  part  in  your 
previous  discourse? 

Soc.  That  is  a  very  singular  word  about 
which  I  can  hardly  form  an  opinion,  and  there 
fore  I  must  have  recourse  to  my  ingenious  de 
vice. 

Her.  What  device? 

Soc.  The  device  of  a  foreign  origin,  which  I 
shall  give  to  this  word  also. 

Her.  Very  likely  you  are  right;  but  suppose 
that  we  leave  these  words  and  endeavour  to  see 
the  rationale  of  /caXov  and  al&xpov. 

Soc.  The  meaning  of  alvxpw  1S  evident,  be 
ing  only  ael  Icrxov  porjs  (always preventing  from 
flowing),  and  this  is  in  accordance  with  our 
former  derivations.  For  the  name-giver  was  a 
great  enemy  to  stagnation  of  all  sorts,  and 
hence  he  gave  the  name  aeurxopovv  to  that 
which  hindered  the  flux  (da  ta^ov  povv),  and 
this  is  now  beaten  together  into  al&xpov. 

Her.  But  what  do  you  say  of  KaAoV? 

Soc.  That  is  more  obscure;  yet  the  form  is 
only  due  to  the  quantity,  and  has  been  changed 
by  altering  ov  into  o. 

Her.  What  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  This  name  appears  to  denote  mind. 

Her.  How  so? 

Soc.  Let  me  ask  you  what  is  the  cause  why 
anything  has  a  name;  is  not  the  principle  which 
imposes  the  name  the  cause  ? 

Her.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  must  not  this  be  the  mind  of  Gods, 
or  of  men,  or  of  both? 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  Is  not  mind  that  which  called  (/coAeo-av) 
things  by  their  names,  and  is  not  mind  the 
beautiful  (jcaAoV)? 

Her.  That  is  evident. 

Soc.  And  are  not  the  works  of  intelligence 
and  mind  worthy  of  praise,  and  are  not  other 
works  worthy  of  blame? 

Her.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Physic  does  the  work  of  a  physician,  and 
carpentering  does  the  works  of  a  carpenter? 

Her.  Exactly. 

Soc.  And  the  principle  of  beauty  does  the 
works  o£  beauty? 

Her.  Of  course. 
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Soc.  And  that  principle  we  affirm  to  be 
mind  ? 

Her.  Very  true. 

Soc.  Then  mind  is  rightly  called  beauty  be 
cause  she  does  the  works  which  we  recognize 
and  speak  of  as  the  beautiful? 

Her.  That  is  evident. 

Soc.  What  more  names  remain  to  us? 

Her.  There  are  the  words  which  are  con 
nected  with  ayaOov  and  KaAov,  such  as  crv^l- 
pov  and  AucrireAow,  wc/>eAtjuoi/,  KcpftaXlov,  and 
their  opposites.  [417] 

Soc.  The  meaning  of  av^cpov  (expedient)  I 
think  that  you  may  discover  for  yourself  by  the 
light  of  the  previous  examples, — for  it  is  a  sis 
ter  word  to  €7rtcrT??p7?  meaning  just  the  motion 
(4>opa)  of  the  soul  accompanying  the  world, 
and  things  which  are  done  upon  this  principle 
are  called  avp^opa  or  (ru/^epovra,  because  they 
are  carried  round  with  the  world. 

Her.  That  is  probable. 

Soc.  Again,  x*P$a^ov  (gainful)  is  called 
from  x*'p<$0?  (gain)>  but  you  must  alter  the  S 
into  v  if  you  want  to  get  at  the  meaning;  for 
this  word  also  signifies  good,  but  in  another 
way;  he  who  gave  the  name  intended  to  express 
the  power  of  admixture  (Kepavvv^evov)  and 
universal  penetration  in  the  good;  in  forming 
the  word,  however,  he  inserted  a  8  instead  of 
an  v,  and  so  made  /ce/oSos. 

Her.  Well,  but  what  is  AwtreAow  (profita 
ble)? 

Soc.  I  suppose,  Hermogenes,  that  people  do 
not  mean  by  the  profitable  the  gainful  or  that 
which  pays  (Ai>et)  the  retailer,  but  they  use  the 
word  in  the  sense  of  swift.  You  regard  the  prof 
itable  (Ai>0rreAo{}),as  that  which  being  the  swift 
est  thing  in  existence,  allows  of  no  stay  in  things 
and  no  pause  or  end  of  motion,  but  always,  if 
there  begins  to  be  any  end,  lets  things  go  again 
(Auet),  and  makes  motion  immortal  and  un- 
ceasing:  and  in  this  point  of  view,  as  appears  to 
me,  the  good  is  happily  denominated  AwtreAow 
— being  that  which  looses  (Xvov)  the  end  (r£ 
A<K)  of  motion.  'O^eAt/xoi/  (the  advantageous) 
is  derived  from  o<£eAAeo/,  meaning  that  which 
creates  and  increases;  this  latter  is  a  common 
Homeric  word,  and  has  a  foreign  character. 

Pier.  And  what  do  you  say  of  their  opposites? 

Soc.  Of  such  as  mere  negatives  I  hardly  think 
that  I  need  speak. 

Her.  Which  are  they? 

Soc.  The  words  a^vfjupopov  (inexpedient), 
dvw^eAes  (unprofitable),  aAwtreAes  (unadvan- 
tageous),  dKepSes  (ungainlul). 

Her.  True. 


Soc.  I  would  rather  take  the  words  /3Aa/2epov 
(harmful),  ^/xtwSe?  (hurtful). 

Her.  Good. 

Soc.  The  word  flXaftepov  is  that  which  is  said 
to  hinder  or  harm  (^AaTrretv)  the  stream 
(povv) ;  pXavrrov  is  /^o-uAojuevoj/  aTrretv  (seeking 
to  hold  or  bind);  for  aTrrctv  is  the  same  as  Setv, 
and  Setv  is  always  a  term  of  censure;  /3ovXop,evov 
ttTrretv  povv  (wanting  to  bind  the  stream)  would 
properly  be  /3oi>Aa7rrepow,  and  this,  as  I  imag 
ine,  is  improved  into  /BXaftepov. 

Her.  You  bring  out  curious  results,  Socrates, 
in  the  use  of  names;  and  when  I  hear  the  word 
ftovXairrepovv  I  cannot  help  imagining  that  you 
are  making  your  mouth  into  a  flute,  and  puffing 
away  at  some  prelude  to  Athene. 

[418]  Soc.  That  is  the  fault  of  the  makers  of 
the  name,  Hermogenes;  not  mine. 

Her.  Very  true;  but  what  is  the  derivation  of 


Soc.  What  is  the  meaning  of  £r//x««)Se<?? — let 
me  remark,  Hermogenes,  how  right  I  was  in 
saying  that  great  changes  are  made  in  the 
meaning  of  words  by  putting  in  and  pulling 
out  letters;  even  a  very  slight  permutation  will 
sometimes  give  an  entirely  opposite  sense;  I 
may  instance  the  word  Scov,  which  occurs  to 
me  at  the  moment,  and  reminds  me  of  what  I 
was  going  to  say  to  you,  that  the  fine  fashion 
able  language  of  modern  times  has  twisted  and 
disguised  and  entirely  altered  the  original 
meaning  both  of  $<-W,  and  also  of  Jr/juoiScs, 
which  in  the  old  language  is  clearly  indicated. 

Her.  What  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  I  will  try  to  explain.  You  are  aware  that 
our  forefathers  loved  the  sounds  t  and  8,  es 
pecially  the  women,  who  are  most  conservative 
of  the  ancient  language,  but  now  they  change 
i  into  y/  or  e,  and  8  into  £;  this  is  supposed  to  in 
crease  the  grandeur  of  the  sound. 

Her.  How  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  For  example,  in  very  ancient  times  they 
called  the  day  either  tplpa  or  1/^'pa,  which  is 
called  by  us  y/fiepa. 

Her.  That  is  true. 

Soc.  Do  you  observe  that  only  the  ancient 
form  shows  the  intention  of  the  giver  of  the 
name?  of  which  the  reason  is,  that  men  long 
for  (Ip^ipovori)  and  love  the  light  which  comes 
after  the  darkness,  and  is  therefore  called  tjae/m, 
from  i/A€/oo?,  desire. 

Her.  Clearly. 

Soc.  But  now  the  name  is  so  travestied  that 
you  cannot  tell  the  meaning,  although  there  are 
some  who  imagine  the  day  to  be  called  r// 
because  it  makes  things  gentle 
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Her.  Such  is  my  view. 

Soc.  And  do  you  know  that  the  ancients  said 
Bvoyov  and  not  £vyov? 

Her.  They  did  so. 

Soc.  And  £vy6v  (yoke)  has  no  meaning, — it 
ought  to  be  Suoyov,  which  word  expresses  the 
binding  of  two  together  (Svetv  dywy??)  for  the 
purpose  of  drawing; — this  has  been  changed 
into  fuyoV,  and  there  are  many  other  examples 
of  similar  changes. 

Her.  There  are. 

Soc.  Proceeding  in  the  same  train  of  thought 
I  may  remark  that  the  word  Slov  (obligation) 
has  a  meaning  which  is  the  opposite  of  all  the 
other  appellations  of  good;  for  Seov  is  here  a 
species  of  good,  and  is,  nevertheless,  the  chain 
(Secr/xo<?)  or  hinderer  of  motion,  and  therefore 
own  brother  of  /3Xa/3tp6v. 

Her.  Yes,  Socrates;  that  is  quite  plain. 

Soc.  Not  if  you  restore  the  ancient  form, 
which  is  more  likely  to  be  the  correct  one,  [419] 
and  read  SLOV  instead  of  Seov;  if  you  convert  the 
e  into  an  i  after  the  old  fashion,  this  word  will 
then  agree  with  other  words  meaning  good; 
for  St<W,  not  Seov,  signifies  the  good,  and  is  a 
term  of  praise;  and  the  author  of  names  has  not 
contradicted  himself,  but  in  all  these  various 
appellations,  SeW  (obligatory),  co^eAi/xov  (ad 
vantageous),  AwtreAow  (  profitable  X/cepSaAeW 
(gainful),  ayaOov  (good),  avp,<f>lpov  (expedi 
ent),  eiVopGv  (plenteous),  the  same  conception 
is  implied  of  the  ordering  or  all-pervading  prin 
ciple  which  is  praised,  and  the  restraining  and 
binding  principle  which  is  censured.  And  this  is 
further  illustrated  by  the  word  £??/A«oS?79  (hurt 
ful),  which  if  the  £  is  only  changed  into  8  as  in 
the  ancient  language,  becomes  S^tw&ys;  and 
this  name,  as  you  will  perceive,  is  given  to  that 
which  binds  motion  (Sow/re,  lov). 

Her.  What  do  you  say  of  r;8ovr/  (pleasure), 
XvTry  (pain),  e7rt6b/ua  (desire),  and  the  like, 
Socrates  ? 

Soc.  I  do  not  think,  Hermogenes,  that  there 
is  any  great  difficulty  about  them — ffiovy  is  r/ 
ov^o-ts,  the  action  which  tends  to  advantage; 
and  the  original  form  may  be  supposed  to  have 
been  tyovr/,  but  this  has  been  altered  by  the  in 
sertion  of  the  B.  AIJTT?;  appears  to  be  derived 
from  the  relaxation  (AiW)  which  the  body 
feels  when  in  sorrow;  avia  (trouble)  is  the  hin 
drance  of  motion  (a  and  teVat);  dAyr/Swv  (dis 
tress),  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  is  a  foreign  word, 
which  is  derived  from  dAcivos  (grievous); 
oBvvr}  (grief)  is  called  from  the  putting  on 
(evSwrt?)  sorrow;  in  dx&ySw  (vexation)  "the 
word  too  labours,"  as  any  one  may  see; 


(joy)  is  the  very  expression  of  the  fluency  and 
diffusion  of  the  soul  (x€o>);  repots  (delight)  is 
so  called  from  the  pleasure  creeping  (IpTrov) 
through  the  soul,  which  may  be  likened  to  a 
breath  (TTVO-TI)  and  is  properly  ep-zrvovv,  but  has 
been  altered  by  time  into  repirvov,  eixfipoavvy 
(cheerfulness)  and  eTriOv^ia  explain  themselves; 
the  former,  which  ought  to  be  evfapocrvvr]  and 
has  been  changed  into  evcfrpoavvy,  is  named,  as 
every  one  may  see,  from  the  soul  moving  (</>e- 
pecr0ai)  in  harmony  with  nature;  eiriQ-vpia.  is 
really  rj  ITT!  rov  Ovpov  lovcra  SiW/us,  the  power 
which  enters  into  the  soul;  Ovpbs  (passion)  is 
called  from  the  rushing  (0-Joretos)  and  boiling 
of  the  soul;  fyw/oos  (desire)  denotes  the  stream 
(pofe)  which  most  draws  the  soul  Sta  rrjv  law 
TT/?  po?/5 — because  flowing  with  desire  (tefie- 
vos),  and  expresses  a  longing  after  things  and 
violent  attraction  of  the  soul  to  [420]  them, 
and  is  termed  t/^epos  from  possessing  this  pow 
er;  7ro0os  (longing)  is  expressive  of  the  desire 
of  that  which  is  not  present  but  absent,  and  in 
another  place  (TTO-U)  ;  this  is  the  reason  why  the 
name  TTO^OS  is  applied  to  things  absent,  as  t'p-pos 
is  to  things  present;  epws  (love)  is  so  called  be 
cause  flowing  in  (ecrpwv)  from  without;  the 
stream  is  not  inherent,  but  is  an  influence  intro 
duced  through  the  eyes,  and  from  flowing  in 
was  called  e'o-pos  (influx)  in  the  old  time  when 
they  used  o  for  o>,  and  is  called  e'pcos,  now  that 
co  is  substituted  for  o.  But  why  do  you  not  give 
me  another  word? 

Her.  What  do  you  think  of  So£a  (opinion), 
and  that  class  of  words? 

Soc.  Ao£a  is  either  derived  from  Stco^t?  (pur 
suit),  and  expresses  the  march  of  the  soul  in 
the  pursuit  of  knowledge,  or  from  the  shooting 
,of  a  bow  (ro4-ov);  the  latter  is  more  likely,  and 
is  confirmed  by  ofyo-ts  (thinking),  which  is 
only  oum  (moving),  and  implies  the  move 
ment  of  the  soul  to  the  essential  nature  of  each 
thing — just  as  flovXy  (counsel)  has  to  do  with 
shooting  (/?oAr/);  and  /3ov\ecr9ai  (to  wish) 
combines  the  notion  of  aiming  and  deliberat 
ing — all  these  words  seem  to  follow  <J>o£a,  and 
all  involve  the  idea  of  shooting,  just  as  aftovXia, 
absence  of  counsel,  on  the  other  hand,  is  a  mis 
hap,  or  missing,  or  mistaking  of  the  mark,  or 
aim,  or  proposal,  or  object. 

Her.  You  are  quickening  your  pace  now, 
Socrates. 

Soc.  Why  yes,  the  end  I  now  dedicate  to  God, 
not,  however,  until  I  have  explained  avdyKij 
(necessity),  which  ought  to  come  next,  and 
IKOVO-LOV  (the  voluntary).  'E/coxiortov  is  certainly 
the  yielding  (ewcov)  and  unresisting — the  no- 
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tion  implied  is  yielding  and  not  opposing, 
yielding,  as  I  was  just  now  saying,  to  that  mo 
tion  which  is  in  accordance  with  our  will;  but 
the  necessary  and  resistant  being  contrary  to 
our  will,  implies  error  and  ignorance;  the  idea 
is  taken  from  walking  through  a  ravine  which 
is  impassable,  and  rugged,  and  overgrown,  and 
impedes  motion — and  this  is  the  derivation  of 
the  word  dvay/catov  (necessary)  dv3  ay K^  lov, 
going  through  a  ravine.  But  while  my  strength 
lasts  let  us  persevere,  and  I  hope  that  you  will 
persevere  with  your  questions. 

Her.  Well,  then,  let  me  ask  about  the  great 
est  and  noblest,  such  as  a^'flaa  (truth)  and 
\ff€v3o<s  (falsehood)  and  ov  (being),  [421]  not 
forgetting  to  enquire  why  the  word  ovopa 
(name),  which  is  the  theme  of  our  discussion, 
has  this  name  of  ovo^a. 

Soc.  You  know  the  word  /Wecr#eu  (to  seek)  ? 

Her.  Yes; — meaning  the  same  as  t^rdv  (to 
enquire). 

Soc.  The  word  ovopa,  seems  to  be  a  com 
pressed  sentence,  signifying  ov  0-8  ^ifnyjua  (be 
ing  for  which  there  is  a  search);  as  is  still  more 
obvious  in  ovo^darrov  (notable),  which  states 
in  so  many  words  that  real  existence  is  that  for 
which  there  is  a  seeking  (ov  oS  /mcr^a);  dA- 
rfiaa  is  also  an  agglomeration  of  $eta  dA??  (di 
vine  wandering),  implying  the  divine  motion 
of  existence;  \f/tv$o<s  (falsehood)  is  the  opposite 
of  motion;  here  is  another  ill  name  given  by  the 
legislator  to  stagnation  and  forced  inaction, 
which  he  compares  to  sleep  (alSeu/);  but  the 
original  meaning  of  the  word  is  disguised  by 
the  addition  of  \j/i  ov  and  ovcria  are  lav  with  an  i 
broken  off;  this  agrees  with  the  true  principle, 
for  being  (ov)  is  also  moving  (w>j/),  and  the 
same  may  be  said  of  not  being,  which  is  like 
wise  called  not  going  (OVKLOV  or  owl  <5v=ota 
IQV). 

Her,  You  have  hammered  away  at  them 
manfully;  but  suppose  that  some  one  were  to 
say  to  you,  what  is  the  word  tov,  and  what  are 
peov  and  Sow? — show  me  their  fitness. 

Soc.  You  mean  to  say,  how  should  I  answer 
him? 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  One  way  of  giving  the  appearance  of  an 
answer  has  been  already  suggested. 

Her.  What  way  ? 

Soc.  To  say  that  names  which  we  do  not  un 
derstand  are  of  foreign  origin;  and  this  is  very 
likely  the  right  answer,  and  something  of  this 
kind  may  be  true  of  them;  but  also  the  original 
forms  of  words  may  have  been  lost  in  the  lapse 
of  age$;  names  have  been  so  twisted  in  all  man. 


ner  of  ways,  that  I  should  not  be  surprised  if 
the  old  language  when  compared  with  that 
now  in  use  would  appear  to  us  to  be  a  barba 
rous  tongue. 

Her.  Very  likely. 

Soc.  Yes,  very  likely.  But  still  the  enquiry  de 
mands  our  earnest  attention  and  we  must  not 
flinch.  For  we  should  remember,  that  if  a  per 
son  go  on  analysing  names  into  words,  and  en 
quiring  also  into  the  elements  out  of  which  the 
words  are  formed,  and  keeps  on  always  repeat 
ing  this  process,  he  who  has  to  answer  him 
must  at  last  give  up  the  enquiry  in  despair. 

Her.  Very  true. 

[422]  Soc.  And  at  what  point  ought  he  to 
lose  heart  and  give  up  the  enquiry?  Must  he 
not  stop  when  he  comes  to  the  names  which  are 
the  elements  of  all  other  names  and  sentences; 
for  these  cannot  be  supposed  to  be  made  up  of 
other  names?  The  word  ayaObv  (good),  for  ex 
ample,  is,  as  we  were  saying,  a  compound  of 
dyao-7-os  (admirable)  and  $oo<?  (swift).  And 
probably  <9o<W  is  made  up  of  other  elements,  and 
these  again  of  others.  But  if  we  take  a  word 
which  is  incapable  of  further  resolution,  then 
we  shall  be  right  in  saying  that  we  have  at  last 
reached  a  primary  element,  which  need  not  be 
resolved  any  further. 

Her.  I  believe  you  to  be  in  the  right. 

Soc.  And  suppose  the  names  about  which  you 
are  now  asking  should  turn  out  to  be  primary 
elements,  must  not  their  truth  or  law  be  ex 
amined  according  to  some  new  method? 

Her.  Very  likely. 

Soc.  Quite  so,  Hennogenes;  all  that  has  pre 
ceded  would  lead  to  this  conclusion.  And  if,  as 
I  think,  the  conclusion  is  true,  then  I  shall  again 
say  to  you,  come  and  help  me,  that  I  may  not 
fall  into  some  absurdity  in  stating  the  principle 
of  primary  names. 

Her.  Let  me  hear,  and  1  will  do  my  best  to 
assist  you, 

Soc.  1  think  that  you  will  acknowledge  with 
me,  that  one  principle  is  applicable  to  all  names, 
primary  as  well  as  secondary— when  they  are 
regarded  simply  as  names,  there  is  no  cli/Ter- 
cnce  in  them. 

Her.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  All  the  names  that  we  have  been  explain 
ing  were  intended  to  indicate  the  nature  of 
things, 

Her.  Of  course. 

Soc.  And  that  this  is  true  of:  the  primary 
quite  as  much  as  of  the  secondary  names,  is  im 
plied  in  their  being  names* 

Her.  Surely. 
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Soc.  But  the  secondary,  as  I  conceive,  derive 
their  significance  from  the  primary. 

Her.  That  is  evident. 

Soc.  Very  good;  but  then  how  do  the  pri 
mary  names  which  precede  analysis  show  the 
natures  of  things,  as  far  as  they  can  be  shown; 
which  they  must  do,  if  they  are  to  be  real 
names?  And  here  I  will  ask  you  a  question: 
Suppose  that  we  had  no  voice  or  tongue,  and 
wanted  to  communicate  with  one  another, 
should  we  not,  like  the  deaf  and  dumb,  make 
signs  with  the  hands  and  head  and  the  rest  of 
the  body? 

Her.  There  would  be  no  choice,  Socrates. 

[423]  Soc.  We  should  imitate  the  nature  of 
the  thing;  the  elevation  of  our  hands  to  heaven 
would  mean  lightness  and  upwardness;  heavi 
ness  and  downwardness  would  be  expressed  by 
letting  them  drop  to  the  ground;  if  we  were 
describing  the  running  of  a  horse,  or  any  other 
animal,  we  should  make  our  bodies  and  their 
gestures  as  like  as  we  could  to  them. 

Her.  I  do  not  see  that  we  could  do  anything 
else. 

Soc.  We  could  not;  for  by  bodily  imitation 
only  can  the  body  ever  express  anything. 

Pier.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  when  we  want  to  express  ourselves, 
either  with  the  voice,  or  tongue,  or  mouth,  the 
expression  is  simply  their  imitation  of  that 
which  we  want  to  express. 

Her.  It  must  be  so,  I  think. 

Soc.  Then  a  name  is  a  vocal  imitation  of  that 
which  the  vocal  imitator  names  or  imitates? 

Her.  I  think  so. 

Soc.  Nay,  my  friend,  I  am  disposed  to  think 
that  we  have  not  reached  the  truth  as  yet. 

Her.  Why  not? 

Soc.  Because  if  we  have  we  shall  be  obliged 
to  admit  that  the  people  who  imitate  sheep,  or 
cocks,  or  other  animals,  name  that  which  they 
imitate. 

Her.  Quite  true. 

Soc.  Then  could  I  have  been  right  in  what  I 
was  saying? 

Her.  In  my  opinion,  no.  But  I  wish  that  you 
would  tell  me,  Socrates,  what  sort  of  an  imita 
tion  is  a  name? 

Soc.  In  the  first  place,  I  should  reply,  not  a 
musical  imitation,  although  that  is  also  vocal; 
nor,  again,  an  imitation  of  what  music  imitates; 
these,  in  my  judgment,  would  not  be  naming. 
Let  me  put  the  matter  as  follows;  All  objects 
have  sound  and  figure,  and  many  have  colour? 

Her.  Certainly. 

•Sex:.  But  the  art  of  naming  appears  not  to  be 


concerned  with  imitations  of  this  kind;  the  arts 
which  have  to  do  with  them  are  music  and 
drawing? 

Her.  True. 

Soc.  Again,  is  there  not  an  essence  of  each 
thing,  just  as  there  is  a  colour,  or  sound?  And 
is  there  not  an  essence  of  colour  and  sound  as 
well  as  of  anything  else  which  may  be  said  to 
have  an  essence  ? 

Her.  I  should  think  so. 

Soc.  Well,  and  if  any  one  could  express  the 
essence  of  each  thing  in  letters  and  syllables, 
would  he  not  express  the  nature  of  each  thing? 

[424]  Her.  Quite  so. 

Soc.  The  musician  and  the  painter  were  the 
two  names  which  you  gave  to  the  two  other 
imitators.  What  will  this  imitator  be  called? 

Her.  I  imagine,  Socrates,  that  he  must  be  the 
namer,  or  name-giver,  of  whom  we  are  in 
search. 

Soc.  If  this  is  true,  then  I  think  that  we  are 
in  a  condition  to  consider  the  names  pay 
(stream),  teVcu  (to  go),  cr^e'crts  (retention), 
about  which  you  were  asking;  and  we  may  see 
whether  the  namer  has  grasped  the  nature  of 
them  in  letters  and  syllables  in  such  a  manner 
as  to  imitate  the  essence  or  not. 

Her.  Very  good. 

Soc.  But  are  these  the  only  primary  names, 
or  are  there  others  ? 

Her.  There  must  be  others. 

Soc.  So  I  should  expect.  But  how  shall  we 
further  analyse  them,  and  where  does  the  imi 
tator  begin  ?  Imitation  of  the  essence  is  made  by 
syllables  and  letters;  ought  we  not,  therefore, 
first  to  separate  the  letters,  just  as  those  who  are 
beginning  rhythm  first  distinguish  the  powers 
of  elementary,  and  then  of  compound  sounds, 
and  when  they  have  done  so,  but  not  before, 
they  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  rhythms? 

Her.  Yes. 

Soc.  Must  we  not  begin  in  the  same  way  with 
letters;  first  separating  the  vowels,  and  then  the 
consonants  and  mutes,  into  classes,  according 
to  the  received  distinctions  of  the  learned;  also 
the  semivowels,  which  are  neither  vowels,  nor 
yet  mutes;  and  distinguishing  into  classes  the 
vowels  themselves?  And  when  we  have  per 
fected  the  classification  of  things,  we  shall  give 
their  names,  and  see  whether,  as  in  the  case  of 
letters,  there  are  any  classes  to  which  they  may 
be  all  referred;1  and  hence  we  shall  see  their  na 
tures,  and  sec,  too,  whether  they  have  in  them 
classes  as  there  are  in  the  letters;  and  when  we 
have  well  considered  all  this,  we  shall  know 

1  Cf.  Phaedrus,  271. 
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how  to  apply  them  to  what  they  resemble — 
whether  one  letter  is  used  to  denote  one  thing, 
or  whether  there  is  to  be  an  admixture  of  sev 
eral  of  them;  just,  as  in  painting,  the  painter 
who  wants  to  depict  anything  sometimes  uses 
purple  only,  or  any  other  colour,  and  sometimes 
mixes  up  several  colours,  as  his  method  is  when 
he  has  to  paint  flesh  colour  or  anything  of  that 
kind — he  uses  his  colours  as  his  figures  appear 
to  require  them;  and  so,  too,  we  shall  apply  let- 
ters  to  the  expression  of  objects,  either  single 
letters  when  required,  or  several  letters;  and  so 
we  shall  form  syllables,  as  they  are  called,  [425] 
and  from  syllables  make  nouns  and  verbs;  and 
thus,  at  last,  from  the  combinations  of  nouns 
and  verbs  arrive  at  language,  large  and  fair  and 
whole;  and  as  the  painter  made  a  figure,  even 
so  shall  we  make  speech  by  the  art  of  the  namer 
or  the  rhetorician,  or  by  some  other  art.  Not 
that  I  am  literally  speaking  of  ourselves,  but  I 
was  carried  away — meaning  to  say  that  this 
was  the  way  in  which  (not  we  but)  the  ancients 
formed  language,  and  what  they  put  together 
we  must  take  to  pieces  in  like  manner,  if  we  are 
to  attain  a  scientific  view  of  the  whole  subject; 
and  we  must  see  whether  the  primary,  and  also 
whether  the  secondary  elements  are  rightly  giv 
en  or  not,  for  if  they  are  not,  the  composition  of 
them,  my  dear  Hermogenes,  will  be  a  sorry 
piece  of  work,  and  in  the  wrong  direction. 

Her.  That,  Socrates,  I  can  quite  believe. 

Soc.  Well,  but  do  you  suppose  that  you  will 
be  able  to  analyse  them  in  this  way?  for  I  am 
certain  that  I  should  not. 

Her.  Much  less  am  I  likely  to  be  able. 

Soc.  Shall  we  leave  them,  then?  or  shall  we 
seek  to  discover,  if  we  can,  something  about 
them,  according  to  the  measure  of  our  ability, 
saying  by  way  of  preface,  as  I  said  before  of  the 
Gods,  that  of  the  truth  about  them  we  know 
nothing,  and  do  but  entertain  human  notions 
of  them.  And  in  this  present  enquiry,  let  us  say 
to  ourselves,  before  we  proceed,  that  the  higher 
method  is  the  one  which  we  or  others  who 
would  analyse  language  to  any  good  purpose 
must  follow;  but  under  the  circumstances,  as 
men  say,  we  must  do  as  well  as  we  can.  What 
do  you  think? 

Her.  I  very  much  approve. 

Soc.  That  objects  should  be  imitated  in  let 
ters  and  syllables,  and  so  find  expression,  may 
appear  ridiculous,  Hermogenes,  but  it  cannot 
be  avoided — there  is  no  better  principle  to 
which  we  can  look  for  the  truth  of  first  names. 
Deprived  of  this,  we  must  have  recourse  to  di 
vine  help,  like  the  tragic  poets,  who  in  any  per 


plexity  have  their  Gods  waiting  in  the  air;  and 
must  get  out  of  our  difficulty  in  like  fashion,  by 
saying  that  "the  Gods  gave  the  first  names,  and 
therefore  they  are  right."  This  will  be  the  best 
contrivance,  or  perhaps  that  other  notion  may 
be  even  better  still,  of  deriving  them  from  some 
barbarous  people,  for  the  barbarians  are  older 
than  we  are;  [426]  or  we  may  say  that  antiq 
uity  has  cast  a  veil  over  them,  which  is  the  same 
sort  of  excuse  as  the  last;  for  all  these  are  not 
reasons  but  only  ingenious  excuses  for  having 
no  reasons  concerning  the  truth  of  words.  And 
yet  any  sort  of  ignorance  of  first  or  primitive 
names  involves  an  ignorance  of  secondary 
words;  for  they  can  only  be  explained  by  the 
primary.  Clearly  then  the  professor  of  lan 
guages  should  be  able  to  give  a  very  lucid  ex 
planation  of  first  names,  or  let  him  be  assured 
he  will  only  talk  nonsense  about  the  rest.  Do 
you  not  suppose  this  to  be  true? 

Pier.  Certainly,  Socrates. 

Soc.  My  first  notions  of  original  names  are 
truly  wild  and  ridiculous,  though  I  have  no  ob 
jection  to  impart  them  to  you  if  you  desire,  and 
I  hope  that  you  will  communicate  to  me  in  re 
turn  anything  better  which  you  may  have. 

Her.  Fear  not;  I  will  do  my  best. 

Soc.  In  the  first  place,  the  letter  p  appears  to 
me  to  be  the  general  instrument  expressing  all 
motion  (favors).  But  I  have  not  yet  explained 
the  meaning  of  this  latter  word,  which  is  just 
tecrts  (going);  for  the  letter  y  was  not  in  use 
among  the  ancients,  who  only  employed  «;  and 
the  root  is  /aav,  which  is  a  foreign  form,  the 
same  as  Uvat,.  And  the  old  word  /aVr;em  will  be 
correctly  given  as  tco-ts  in  corresponding  mod 
ern  letters.  Assuming  this  foreign  root  /aW, 
and  allowing  for  the  change  of  the  r;  and  the 
insertion  of  the  v,  we  have  /av^cw,  which  should 
have  been  /aa'vr/crts  or  €!<m;  and  o"ru<rts  is  the 
negative  of  livai  (or  ct<w),  and  has  been  im 
proved  into  0-rtt<m.  Now  the  letter  p,  as  1  was 
saying,  appeared  to  the  imposer  of  names  an 
excellent  instrument  for  the  expression  of  mo 
tion;  and  he  frequently  uses  the  letter  for  this 
purpose:  for  example,  in  the  actual  words 
pew  and  pov)  he  represents  motion  by  pi  also 
in  the  words  rpo/xos*  (trembling),  rpaxv** 
(rugged);  and  again,  in  words  such  as  icpoiW 
(strike),  Opavtw  (crush),  €p€tK€w  (bruise), 
Opvirrtw  (break),  KcppaTifcw  (crumble),  pvp- 
peiv  (whirl):  of  all  these  sorts  of  movements 
he  generally  finds  an  expression  in  the  letter 
R,  because,  as  I  imagine,  he  had  observed  that 
the  tongue  was  most  agitated  and  least  at  rest 
in  the  pronunciation  of  this  letter,  which  he 
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therefore  used  in  order  to  express  motion,  just 
as  by  the  letter  i  he  expresses  the  subtle  ele 
ments  which  pass  through  all  things.  [427] 
This  is  why  he  uses  the  letter  t  as  imitative  of 
motion,  teVai,  tecrflai.  And  there  is  another  class 
of  letters,  <£,  ^,  a-  and  £,  of  which  the  pronuncia 
tion  is  accompanied  by  great  expenditure  of 
breath;  these  are  used  in  the  imitation  of  such 
notions  as  \j/vxpov  (shivering),  £iov  (seething), 
creiea-Oai  (to  be  shaken),  cmo-juos  (shock),  and 
are  always  introduced  by  the  giver  of  names 
when  he  wants  to  imitate  what  is  <£vcra>§es 
(windy).  He  seems  to  have  thought  that  the 
closing  and  pressure  of  the  tongue  in  the  utter 
ance  of  8  and  r  was  expressive  of  binding  and 
rest  in  a  place:  he  further  observed  the  liquid 
movement  of  X,  in  the  pronunciation  of  which 
the  tongue  slips,  and  in  this  he  found  the  ex 
pression  of  smoothness,  as  in  Xtlos  (level),  and 
in  the  word  oXurQdvtw  (to  slip)  itself,  Awrapov 
(sleek),  in  the  word  /coAAwSes  (gluey),  and  the 
like:  the  heavier  sound  of  y  detained  the  slip 
ping  tongue,  and  the  union  of  the  two  gave  the 
notion  of  a  glutinous  clammy  nature,  as  in 
yAtcrxpos,  yAu/cvs,  yAouoSes.  The  v  he  observed 
to  be  sounded  from  within,  and  therefore  to 
have  a  notion  of  inwardness;  hence  he  intro 
duced  the  sound  in  IvSov  and  ei/ros:  a  he  as 
signed  to  the  expression  of  size,  and  r/  of  length, 
because  they  arc  great  letters:  o  was  the  sign 
of  roundness,  and  therefore  there  is  plenty  of 
o  mixed  up  in  the  word  yoyyvXov  (round). 
Thus  did  the  legislator,  reducing  all  things  into 
letters  and  syllables,  and  impressing  on  them 
names  and  signs,  and  out  of  them  by  imitation 
compounding  other  signs.  That  is  my  view, 
Hermogenes,  of  the  truth  of  names;  but  I 
should  like  to  hear  what  Cratylus  has  more  to 
say. 

Her.  But,  Socrates,  as  I  was  telling  you  be 
fore,  Cratylus  mystifies  me;  he  says  that  there 
is  a  fitness  of  names,  but  he  never  explains 
what  is  this  fitness,  so  that  I  cannot  tell  whether 
his  obscurity  is  intended  or  not.  Tell  me  now, 
Cratylus,  here  in  the  presence  of  Socrates,  do 
you  agree  in  what  Socrates  has  been  saying 
about  names,  or  have  you  something  better  of 
your  own?  and  if  you  have,  tell  me  what  your 
view  is,  and  then  you  will  either  learn  o£  Soc 
rates,  or  Socrates  and  I  will  learn  of  you. 

Crat.  Well,  but  surely,  Hermogenes,  you  do 
not  suppose  that  you  can  learn,  or  I  explain, 
any  subject  of  importance  all  in  a  moment;  at 
any  rate,  not  such  a  subject  as  language,  which 
is,  perhaps,  the  very  greatest  of  all. 

[428]  Her.  No,  indeed;  but,  as  Hesiod  says, 


and  I  agree  with  him,  "to  add  little  to  little"  is 
worth  while.  And,  therefore,  if  you  think  that 
you  can  add  anything  at  all,  however  small,  to 
our  knowledge,  take  a  little  trouble  and  oblige 
Socrates,  and  me  too,  who  certainly  have  a 
claim  upon  you. 

Soc.  I  am  by  no  means  positive,  Cratylus,  in 
the  view  which  Hermogenes  and  myself  have 
worked  out;  and  therefore  do  not  hesitate  to 
say  what  you  think,  which  if  it  be  better  than 
my  own  view  I  shall  gladly  accept.  And  I  should 
not  be  at  all  surprised  to  find  that  you  have 
found  some  better  notion.  For  you  have  evi 
dently  reflected  on  these  matters  and  have  had 
teachers,  and  if  you  have  really  a  better  theory 
of  the  truth  of  names,  you  may  count  me  in  the 
number  of  your  disciples. 

Crat.  You  are  right,  Socrates,  in  saying  that 
I  have  made  a  study  of  these  matters,  and  I 
might  possibly  convert  you  into  a  disciple.  But 
I  fear  that  the  opposite  is  more  probable,  and  I 
already  find  myself  moved  to  say  to  you  what 
Achilles  in  the  "Prayers"  says  to  Ajax — 

Illustrious  Ajax,  son  of  Telamon,  lord  of  the  peo 
ple, 

You  appear  to  have  spoken  in  all  things  much  to 
my  mind. 

And  you,  Socrates,  appear  to  me  to  be  an  oracle, 
and  to  give  answers  much  to  my  mind,  whether 
you  are  inspired  by  Euthyphro,  or  whether  some 
Muse  may  have  long  been  an  inhabitant  of  your 
breast,  unconsciously  to  yourself. 

Soc.  Excellent  Cratylus,  I  have  long  been  won 
dering  at  my  own  wisdom;  I  cannot  trust  my 
self.  And  I  think  that  I  ought  to  stop  and  ask  my 
self  What  am  I  saying?  for  there  is  nothing 
worse  than  self-deception — when  the  deceiver 
is  always  at  home  and  always  with  you — it  is 
quite  terrible,  and  therefore  I  ought  often  to 
retrace  my  steps  and  endeavour  to  "look  fore 
and  aft,"  in  the  words  of  the  aforesaid  Homer, 
And  now  let  me  see;  where  are  we?  Have  we 
not  been  saying  that  the  correct  name  indicates 
the  nature  of  the  thing: — has  this  proposition 
been  sufficiently  proven? 

Crat.  Yes,  Socrates,  what  you  say,  as  I  am 
disposed  to  think,  is  quite  true. 

Soc.  Names,  then,  are  given  in  order  to  in 
struct  ? 

Crat.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  naming  is  an  art,  and  has  artificers? 

Crat.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  who  are  they  ? 

[429]  Crat.  The  legislators,  of  whom  you 
spoke  at  first. 
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Soc.  And  does  this  art  grow  up  among  men 
like  other  arts?  Let  me  explain  what  I  mean: 
of  painters,  some  are  better  and  some  worse? 

Crat.  Yes. 

Soc,  The  better  painters  execute  their  works, 
I  mean  their  figures,  better,  and  the  worse  exe 
cute  them  worse;  and  of  builders  also,  the  bet 
ter  sort  build  fairer  houses,  and  the  worse  build 
them  worse. 

Crat.  True. 

Soc.  And  among  legislators,  there  are  some 
who  do  their  work  better  and  some  worse? 

Crat.  No;  there  I  do  not  agree  with  you. 

Soc.  Then  you  do  not  think  that  some  laws 
are  better  and  others  worse? 

Crat.  No,  indeed. 

Soc.  Or  that  one  name  is  better  than  another? 

Crat.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  Then  all  names  are  rightly  imposed? 

Crat.  Yes,  if  they  are  names  at  all. 

Soc.  Well,  what  do  you  say  to  the  name  of 
our  friend  Hermogenes,  which  was  mentioned 
before:— assuming  that  he  has  nothing  of  the 
nature  of  Hermes  in  him,  shall  we  say  that  this 
is  a  wrong  name,  or  not  his  name  at  all? 

Crat.  I  should  reply  that  Hermogenes  is  not 
his  name  at  all,  but  only  appears  to  be  his,  and 
is  really  the  name  of  somebody  else,  who  has 
the  nature  which  corresponds  to  it. 

Soc.  And  if  a  man  were  to  call  him  Hermo 
genes,  would  he  not  be  even  speaking  falsely? 
For  there  may  be  a  doubt  whether  you  can  call 
him  Hermogenes,  if  he  is  not. 

Crat.  What  do  you  mean  ? 

Soc.  Are  you  maintaining  that  falsehood  is 
impossible?  For  if  this  isyourmeaning  I  should 
answer,  that  there  have  been  plenty  of  liars  in 
all  ages. 

Crat.  Why,  Socrates,  how  can  a  man  say  that 
which  is  not? — say  something  and  yet  say 
nothing?  For  is  not  falsehood  saying  the  thing 
which  is  not? 

Soc.  Your  argument,  friend,  is  too  subtle  for 
a  man  of  my  age.  But  I  should  like  to  know 
whether  you  are  one  of  those  philosophers  who 
think  that  falsehood  may  be  spoken,  but  not 
said? 

Crat.  Neither  spoken  nor  said. 
Soc.  Nor  uttered  nor  addressed?  For  exam 
ple:  If  a  person,  saluting  you  in  a  foreign  coun 
try,  were  to  take  your  hand  and  say:  "Hail, 
Athenian  stranger,  Hermogenes,  son  of  Smi- 
crion"-— these  words,  whether  spoken,  said, 
uttered,  or  addressed,  would  have  no  applica 
tion  to  you  but  only  to  our  friend  Hcrmogcnes, 
or  perhaps  to  nobody  at  all? 


Crat.  In  my  opinion,  Socrates,  the  speaker 
would  only  be  talking  nonsense. 

Soc.  Well,  but  that  will  be  quite  enough  for 
me,  if  you  will  tell  me  whether  the  nonsense 
would  be  true  or  false,  [430]  or  partly  true  and 
partly  false: — which  is  all  that  I  want  to  know. 

Crat.  I  should  say  that  he  would  be  putting 
himself  in  motion  to  no  purpose;  and  that  his 
words  would  be  an  unmeaning  sound  like  the 
noise  of  hammering  at  a  brazen  pot. 

Soc.  But  let  us  see,  Cratylus,  whether  we  can 
not  find  a  meeting-point,  for  you  would  admit 
that  the  name  is  not  the  same  with  the  thing 
named  ? 

Crat.  I  should. 

Soc.  And  would  you  further  acknowledge 
that  the  name  is  an  imitation  of  the  thing? 

Crat.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  you  would  say  that  pictures  are 
also  imitations  of  things,  but  in  another  way? 

Crat.  Yes. 

Soc.  I  believe  you  may  be  right,  but  I  do  not 
rightly  understand  you.  Please  to  say,  then, 
whether  both  sorts  of  imitation  (I  mean  both 
pictures  or  words)  are  not  equally  attributable 
and  applicable  to  the  things  of  which  they  are 
the  imitation. 

Crat.  They  are. 

Soc.  First  look  at  the  matter  thus:  you  may 
attribute  the  likeness  of  the  man  to  the  man, 
and  of  the  woman  to  the  woman;  and  so  on? 

Crat.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  conversely  you  may  attribute  the 
likeness  of  the  man  to  the  woman,  and  of  the 
woman  to  the  man? 

Crat.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  arc  both  modes  of  assigning  them 
right,  or  only  the  first? 

Crat.  Only  the  first. 

Soc.  That  is  to  say,  the  mode  of  assignment 
which  attributes  to  each  that  which  belongs  to 
them  and  is  like  them? 

Crat.  That  is  my  view. 

Soc,  Now  then,  as  I  am  desirous  that  we  be 
ing  friends  should  have  a  good  understanding 
about  the  argument,  let  me  state  my  view  to 
you:  the  first  mode  of  assignment,  whether 
applied  to  figures  or  to  names,  I  call  right,  and 
when  applied  to  names  only,  true  as  well  as 
right;  and  the  other  mode  of  giving  and  assign 
ing  the  name  which  is  unlike,  I  call  wrong,  and 
in  the  case  of  names,  false  as  well  as  wrong. 

Crat.  That  may  be  true,  Socrates,  in  the  case 
of  pictures;  they  may  be  wrongly  assigned;  but 
not  in  the  case  of  names—- they  must  be  always 
right. 
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Soc.  Why,  what  is  the  difference?  May  I  not 
go  to  a  man  and  say  to  him,  "This  is  your  pic 
ture,"  showing  him  his  own  likeness,  or  per 
haps  the  likeness  of  a  woman;  and  when  I  say 
"show,"  I  mean  bring  before  the  sense  of  sight. 

Crat.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  may  I  not  go  to  him  again,  and  say, 
"This  is  your  name"? — for  the  name,  like  the 
picture,  is  an  imitation.  May  I  not  say  to  him — 
"This  is  your  name"?  [431]  and  may  I  not 
then  bring  to  his  sense  of  hearing  the  imitation 
of  himself,  when  I  say,  "This  is  a  man";  or  of 
a  female  of  the  human  species,  when  I  say, 
"This  is  a  woman,"  as  the  case  may  be?  Is  not 
all  that  quite  possible? 

Crat.  I  would  fain  agree  with  you,  Socrates; 
and  therefore  I  say,  Granted. 

Soc.  That  is  very  good  of  you,  if  I  am  right, 
which  need  hardly  be  disputed  at  present.  But 
if  I  can  assign  names  as  well  as  pictures  to  ob 
jects,  the  right  assignment  of  them  we  may  call 
truth,  and  the  wrong  assignment  of  them  false 
hood.  Now  if  there  be  such  a  wrong  assignment 
of  names,  there  may  also  be  a  wrong  or  in 
appropriate  assignment  of  verbs;  and  if  of 
names  and  verbs  then  of  the  sentences,  which 
are  made  up  of  them.  What  do  you  say, 
Cratylus  ? 

Crat.  I  agree;  and  think  that  what  you  say  is 
very  true. 

Soc.  And  further,  primitive  nouns  may  be 
compared  to  pictures,  and  in  pictures  you  may 
either  give  all  the  appropriate  colours  and 
figures,  or  you  may  not  give  them  all — some 
may  be  wanting;  or  there  may  be  too  many  or 
too  much  of  them — may  there  not? 

Crat.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  he  who  gives  all  gives  a  perfect 
picture  or  figure;  and  he  who  takes  away  or 
adds  also  gives  a  picture  or  figure,  but  not  a 
good  one. 

Crat.  Yes. 

Soc.  In  like  manner,  he  who  by  syllables  and 
letters  imitates  the  nature  of  things,  if  he  gives 
all  that  is  appropriate  will  produce  a  good  im 
age,  or  in  other  words  a  name;  but  if  he  sub 
tracts  or  perhaps  adds  a  little,  he  will  make  an 
image  but  not  a  good  one;  whence  I  infer  that 
some  names  are  well  and  others  ill  made. 

Crat.  That  is  true. 

Soc.  Then  the  artist  of  names  may  be  some 
times  good,  or  he  may  be  bad? 

Crat,  Yes. 

Soc.  And  this  artist  of  names  is  called  the 
legislator? 

Crat.  Yes. 


Soc.  Then  like  other  artists  the  legislator 
may  be  good  or  he  may  be  bad;  it  must  surely 
be  so  if  our  former  admissions  hold  good? 

Crat.  Very  true,  Socrates;  but  the  case  of 
language,  you  see,  is  different;  for  when  by 
the  help  of  grammar  we  assign  the  letters  a  or 
/5,  [432]  or  any  other  letters  to  a  certain  name, 
then,  if  we  add,  or  subtract,  or  misplace  a  letter, 
the  name  which  is  written  is  not  only  written 
wrongly,  but  not  written  at  all;  and  in  any  of 
these  cases  becomes  other  than  a  name. 

Soc.  But  I  doubt  whether  your  view  is  al 
together  correct,  Cratylus. 

Crat.  How  so? 

Soc.  I  believe  that  what  you  say  may  be  true 
about  numbers,  which  must  be  just  what  they 
are,  or  not  be  at  all;  for  example,  the  number 
ten  at  once  becomes  other  than  ten  if  a  unit 
be  added  or  subtracted,  and  so  of  any  other 
number:  but  this  does  not  apply  to  that  which 
is  qualitative  or  to  anything  which  is  repre 
sented  under  an  image.  I  should  say  rather  that 
the  image,  if  expressing  in  every  point  the  en 
tire  reality,  would  no  longer  be  an  image.  Let 
us  suppose  the  existence  of  two  objects:  one  of 
them  shall  be  Cratylus,  and  the  other  the  image 
of  Cratylus;  and  we  will  suppose,  further,  that 
some  God  makes  not  only  a  representation 
such  as  a  painter  would  make  of  your  outward 
form  and  colour,  but  also  creates  an  inward  or 
ganization  like  yours,  having  the  same  warmth 
and  softness;  and  into  this  infuses  motion,  and 
soul,  and  mind,  such  as  you  have,  and  in  a  word 
copies  all  your  qualities,  and  places  them  by 
you  in  another  form;  would  you  say  that  this 
was  Cratylus  and  the  image  of  Cratylus,  or 
that  there  were  two  Cratyluses? 

Crat.  I  should  say  that  there  were  two  Craty 
luses. 

Soc.  Then  you  see,  my  friend,  that  we  must 
find  some  other  principle  of  truth  in  images, 
and  also  in  names;  and  not  insist  that  an  image 
is  no  longer  an  image  when  something  is  added 
or  subtracted.  Do  you  not  perceive  that  images 
are  very  far  from  having  qualities  which  are 
the  exact  counterpart  of  the  realities  which 
they  represent? 

Crat.  Yes,  I  see. 

Soc.  But  then  how  ridiculous  would  be  the 
effect  of  names  on  things,  if  they  were  exactly 
the  same  with  them!  For  they  would  be  the 
doubles  of  them,  and  no  one  would  be  able  to 
determine  which  were  the  names  and  which 
were  the  realities. 

Crat.  Quite  true. 

Soc.  Then  fear  not,  but  have  the  courage  to 
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admit  that  one  name  may  be  correctly  and  an 
other  incorrectly  given;  and  do  not  insist  that 
the  name  shall  be  exactly  the  same  with  the 
thing;  but  allow  the  occasional  substitution  of 
a  wrong  letter,  and  if  of  a  letter  also  of  a  noun 
in  a  sentence,  and  if  of  a  noun  in  a  sentence 
also  of  a  sentence  which  is  not  appropriate  to 
the  matter,  and  acknowledge  that  the  thing  may 
be  named,  and  described,  so  long  as  the  general 
character  of  the  thing  which  you  are  describ 
ing  is  retained;  and  this,  as  you  will  remember, 
[433]  was  remarked  by  Hermogenes  and  my 
self  in  the  particular  instance  of  the  names  of 
the  letters. 

Crat.  Yes,  I  remember. 

Soc.  Good;  and  when  the  general  character 
is  preserved,  even  if  some  of  the  proper  letters 
are  wanting,  still  the  thing  is  signified; — well, 
if  all  the  letters  are  given;  not  well,  when  only 
a  few  of  them  are  given.  I  think  that  we  had 
better  admit  this,  lest  we  be  punished  like 
travellers  in  /Egina  who  wander  about  the 
street  late  at  night:  and  be  likewise  told  by 
truth  herself  that  we  have  arrived  too  late;  or 
if  not,  you  must  find  out  some  new  notion  of 
correctness  of  names,  and  no  longer  maintain 
that  a  name  is  the  expression  of  a  thing  in  let 
ters  or  syllables;  for  if  you  say  both,  you  will  be 
inconsistent  with  yourself. 

Crat.  I  quite  acknowledge,  Socrates,  what 
you  say  to  be  very  reasonable. 

Soc.  Then  as  we  are  agreed  thus  far,  let  us  ask 
ourselves  whether  a  name  rightly  imposed 
ought  not  to  have  the  proper  letters, 

Crat.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  the  proper  letters  are  those  which 
are  like  the  things? 

Crat.  Yes. 

Soc.  Enough  then  of  names  which  are  rightly 
given.  And  in  names  which  are  incorrectly 
given,  the  greater  part  may  be  supposed  to  be 
made  up  of  proper  and  similar  letters,  or  there 
would  be  no  likeness;  but  there  will  be  like 
wise  a  part  which  is  improper  and  spoils  the 
beauty  and  formation  ofc'  the  word:  you  would 
admit  that? 

Crat.  There  would  be  no  use,  Socrates,  in  my 
quarrelling  with  you,  since  I  cannot  be  satisfied 
that  a  name  which  is  incorrectly  given  is  a 
name  at  all. 

Soc.  Do  you  admit  a  name  to  be  the  represen 
tation  of  a  thing? 

Crat.  Yes,  1  do. 

Soc.  But  do  you  not  allow  that  some  nouns 
are  primitive,  and  some  derived? 

Crat.  Yes,  I  do. 


Soc.  Then  if  you  admit  that  primitive  or  first 
nouns  are  representations  of  things,  is  there  any 
better  way  of  framing  representations  than  by 
assimilating  them  to  the  objects  as  much  as 
you  can;  or  do  you  prefer  the  notion  of  Her 
mogenes  and  of  many  others,  who  say  that 
names  are  conventional,  and  have  a  meaning 
to  those  who  have  agreed  about  them,  and  who 
have  previous  knowledge  of  the  things  in 
tended  by  them,  and  that  convention  is  the 
only  principle;  and  whether  you  abide  by  our 
present  convention,  or  make  a  new  and  opposite 
one,  according  to  which  you  call  small  great 
and  great  small — that,  they  would  say,  makes 
no  difference,  if  you  are  only  agreed.  Which  of 
these  two  notions  do  you  prefer? 

[434]  Crat.  Representation  by  likeness,  Soc 
rates,  is  infinitely  better  than  representation  by 
any  chance  sign. 

Soc.  Very  good:  but  if  the  name  is  to  be  like 
the  thing,  the  letters  out  of  which  the  first  names 
are  composed  must  also  be  like  things.  Return 
ing  to  the  image  of  the  picture,  I  would  ask, 
How  could  any  one  ever  compose  a  picture 
which  would  be  like  anything  at  all,  if  there 
were  not  pigments  in  nature  which  resembled 
the  things  imitated,  and  out  of  which  the  pic 
ture  is  composed? 

Crat.  Impossible. 

Soc.  No  more  could  names  ever  resemble  any 
actually  existing  thing,  unless  the  original  ele 
ments  of  which  they  are  compounded  bore 
some  degree  of  resemblance  to  the  objects  of 
which  the  names  are  the  imitation:  And  the 
original  elements  are  letters? 

Crat.  Yes. 

Soc.  Let  me  now  invite  you  to  consider  what 
Hermogenes  and  I  were  saying  about  sounds, 
Do  you  agree  with  me  that  the  letter  p  is  ex 
pressive  of  rapidity,  motion,  and  hardness? 
Were  we  right  or  wrong  in  saying  so? 

Crat.  I  should  say  that  you  were  right, 

Soc.  And  that  A  was  expressive  of  smooth 
ness,  and  softness,  and  the  like? 

Crat.  There  again  you  were  right. 

Soc.  And  yet,  as  you  are  aware,  that  which 
is  called  by  us  cTcA^/x^s,  is  by  the  Ercirians 
called  (rK^yporyp. 

Crat.  Very  true. 

Soc.  But  are  the  letters  p  and  <r  equiva 
lents;  and  is  there  the  same  significance  to 
them  in  the  termination  j>,  which  there  is 
to  us  in  <j,  or  is  there  no  significance  to  one 
of  us? 

Crat.  Nay,  surely  there  is  a  significance  to 
both  of  us. 
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Soc.  In  as  far  as  they  are  like,  or  in  as  far  as 
they  are  unlike? 

Crat.  In  as  far  as  they  are  like. 

Soc.  Are  they  altogether  alike  ? 

Crat.  Yes;  for  the  purpose  of  expressing  mo 
tion. 

Soc.  And  what  do  you  say  of  the  insertion  of 
the  A?  for  that  is  expressive  not  of  hardness 
but  of  softness. 

Crat.  Why,  perhaps  the  letter  A  is  wrongly 
inserted,  Socrates,  and  should  be  altered  into  p, 
as  you  were  saying  to  Hermogenes  and  in  my 
opinion  rightly,  when  you  spoke  of  adding  and 
subtracting  letters  upon  occasion. 

Soc.  Good.  But  still  the  word  is  intelligible 
to  both  o£  us;  when  I  say  or/cA^pos  (hard),  you 
know  what  I  mean. 

Crat.  Yes,  my  dear  friend,  and  the  explana 
tion  of  that  is  custom. 

Soc.  And  what  is  custom  but  convention? 
I  utter  a  sound  which  I  understand,  and  you 
know  that  I  understand  the  meaning  of  the 
sound:  [435]  this  is  what  you  are  saying? 

Crat.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  if  when  I  speak  you  know  my 
meaning,  there  is  an  indication  given  by  me  to 
you? 

Crat.  Yes. 

Soc.  This  indication  of  my  meaning  may 
proceed  from  unlike  as  well  as  from  like,  for 
example  in  the  A  of  cr/cA^pcr???.  But  if  this 
is  true,  then  you  have  made  a  convention  with 
yourself,  and  the  correctness  of  a  name  turns 
out  to  be  convention,  since  letters  which  are 
unlike  are  indicative  equally  with  those  which 
are  like,  if  they  are  sanctioned  by  custom  and 
conveiilion.  And  even  supposing  that  you  dis 
tinguish  custom  from  convention  ever  so  much, 
still  you  must  say  that  the  signification  of  words 
is  given  by  custom  and  not  by  likeness,  for  cus 
tom  may  indicate  by  the  unlike  as  well  as  by  the 
like.  But  as  we  are  agreed  thus  far,  Cratylus  (for 
I  shall  assume  that  your  silence  gives  consent), 
then  custom  and  convention  must  be  supposed 
to  contribute  to  the  indication  of  our  thoughts; 
for  suppose  we  take  the  instance  of  number, 
how  can  you  ever  imagine,  my  good  friend, 
that  you  will  find  names  resembling  every  in 
dividual  number,  unless  you  allow  that  which 
you  term  convention  and  agreement  to  have 
authority  in  determining  the  correctness  of 
names?  I  quite  agree  with  you  that  words 
should  as  far  as  possible  resemble  things;  but 
I  fear  that  this  dragging  in  of  resemblance,  as 
Hermogenes  says,1  is  a  shabby  thing,  which  has 

1  Sec  above,  414. 


to  be  supplemented  by  the  mechanical  aid  of 
convention  with  a  view  to  correctness;  for  I 
believe  that  if  we  could  always,  or  almost  al 
ways,  use  likenesses,  which  are  perfectly  ap 
propriate,  this  would  be  the  most  perfect  state 
of  language;  as  the  opposite  is  the  most  imper 
fect.  But  let  me  ask  you,  what  is  the  force  of 
names,  and  what  is  the  use  of  them? 

Crat.  The  use  of  names,  Socrates,  as  I  should 
imagine,  is  to  inform:  the  simple  truth  is,  that 
he  who  knows  names  knows  also  the  things 
which  are  expressed  by  them. 

Soc.  I  suppose  you  mean  to  say,  Cratylus, 
that  as  the  name  is,  so  also  is  the  thing;  and 
that  he  who  knows  the  one  will  also  know  the 
other,  because  they  are  similars,  and  all  similars 
fall  under  the  same  art  or  science;  and  there 
fore  you  would  say  that  he  who  knows  names 
will  also  know  things. 

Crat.  That  is  precisely  what  I  mean. 

Soc.  But  let  us  consider  what  is  the  nature 
of  this  information  about  things  which, 
according  to  you,  is  given  us  by  names.  Is  it 
the  best  sort  of  information?  or  is  there  any 
other?  What  do  you  say? 

[436]  Crat.  I  believe  that  to  be  both  the  only 
and  the  best  sort  of  information  about  them; 
there  can  be  no  other. 

Soc.  But  do  you  believe  that  in  the  discovery 
of  them,  he  who  discovers  the  names  discovers 
also  the  things;  or  is  this  only  the  method  of  in 
struction,  and  is  there  some  other  method  of 
enquiry  and  discovery. 

Crat.  I  certainly  believe  that  the  methods  of 
enquiry  and  discovery  are  of  the  same  nature 
as  instruction. 

Soc.  Well,  but  do  you  not  see,  Cratylus,  that 
he  who  follows  names  in  the  search  after  things, 
and  analyses  their  meaning,  is  in  great  danger 
of  being  deceived? 

Crat.  How  so  ? 

Soc.  Why  clearly  he  who  first  gave  names 
gave  them  according  to  his  conception  of  the 
things  which  they  signified — did  he  not? 

Crat.  True. 

Soc.  And  if  his  conception  was  erroneous, 
and  he  gave  names  according  to  his  conception, 
in  what  position  shall  we  who  are  his  followers 
find  ourselves?  Shall  we  not  be  deceived  by  him? 

Crat.  But,  Socrates,  am  I  not  right  in  think 
ing  that  he  must  surely  have  known;  or  else,  as 
I  was  saying,  his  names  would  not  be  names  at 
all?  And  you  have  a  clear  prooi  that  he  has  not 
missed  the  truth,  and  the  proof  is — that  he  is 
perfectly  consistent.  Did  you  ever  observe  in 
speaking  that  all  the  words  which  you  utter 
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have  a  common  character  and  purpose? 

Soc.  But  that,  friend  Cratylus,  is  no  answer. 
For  if  he  did  begin  in  error,  he  may  have  forced 
the  remainder  into  agreement  with  the  original 
error  and  with  himself;  there  would  be  noth 
ing  strange  in  this,  any  more  than  in  geometri 
cal  diagrams,  which  have  often  a  slight  and  in 
visible  flaw  in  the  first  part  of  the  process,  and 
are  consistently  mistaken  in  the  long  deduc 
tions  which  follow.  And  this  is  the  reason  why 
every  man  should  expend  his  chief  thought  and 
attention  on  the  consideration  of  his  first  princi 
ples: — are  they  or  are  they  not  rightly  laid 
down?  and  when  he  has  duly  sifted  them,  all 
the  rest  will  follow.  Now  I  should  be  astonished 
to  find  that  names  are  really  consistent.  And 
here  let  us  revert  to  our  former  discussion: 
Were  we  not  saying  that  all  things  are  in  mo 
tion  and  progress  and  flux,  and  that  this  idea  of 
motion  is  expressed  by  names?  Do  you  not  con 
ceive  that  to  be  the  meaning  of  them? 

Crat.  Yes;  that  is  assuredly  their  meaning, 
and  the  true  meaning. 

[437]  S°c-  ^el:  us  revert  to  eTTccrrr/^  (knowl 
edge),  and  observe  how  ambiguous  this  word 
is,  seeming  rather  to  signify  stopping  the  soul 
at  things  than  going  round  with  them;  and 
therefore  we  should  leave  the  beginning  as  at 
present,  and  not  reject  the  e  (cf.  412  A),  but 
make  an  insertion  of  an  t  instead  of  an  €  (not 
7rt<jT?7/Ar/,  but  e7rttcrT7/ju?/) .  Take  another  exam 
ple:  ptpaLov  (sure)  is  clearly  the  expression  of 
station  and  position,  and  not  of  motion.  Again, 
the  word  to-ropia  (enquiry)  bears  upon  the 
face  of  it  the  stopping  (toravat)  of  the  stream; 
and  the  word  TUOTOV  (faithful)  certainly  indi 
cates  cessation  of  motion;  then,  again,  /xvryp/ 
(memory),  as  any  one  may  see,  expresses  rest 
in  the  soul,  and  not  motion.  Moreover,  words 
such  as  apxpria  and  cru/ju^opa,  which  have  a  bad 
sense,  viewed  in  the  light  of  their  etymologies 
will  be  the  same  as  ow«rts  and  fc7n,trrt/ju/>?  and 
other  words  which  have  a  good  sense  (cf. 
o/xa/oretv,  owtevcu,  €7reo*$at,  (rv[jL<f>lp€U"&at)i  and 
much  the  same  may  be  said  of  a^aOia  and 
<i/coA.dttt,  for  tt/xa$6a  may  be  explained  as  ?}  a/m 
<9e<J  /OVTOS;  wopeia,  and  uKoAacna  as  t)  a,KoX.ov&ia 
rots  Trpay/xao-tv.  Thus  the  names  which  in  these 
instances  we  find  to  have  the  worst  sense,  will 
turn  out  to  be  framed  on  the  same  principle  as 
those  which  have  the  best.  And  any  one  I  be 
lieve  who  would  take  the  trouble  might  find 
many  other  examples  in  which  the  giver  of 
names  indicates,  not  that  things  are  in  motion 
or  progress,  but  that  they  are  at  rest;  which  is 
the  opposite  of  motion. 


Crat.  Yes,  Socrates,  but  observe;  the  greater 
number  express  motion. 

Soc.  What  of  that,  Cratylus?  Are  we  to  count 
them  like  votes?  and  is  correctness  of  names  the 
voice  of  the  majority?  Are  we  to  say  of  which 
ever  sort  there  are  most,  those  are  the  true 
ones  ? 

Crat.  No;  that  is  not  reasonable. 

Soc.  Certainly  not.  But  let  us  have  done  with 
this  question  and  proceed  to  another,  about 
which  I  should  like  to  know  whether  you  think 
with  me.  Were  we  not  lately  acknowledging 
that  the  first  givers  of  names  in  states,  both 
Hellenic  and  barbarous,  were  the  legislators, 
and  that  the  art  which  gave  names  was  the  art 
of  the  legislator? 

Crat.  Quite  true. 

Soc.  Tell  me,  then,  did  the  first  legislators, 
who  were  the  givers  of  the  first  names,  know 
or  not  know  the  things  which  they  named  ? 

Crat.  They  must  have  known,  Socrates. 

[438]  Soc.  Why,  yes,  friend  Cratylus,  they 
could  hardly  have  been  ignorant. 

Crat.  1  should  say  not. 

Soc.  Let  us  return  to  the  point  from  which 
we  digressed.  You  were  saying,  if  you  remem 
ber,  that  he  who  gave  names  must  have  known 
the  things  which  he  named;  are  you  still  of  that 
opinion  ? 

Crat.  I  am. 

Soc.  And  would  you  say  that  the  giver  of 
the  first  names  had  also  a  knowledge  of  the 
things  which  he  named? 

Crat.  I  should. 

Soc.  But  how  could  he  have  learned  or  dis 
covered  things  from  names  if  the  primitive 
names  were  not  yet  given?  For,  if  we  are  cor 
rect  in  our  view,  the  only  way  of  learning  and 
discovering  things,  is  either  to  discover  names 
for  ourselves  or  to  learn  them  from  others. 

Crat.  I  think  that  there  is  a  good  deal  in  what 
you  say,  Socrates. 

Soc.  But  if  things  are  only  to  be  known 
through  names,  how  can  we  suppose  that  the 
givers  of  names  had  knowledge,  or  were  legis 
lators  before  there  were  names  at  all,  and  there 
fore  before  they  could  have  known  them? 

Crat.  I  believe,  Socrates,  the  true  account  of 
the  matter  to  be,  that  a  power  more  than  hu 
man  gave  things  their  first  names,  and  that  the 
names  which  are  thus  given  are  necessarily 
their  true  names. 

Soc.  Then  how  came  the  giver  of  the  names, 
if  he  was  an  inspired  being  or  God,  to  contra 
dict  himseli?  For  were  we  not  saying  just  now 
that  he  made  some  names  expressive  of  rest  and 
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others  of  motion?  Were  we  mistaken? 

Crat.  But  I  suppose  one  o£  the  two  not  to  be 
names  at  all. 

Soc.  And  which,  then,  did  he  make,  my  good 
friend;  those  which  are  expressive  of  rest,  or 
those  which  are  expressive  of  motion?  This  is 
a  point  which,  as  I  said  before,  cannot  be  deter 
mined  by  counting  them. 

Crat.  No;  not  in  that  way,  Socrates. 

Soc.  But  if  this  is  a  battle  of  names,  some  of 
them  asserting  that  they  are  like  the  truth, 
others  contending  that  they  are,  how  or  by 
what  criterion  are  we  to  decide  between  them  ? 
For  there  are  no  other  names  to  which  appeal 
can  be  made,  but  obviously  recourse  must  be 
had  to  another  standard  which,  without  em 
ploying  names,  will  make  clear  which  of  the 
two  are  right;  and  this  must  be  a  standard 
which  shows  the  truth  of  things. 

Crat.  I  agree. 

Soc.  But  if  that  is  true,  Cratylus,  then  I  sup 
pose  that  things  may  be  known  without  names? 

Crat.  Clearly. 

Soc.  But  how  would  you  expect  to  know 
them  ?  What  other  way  can  there  be  of  know 
ing  them,  except  the  true  and  natural  way, 
through  their  affinities,  when  they  are  akin  to 
each  other,  and  through  themselves?  For  that 
which  is  other  and  different  from  them  must 
signify  something  other  and  different  from 
them. 

Crat.  What  you  are  saying  is,  I  think,  true. 

[439]  Soc.  Well,  but  reflect;  have  we  not 
several  times  acknowledged  that  names  rightly 
given  are  the  likenesses  and  images  of  the 
things  which  they  name? 

Crat.  Yes. 

Soc.  Let  us  suppose  that  to  any  extent  you 
please  you  can  learn  things  through  the  me 
dium  of  names,  and  suppose  also  that  you  can 
learn  them  from  the  things  themselves — which 
is  likely  to  be  the  nobler  and  clearer  way;  to  learn 
of  the  image,  whether  the  image  and  the  truth 
of  which  the  image  is  the  expression  have  been 
rightly  conceived,  or  to  learn  of  the  truth 
whether  the  truth  and  the  image  of  it  have  been 
duly  executed? 

Crat.  I  should  say  that  we  must  learn  of  the 
truth. 

Soc.  How  real  existence  is  to  be  studied  or 
disscovcred  is,  I  suspect,  beyond  you  and  me. 
But  we  may  admit  so  much,  that  the  knowl 
edge  of  things  is  not  to  be  derived  from  names. 
No;  they  must  be  studied  and  investigated  in 
themselves. 

Crat.  Clearly,  Socrates. 


Soc.  There  is  another  point.  I  should  not  like 
us  to  be  imposed  upon  by  the  appearance  of 
such  a  multitude  of  names,  all  tending  in  the 
same  direction.  I  myself  do  not  deny  that  the 
givers  of  names  did  really  give  them  under  the 
idea  that  all  things  were  in  motion  and  flux; 
which  was  their  sincere  but,  I  think,  mistaken 
opinion.  And  having  fallen  into  a  kind  of 
whirlpool  themselves,  they  are  carried  round, 
and  want  to  drag  us  in  after  them.  There  is  a 
matter,  master  Cratylus,  about  which  I  often 
dream,  and  should  like  to  ask  your  opinion: 
Tell  me,  whether  there  is  or  is  not  any  absolute 
beauty  or  good,  or  any  other  absolute  existence? 

Crat.  Certainly,  Socrates,  I  think  so. 

Soc.  Then  let  us  seek  the  true  beauty:  not 
asking  whether  a  face  is  fair,  or  anything  of 
that  sort,  for  all  such  things  appear  to  be  in  a 
flux;  but  let  us  ask  whether  the  true  beauty 
is  not  always  beautiful. 

Crat.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  can  we  rightly  speak  of  a  beauty 
which  is  always  passing  away,  and  is  first  this 
and  then  that;  must  not  the  same  thing  be  born 
and  retire  and  vanish  while  the  word  is  in  our 
mouths? 

Crat.  Undoubtedly. 

Soc.  Then  how  can  that  be  a  real  thing  which 
is  never  in  the  same  state?  for  obviously  things 
which  are  the  same  cannot  change  while  they 
remain  the  same;  and  if  they  are  always  the 
same  and  in  the  same  state,  and  never  depart 
from  their  original  form,  they  can  never  change 
or  be  moved. 

Crat.  Certainly  they  cannot. 

[440]  Soc.  Nor  yet  can  they  be  known  by 
any  one;  for  at  the  moment  that  the  observer 
approaches,  then  they  become  other  and  of  an 
other  nature,  so  that  you  cannot  get  any  further 
in  knowing  their  nature  or  state,  for  you  can 
not  know  that  which  has  no  state. 

Crat.  True. 

Soc.  Nor  can  we  reasonably  say,  Cratylus, 
that  there  is  knowledge  at  all,  if  everything  is 
in  a  state  of  transition  and  there  is  nothing  abid 
ing;  for  knowledge  too  cannot  continue  to  be 
knowledge  unless  continuing  always  to  abide 
and  exist.  But  if  the  very  nature  of  knowledge 
changes,  at  the  time  when  the  change  occurs 
there  will  be  no  knowledge;  and  if  the  transi 
tion  is  always  going  on,  there  will  always  be  no 
knowledge,  and,  according  to  this  view,  there 
will  be  no  one  to  know  and  nothing  to  be 
known:  but  if  that  which  knows  and  that 
which  is  known  exist  ever,  and  the  beautiful 
and  the  good  and  every  other  thing  also  exist. 
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then  I  do  not  think  that  they  can  resemble  a 
process  or  flux,  as  we  were  just  now  supposing. 
Whether  there  is  this  eternal  nature  in  things, 
or  whether  the  truth  is  what  Heracleitus  and 
his  followers  and  many  others  say,  is  a  question 
hard  to  determine;  and  no  man  of  sense  will 
like  to  put  himself  or  the  education  of  his  mind 
in  the  power  of  names:  neither  will  he  so  far 
trust  names  or  the  givers  of  names  as  to  be 
confident  in  any  knowledge  which  condemns 
himself  and  other  existences  to  an  unhealthy 
state  of  unreality;  he  will  not  believe  that  all 
things  leak  like  a  pot,  or  imagine  that  the  world 
is  a  man  who  has  a  running  at  the  nose.  This 
may  be  true,  Cratylus,  but  is  also  very  likely 
to  be  untrue;  and  therefore  I  would  not  have 
you  be  too  easily  persuaded  of  it.  Reflect  well 


and  like  a  man,  and  do  not  easily  accept  such 
a  doctrine;  for  you  are  young  and  of  an  age  to 
learn.  And  when  you  have  found  the  truth, 
come  and  tell  me. 

Crat.  I  will  do  as  you  say,  though  I  can  assure 
you,  Socrates,  that  I  have  been  considering  the 
matter  already,  and  the  result  of  a  great  deal 
of  trouble  and  consideration  is  that  I  incline  to 
Heracleitus. 

Soc.  Then,  another  day,  my  friend,  when 
you  come  back,  you  shall  give  me  a  lesson;  but 
at  present,  go  into  the  country,  as  you  are  in 
tending,  and  Hermogenes  shall  set  you  on  your 
way. 

Crat.  Very  good,  Socrates;  I  hope,  however, 
that  you  will  continue  to  think  about  these 
things  yourself. 
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PERSONS  OF  THE  DIALOGUE:  SOCRATES;  PHAEDRUS.  Scene:  Under  a 
plane-tree,  by  the  ban\s  of  the  llissus 


Socrates.  My  dear  Phaedrus,  whence 
come  you,  and  whither  are  you  going? 

Phaedrus.  I  come  from  Lysias  the  son  of 
Cephalus,  and  I  am  going  to  take  a  walk  out 
side  the  wall,  for  I  have  been  sitting  with  him 
the  whole  morning;  and  our  common  friend 
Acumenus  tells  me  that  it  is  much  more  re 
freshing  to  walk  in  the  open  air  than  to  be 
shut  up  in  a  cloister. 

Soc.  There  he  is  right.  Lysias  then,  I  suppose, 
was  in  the  town? 

Phaedr.  Yes,  he  was  staying  with  Epicrates, 
here  at  the  house  of  Morychus;  that  house 
which  is  near  the  temple  of  Olympian  Zeus. 

Soc.  And  how  did  he  entertain  you?  Can  I 
be  wrong  in  supposing  that  Lysias  gave  you  a 
feast  of  discourse? 

Phaedr.  You  shall  hear,  if  you  can  spare  time 
to  accompany  me. 

Soc.  And  should  I  not  deem  the  conversation 
of  you  and  Lysias  "a  thing  of  higher  import," 
as  I  may  say  in  the  words  of  Pindar,  "than 
any  business"? 

Phaedr.  Will  you  go  on? 

Soc.  And  will  you  go  on  with  the  narration  ? 

Phaedr.  My  tale,  Socrates,  is  one  of  your  sort, 
for  love  was  the  theme  which  occupied  us — 
love  after  a  fashion:  Lysias  has  been  writing 
about  a  fair  youth  who  was  being  tempted,  but 
not  by  a  lover;  and  this  was  the  point:  he  in 
geniously  proved  that  the  non-lover  should  be 
accepted  rather  than  the  lover. 

Soc.  O  that  is  noble  of  him!  I  wish  that  he 
would  say  the  poor  man  rather  than  the  rich, 
and  the  old  man  rather  than  the  young  one;— 
then  he  would  meet  the  case  of  rne  and  of  many 


a  man;  his  words  would  be  quite  refreshing, 
and  he  would  be  a  public  benefactor.  For  my 
part,  I  do  so  long  to  hear  his  speech,  that  if 
you  walk  all  the  way  to  Megara,  and  when  you 
have  reached  the  wall  come  back,  as  Herodicus 
recommends,  without  going  in,  I  will  keep  you 
company. 

Phaedr.  What  do  you  mean,  my  good  Soc 
rates?  How  can  you  imagine  that  my  unprac 
tised  memory  can  do  justice  to  an  elaborate 
work,  [228]  which  the  greatest  rhetorician  of 
the  age  spent  a  long  time  in  composing.  Indeed, 
I  cannot;  I  would  give  a  great  deal  it  I  could. 

Soc.  I  believe  that  I  know  Phaedrus  about  as 
well  as  I  know  myself,  and  I  am  very  sure  that 
the  speech  of  Lysias  was  repeated  to  him,  not 
once  only,  but  again  and  again; — he  insisted 
on  hearing  it  many  times  over  and  Lysias  was 
very  willing  to  gratify  him;  at  last,  when  noth 
ing  else  would  do,  he  got  hold  of  the  book,  and 
looked  at  what  he  most  wanted  to  see, — this 
occupied  him  during  the  whole  morning; — 
and  then  when  he  was  tired  with  sitting,  he 
went  out  to  take  a  walk,  not  until,  by  the  dog, 
as  I  believe,  he  had  simply  learned  by  heart  the 
entire  discourse,  unless  it  was  unusually  long, 
and  he  went  to  a  place  outside  the  wall  that  he 
might  practise  his  lesson.  There  he  saw  a  cer 
tain  lover  of  discourse  who  had  a  similar 
weakness; — he  saw  and  rejoiced;  now  thought 
he,  "I  shall  have  a  partner  in  my  revels."  And 
he  invited  him  to  come  and  walk  with  him. 
But  when  the  lover  of  discourse  begged  that 
he  would  repeat  the  tale,  he  gave  himself  airs 
and  said,  "No  I  cannot,"  as  if  he  were  indis 
posed;  although,  if  the  hearer  had  refused, 
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he  would  sooner  or  later  have  been  compelled 
by  him  to  listen  whether  he  would  or  no.  There 
fore,  Phaedrus,  bid  him  do  at  once  what  he  will 
soon  do  whether  bidden  or  not. 

Phaedr.  I  see  that  you  will  not  let  me  off 
until  I  speak  in  some  fashion  or  other;  verily 
therefore  my  best  plan  is  to  speak  as  I  best  can. 

Soc.  A  very  true  remark,  that  of  yours. 

Phaedr.  I  will  do  as  I  say;  but  believe  me, 
Socrates,  I  did  not  learn  the  very  words — O  no; 
nevertheless  I  have  a  general  notion  of  what  he 
said,  and  will  give  you  a  summary  of  the  points 
in  which  the  lover  differed  from  the  non-lover. 
Let  me  begin  at  the  beginning. 

Soc.  Yes,  my  sweet  one;  but  you  must  first 
of  all  show  what  you  have  in  your  left  hand 
under  your  cloak,  for  that  roll,  as  I  suspect,  is 
the  actual  discourse.  Now,  much  as  I  love  you, 
I  would  not  have  you  suppose  that  I  am  going 
to  have  your  memory  exercised  at  my  expense, 
if  you  have  Lysias  himself  here. 

Phaedr.  Enough;  I  see  that  I  have  no  hope  of 
practising  my  art  upon  you.  But  if  I  am  to 
read,  where  would  you  please  to  sit?  [229] 

Soc.  Let  us  turn  aside  and  go  by  the  Ilissus; 
we  will  sit  down  at  some  quiet  spot. 

Phaedr.  I  am  fortunate  in  not  having  my 
sandals,  and  as  you  never  have  any,  I  think 
that  we  may  go  along  the  brook  and  cool  our 
feet  in  the  water;  this  will  be  the  easiest  way, 
and  at  midday  and  in  the  summer  Is  far  from 
being  unpleasant. 

Soc.  Lead  on,  and  look  out  for  a  place  in 
which  we  can  sit  down. 

Phaedr.  Do  you  see  the  tallest  plane-tree  in 
the  distance? 

Soc.  Yes. 

Phaedr.  There  are  shade  and  gentle  breezes, 
and  grass  on  which  we  may  either  sit  or  lie 
down. 

Soc.  Move  forward. 

Phaedr.  I  should  like  to  know,  Socrates, 
whether  the  place  is  not  somewhere  here  at 
which  Boreas  is  said  to  have  carried  off.  Orithyia 
from  the  banks  of  the  Ilissus? 

Soc.  Such  is  the  tradition. 

Phaedr.  And  is  this  the  exact  spot?  The  little 
stream  is  delightfully  clear  and  bright;  I  can 
fancy  that  there  might  be  maidens  playing 
near. 

Soc.  I  believe  that  the  spot  is  not  exactly  here, 
but  about  a  quarter  of  a  mile  lower  down, 
where  you  cross  to  the  temple  of  Artemis,  and 
there  is,  1  think,  some  sort  of  an  altar  of  Boreas 
at  the  place. 

Phaedr.  I  have  never  noticed  it;  but  I  be 


seech  you  to  tell  me,  Socrates,  do  you  believe 
this  tale? 

Soc.  The  wise  are  doubtful,  and  I  should 
not  be  singular  if,  like  them,  I  too  doubted.  I 
might  have  a  rational  explanation  that  Orithyia 
was  playing  with  Pharmacia,  when  a  northern 
gust  carried  her  over  the  neighbouring  rocks; 
and  this  being  the  manner  o(:  her  death,  she 
was  said  to  have  been  carried  away  by  Boreas. 
There  is  a  discrepancy,  however,  about  the 
locality;  according  to  another  version  of  the 
story  she  was  taken  from  Areopagus,  and  not 
from  this  place.  Now  I  quite  acknowledge  that 
these  allegories  are  very  nice,  but  he  is  not  to  be 
envied  who  has  to  invent  them;  much  labour 
and  ingenuity  will  be  required  of  him;  and 
when  he  has  once  begun,  he  must  go  on  and  re 
habilitate  Hippocentaurs  and  chimeras  dire. 
Gorgons  and  winged  steeds  flow  in  apace,  and 
numberless  other  inconceivable  and  portentous 
natures.  And  if  he  is  sceptical  about  them,  and 
would  fain  reduce  them  one  alter  another  to 
the  rules  of  probability,  this  sort  of  crude  phi 
losophy  will  take  up  a  great  deal  of  time.  Now 
I  have  no  leisure  for  such  enquiries;  shall  I  tell 
you  why?  I  must  first  know  myself,  as  the 
Delphian  inscription  says;  [230]  to  be  curious 
about  that  which  is  not  my  concern,  while  I  am 
still  in  ignorance  of  my  own  self,  would  be 
ridiculous.  And  therefore  I  bid  farewell  to  all 
this;  the  common  opinion  is  enough  for  me. 
For,  as  I  was  saying,  I  want  to  know  not  about 
this,  but  about  myself:  atxi  I  a  monster  more 
complicated  and  swollen  with  passion  than  the 
serpent  Typho,  or  a  creature  oC  a  gentler  and 
simpler  sort,  to  whom  Nature  has  given  a  di 
viner  and  lowlier  destiny?  But  let  me  ask  you, 
friend:  have  we  not  reached  the  plane-tree  to 
which  you  were  conducting  us  ? 

Phaedr.  Yes,  this  is  the  tree. 

Soc.  By  Here",  a  fair  resting-place,  full  o£  sum 
mer  sounds  and  scents.  Here  is  this  lofty  and 
spreading  plane-tree,  and  the  agnus  castus  high 
and  clustering,  in  the  fullest  blossom  and  the 
greatest  fragrance;  and  the  stream  which  flows 
beneath  the  plane-tree  is  deliciously  cold  to  the 
feet.  Judging  from  the  ornaments  and  images, 
this  must  be  a  spot  sacred  to  Achclous  and  the 
Nymphs.  How  delightful  is  the  breeze:— so 
very  sweet;  and  there  is  a  sound  in  the  air  shrill 
and  summerlike  which  makes  answer  to  the 
chorus  of  the  cicadae.  But  the  greatest  charm  of 
all  is  the  grass,  like  a  pillow  gently  sloping  to 
the  head.  My  dear  Phaedrus,  you  have  been 
an  admirable  guide. 

Phaedr.  What  an  incomprehensible  being 
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you  are,  Socrates:  when  you  are  in  the  country, 
as  you  say,  you  really  are  like  some  stranger 
who  is  led  about  by  a  guide.  Do  you  ever  cross 
the  border?  I  rather  think  that  you  never  ven 
ture  even  outside  the  gates. 

Soc.  Very  true,  my  good  friend;  and  I  hope 
that  you  will  excuse  me  when  you  hear  the 
reason,  which  is,  that  I  am  a  lover  of  knowl 
edge,  and  the  men  who  dwell  in  the  city  are  my 
teachers,  and  not  the  trees  or  the  country. 
Though  I  do  indeed  believe  that  you  have 
found  a  spell  with  which  to  draw  me  out  of  the 
city  into  the  country,  like  a  hungry  cow  before 
whom  a  bough  or  a  bunch  of  fruit  is  waved. 
For  only  hold  up  before  me  in  like  manner  a 
book,  and  you  may  lead  me  all  round  Attica, 
and  over  the  wide  world.  And  now  having  ar 
rived,  I  intend  to  lie  down,  and  do  you  choose 
any  posture  in  which  you  can  read  best.  Begin. 

Phaedr.  Listen.  You  know  how  matters 
stand  with  me;  and  how,  as  I  conceive,  [231] 
this  affair  may  be  arranged  for  the  advantage 
of  both  of  us.  And  I  maintain  that  I  ought  not 
to  fail  in  my  suit,  because  I  am  not  your  lover: 
for  lovers  repent  of  the  kindnesses  which  they 
have  shown  when  their  passion  ceases,  but  to 
the  non-lovers  who  are  free  and  not  under  any 
compulsion,  no  time  of  repentance  ever  comes; 
for  they  confer  their  benefits  according  to  the 
measure  of  their  ability,  in  the  way  which  is 
most  conducive  to  their  own  interest.  Then 
again,  lovers  consider  how  by  reason  of  their 
love  they  have  neglected  their  own  concerns 
and  rendered  service  to  others:  and  when  to 
these  benefits  conferred  they  add  on  the  trou 
bles  which  they  have  endured,  they  think  that 
they  have  long  ago  made  to  the  beloved  a  very 
ample  return.  But  the  non-lover  has  no  such 
tormenting  recollections;  he  has  never  neg 
lected  his  affairs  or  quarrelled  with  his  rela 
tions;  he  has  no  troubles  to  add  up  or  excuse  to 
invent;  and  being  well  rid  of  all  these  evils, 
why  should  he  not  freely  do  what  will  gratify 
the  beloved? 

If  you  say  that  the  lover  is  more  to  be  es 
teemed,  because  his  love  is  thought  to  be  great 
er;  for  he  is  willing  to  say  and  do  what  is  hate 
ful  to  other  men,  in  order  to  please  his  beloved; 
• — that,  if  true,  is  only  a  proof  that  he  will  pre 
fer  any  future  love  to  his  present,  and  will  in 
jure  his  old  love  at  the  pleasure  of  the  new. 
And  how,  in  a  matter  of  such  infinite  impor 
tance,  can  a  man  be  right  in  trusting  himself 
to  one  who  is  afflicted  with  a  malady  which  no 
experienced  person  would  attempt  to  cure,  for 
the  patient  himself  admits  that  he  is  not  in  his 


right  mind,  and  acknowledges  that  he  is  wrong 
in  his  mind,  but  says  that  he  is  unable  to  con 
trol  himself?  And  if  he  came  to  his  right  mind, 
would  he  ever  imagine  that  the  desires  were 
good  which  he  conceived  when  in  his  wrong 
mind?  Once  more,  there  are  many  more  non- 
lovers  than  lovers;  and  if  you  choose  the  best  of 
the  lovers,  you  will  not  have  many  to  choose 
from;  but  if  from  the  non-lovers,  the  choice  will 
be  larger,  and  you  will  be  far  more  likely  to  find 
among  them  a  person  who  is  worthy  of  your 
friendship.  If  public  opinion  be  your  dread,  and 
you  would  avoid  reproach,  in  all  probability 
the  lover,  who  is  always  thinking  that  other 
men  are  as  emulous  of  him  as  he  is  of  [232] 
them,  will  boast  to  some  one  of  his  successes, 
and  make  a  show  of  them  openly  in  the  pride 
of  his  heart; — he  wants  others  to  know  that 
his  labour  has  not  been  lost;  but  the  non-lover 
is  more  his  own  master,  and  is  desirous  of  solid 
good,  and  not  of  the  opinion  of  mankind. 
Again,  the  lover  may  be  generally  noted  or  seen 
following  the  beloved  (this  is  his  regular  oc 
cupation),  and  whenever  they  are  observed  to 
exchange  two  words  they  are  supposed  to  meet 
about  some  affair  of  love  either  past  or  in  con 
templation;  but  when  non-lovers  meet,  no  one 
asks  the  reason  why,  because  people  know  that 
talking  to  another  is  natural,  whether  friend 
ship  or  mere  pleasure  be  the  motive. 

Once  more,  if  you  fear  the  fickleness  of 
friendship,  consider  that  in  any  other  case  a 
quarrel  might  be  a  mutual  calamity;  but  now, 
when  you  have  given  up  what  is  most  precious 
to  you,  you  will  be  the  greater  loser,  and  there 
fore,  you  will  have  more  reason  in  being  afraid 
of  the  lover,  for  his  vexations  are  many,  and  he 
is  always  fancying  that  every  one  is  leagued 
against  him.  Wherefore  also  he  debars  his  be 
loved  from  society;  he  will  not  have  you  inti 
mate  with  the  wealthy,  lest  they  should  exceed 
him  in  wealth,  or  with  men  of  education,  lest 
they  should  be  his  superiors  in  understanding; 
and  he  is  equally  afraid  of  anybody's  influence 
who  has  any  other  advantage  over  himself.  If 
he  can  persuade  you  to  break  with  them,  you 
are  left  without  a  friend  in  the  world;  or  if,  out 
of  a  regard  to  your  own  interest,  you  have  more 
sense  than  to  comply  with  his  desire,  you  will 
have  to  quarrel  with  him.  But  those  who  are 
non-lovers,  and  whose  success  in  love  is  the  re 
ward  of  their  merit,  will  not  be  jealous  of  the 
companions  of  their  beloved,  and  will  rather 
hate  those  who  refuse  to  be  his  associates,  think 
ing  that  their  favourite  is  slighted  by  the  latter 
and  benefited  by  the  former;  for  more  love  than 
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hatred  may  be  expected  to  come  to  him  out  of 
his  friendship  with  others.  Many  lovers  too 
have  loved  the  person  of  a  youth  before  they 
knew  his  character  or  his  belongings;  so  that 
when  their  passion  has  passed  away,  there  is 
no  knowing  whether  they  will  continue  to  be 
his  friends;  [233]  whereas,  in  the  case  of  non- 
lovers  who  were  always  friends,  the  friendship 
is  not  lessened  by  the  favours  granted;  but  the 
recollection  of  these  remains  with  them,  and  is 
an  earnest  of  good  things  to  come. 

Further,  I  say  that  you  are  likely  to  be  im 
proved  by  me,  whereas  the  lover  will  spoil  you. 
For  they  praise  your  words  and  actions  in  a 
wrong  way;  partly,  because  they  are  afraid  of 
offending  you,  and  also,  their  judgment  is 
weakened  by  passion.  Such  are  the  feats  which 
love  exhibits;  he  makes  things  painful  to  the 
disappointed  which  give  no  pain  to  others;  he 
compels  the  successful  lover  to  praise  what 
ought  not  to  give  him  pleasure,  and  therefore 
the  beloved  is  to  be  pitied  rather  than  envied. 
But  if  you  listen  to  me,  in  the  first  place,  I,  in 
my  intercourse  with  you,  shall  not  merely  re 
gard  present  enjoyment,  but  also  future  ad 
vantage,  being  not  mastered  by  love,  but  my 
own  master;  nor  for  small  causes  taking  violent 
dislikes,  but  even  when  the  cause  is  great,  slow 
ly  laying  up  little  wrath— unintentional  of 
fences  I  shall  forgive,  and  intentional  ones  I 
shall  try  to  prevent;  and  these  are  the  marks  ol" 
a  friendship  which  will  last. 

Do  you  think  that  a  lover  only  can  be  a  firm 
friend?  reflect:— -if  this  were  true,  we  should 
set  small  value  on  sons,  or  fathers,  or  mothers; 
nor  should  we  ever  have  loyal  friends,  for  our 
love  of  them  arises  not  from  passion,  but  from 
other  associations.  Further,  if  we  ought  to 
shower  favours  on  those  who  are  the  most 
eager  suitors,— on  that  principle,  we  ought  al 
ways  to  do  good,  not  to  the  most  virtuous,  but 
to  the  most  needy;  for  they  are  the  persons  who 
will  be  most  relieved,  and  will  therefore  be  the 
most  grateful;  and  when  you  make  a  least  you 
should  invite  not  your  friend,  but  the  beggar 
and  the  empty  soul;  lor  they  will  love  you,  and 
attend  you,  and  come  about  your  doors,  and 
will  be  the  best  pleased,  and  the  most  grateful, 
and  will  invoke  many  a  blessing  on  your  head, 
Yet  surely  you  ought  not  to  be  granting  favours 
to  those  who  besiege  you  with  prayer,  but  to 
those  who  are  best  able  to  reward  you;  nor  to 
the  lover  only,  but  to  those  who  are  worthy  of 
love;  nor  to  those  who  will  enjoy  the  bloom  of 
your  youth,  1 234]  but  to  those  who  will  share 
their  possessions  with  you  in  age;  nor  to  those 


who,  having  succeeded,  will  glory  in  their  suc 
cess  to  others,  but  to  those  who  will  be  modest 
and  tell  no  tales;  nor  to  those  who  care  about 
you  for  a  moment  only,  but  to  those  who  will 
continue  your  friends  through  life;  nor  to  those 
who,  when  their  passion  is  over,  will  pick  a 
quarrel  with  you,  but  rather  to  those  who, 
when  the  charm  of  youth  has  left  you,  will 
show  their  own  virtue.  Remember  what  I  have 
said;  and  consider  yet  this  further  point:  friends 
admonish  the  lover  under  the  idea  that  his  way 
of  life  is  bad,  but  no  one  of  his  kindred  ever  yet 
censured  the  non-lover,  or  thought  that  he  was 
ill-advised  about  his  own  interests. 

"Perhaps  you  will  ask  me  whether  I  propose 
that  you  should  indulge  every  non-lover.  To 
which  I  reply  that  not  even  the  lover  would  ad 
vise  you  to  indulge  all  lovers,  for  the  indiscrim 
inate  favour  is  less  esteemed  by  the  rational 
recipient,  and  less  easily  hidden  by  him  who 
would  escape  the  censure  of  the  world.  Now 
love  ought  to  be  for  the  advantage  of  both  par 
ties,  and  for  the  injury  of  neither. 

"I  believe  that  I  have  said  enough;  but  if 
there  is  anything  more  which  you  desire  or 
which  in  your  opinion  needs  to  be  supplied, 
ask  and  I  will  answer.'1 

Now,  Socrates,  what  do  you  think?  Is  not  the 
discourse  excellent,  more  especially  in  the  mat 
ter  of  the  language? 

Soc.  Yes,  quite  admirable;  the  effect  on  me 
was  ravishing.  And  this  1  owe  to  you,  Phae- 
drus,  for  I  observed  you  while  reading  to  be  in 
an  ecstasy,  and  thinking  that  you  are  more  ex 
perienced  in  these  matters  than  1  am,  1  fol 
lowed  your  example,  and,  like  you,  my  divine 
darling,  I  became  inspired  with  a  phrenzy. 

Phacdr.  Indeed,  you  are  pleased  to  be  nierry, 

Soc.  Do  you  mean  that  I  am  not  in  earnest? 

Phacdr.  Now  don't  talk  in  that  way,  Socra 
tes,  but  let  me  have  your  real  opinion;  I  adjure 
you,  by  Zeus,  the  god  of  friendship,  to  tell  me 
whether  you  think  that  any  Hellene  could 
have  said  more  or  spoken  better  on  the  samr 
subject. 

Soc.  Well,  but  are  you  and  I  expected  to 
praise  the  sentiments  of  the  author,  or  only  the 
clearness,  and  roundness,  and  finish,  and  tour- 
mire  of  the  language?  As  to  the  first  I  willingly 
submit  to  your  better  judgment,  /2J5/  for  1  am 
not  worthy  to  form  an  opinion,  having  only  at 
tended  to  the  rhetorical  manner;  and  I  was 
doubting  whether  this  could  have  been  defend 
ed  even  by  Lysias  himself;  I  thought,  though  I 
speak  under  correction,  that  he  repeated  him 
self  two  or  three  times,  either  from  want  of 
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words  or  from  want  of  pains;  and  also,  he  ap 
peared  to  me  ostentatiously  to  exult  in  showing 
how  well  he  could  say  the  same  thing  in  two 
or  three  ways. 

Phaedr.  Nonsense,  Socrates;  what  you  call 
repetition  was  the  especial  merit  of  the  speech; 
for  he  omitted  no  topic  of  which  the  subject 
rightly  allowed,  and  I  do  not  think  that  any 
one  could  have  spoken  better  or  more  exhaus 
tively. 

Soc.  There  I  cannot  go  along  with  you.  An 
cient  sages,  men  and  women,  who  have  spoken 
and  written  of  these  things,  would  rise  up  in 
judgment  against  me,  if  out  of  complaisance  I 
assented  to  you. 

Phaedr.  Who  are  they,  and  where  did  you 
hear  anything  better  than  this? 

Soc.  I  am  sure  that  I  must  have  heard;  but  at 
this  moment  I  do  not  remember  from  whom; 
perhaps  from  Sappho  the  fair,  or  Anacreon  the 
wise;  or,  possibly,  from  a  prose  writer.  Why  do 
I  say  so?  Why,  because  I  perceive  that  my 
bosom  is  full,  and  that  I  could  make  another 
speech  as  good  as  that  of  Lysias,  and  different. 
Now  I  am  certain  that  this  is  not  an  invention 
of  my  own,  who  am  well  aware  that  I  know 
nothing,  and  therefore  I  can  only  infer  that  I 
have  been  filled  through  the  ears,  like  a  pitcher, 
from  the  waters  of  another,  though  I  have  ac 
tually  forgotten  in  my  stupidity  who  was  my 
informant. 

Phaedr.  That  is  grand: — but  never  mind 
where  you  heard  the  discourse  or  from  whom; 
let  that  be  a  mystery  not  to  be  divulged  even  at 
my  earnest  desire.  Only,  as  you  say,  promise 
to  make  another  and  better  oration,  equal  in 
length  and  entirely  new,  on  the  same  subject; 
and  I,  like  the  nine  Archons,  will  promise  to 
set  up  a  golden  image  at  Delphi,  not  only  of 
myself,  but  of  you,  and  as  large  as  life. 

Soc.  You  are  a  dear  golden  ass  if  you  suppose 
me  to  mean  that  Lysias  has  altogether  missed 
the  mark,  and  that  I  can  make  a  speech  from 
which  all  his  arguments  are  to  be  excluded. 
The  worst  of  authors  will  say  something  which 
is  to  the  point.  Who,  for  example,  [236]  could 
speak  on  this  thesis  of  yours  without  praising 
the  discretion  of  the  non-lover  and  blaming  the 
indiscretion  of  the  lover?  These  are  the  com 
monplaces  of  the  subject  which  must  come  in 
(for  what  else  is  there  to  be  said? )  and  must  be 
allowed  and  excused;  the  only  merit  is  in  the 
arrangement  of  them,  for  there  can  be  none  in 
the  invention;  but  when  you  leave  the  com 
monplaces,  then  there  may  be  some  originality. 

Phaedr.  I  admit  that  there  is  reason  in  what 


you  say,  and  I  too  will  be  reasonable,  and  will 
allow  you  to  start  with  the  premiss  that  the 
lover  is  more  disordered  in  his  wits  than  the 
non-lover;  if  in  what  remains  you  make  a 
longer  and  better  speech  than  Lysias,  and  use 
other  arguments,  then  I  say  again,  that  a  statue 
you  shall  have  of  beaten  gold,  and  take  your 
place  by  the  colossal  offerings  of  the  Cypselids 
at  Olympia. 

Soc.  How  profoundly  in  earnest  is  the  lover, 
because  to  tease  him  I  lay  a  finger  upon  his 
love!  And  so,  Phaedrus,  you  really  imagine 
that  I  am  going  to  improve  upon  the  ingenuity 
of  Lysias? 

Phaedr.  There  I  have  you  as  you  had  me, 
and  you  must  just  speak  "as  you  best  can."  Do 
not  let  us  exchange  "tu  quoque"  as  in  a  farce, 
or  compel  me  to  say  to  you  as  you  said  to  me, 
"I  know  Socrates  as  well  as  I  know  myself,  and 
he  was  wanting  to  speak,  but  he  gave  himself 
airs."  Rather  I  would  have  you  consider  that 
from  this  place  we  stir  not  until  you  have  un 
bosomed  yourself  of  the  speech;  for  here  are  we 
all  alone,  and  I  am  stronger,  remember,  and 
younger  than  you:  —  Wherefore  perpend,  and 
do  not  compel  me  to  use  violence. 

Soc.  But,  my  sweet  Phaedrus,  how  ridiculous 
it  would  be  of  me  to  compete  with  Lysias  in  an 
extempore  speech!  He  is  a  master  in  his  art  and 
I  am  an  untaught  man. 

Phaedr.  You  see  how  matters  stand;  and 
therefore  let  there  be  no  more  pretences;  for, 
indeed,  I  know  the  word  that  is  irresistible. 

Soc.  Then  don't  say  it. 

Phaedr.  Yes,  but  I  will;  and  my  word  shall 
be  an  oath.  "I  say,  or  rather  swear"  —  but  what 
god  will  be  witness  of  my  oath?  —  "By  this 
plane-tree  I  swear,  that  unless  you  repeat  the 
discourse  here  in  the  face  of  this  very  plane-tree, 
I  will  never  tell  you  another;  never  let  you  have 
word  of  another!" 

Soc.  Villain!  I  am  conquered;  the  poor  lover 
of  discourse  has  no  more  to  say. 

Phaedr.  Then  why  are  you  still  at  your 
tricks? 

Soc*  I  am  not  going  to  play  tricks  now  that 
you  have  taken  the  oath,  for  I  cannot  allow  my 
self  to  be  starved. 

Phaedr.  Proceed. 

Soc.  Shall  I  tell  you  what  I  will  do? 


Soc.  I  will  veil  my  face  and  gallop  through 
the  discourse  as  fast  as  I  can,  for  if  I  see  you  I 
shall  feel  ashamed  and  not  know  what  to  say. 

Phaedr,  Only  go  on  and  you  may  do  any 
thing  else  which  you  please. 
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Soc.  Come,  O  ye  Muses,  melodious,  as  ye 
are  called,  whether  you  have  received  this 
name  from  the  character  of  your  strains,  or  be 
cause  the  Melians  are  a  musical  race,  help,  O 
help  me  in  the  tale  which  my  good  friend  here 
desires  me  to  rehearse,  in  order  that  his  friend 
whom  he  always  deemed  wise  may  seem  to 
him  to  be  wiser  than  ever. 

Once  upon  a  time  there  was  a  fair  boy,  or, 
more  properly  speaking,  a  youth;  he  was  very 
fair  and  had  a  great  many  lovers;  and  there 
was  one  special  cunning  one,  who  had  per 
suaded  the  youth  that  he  did  not  love  him,  but 
he  really  loved  him  all  the  same;  and  one  day 
when  he  was  paying  his  addresses  to  him,  he 
used  this  very  argument — that  he  ought  to  ac 
cept  the  non-lover  rather  than  the  lover;  his 
words  were  as  follows: — 

"All  good  counsel  begins  in  the  same  way;  a 
man  should  know  what  he  is  advising  about, 
or  his  counsel  will  all  come  to  nought.  But  peo 
ple  imagine  that  they  know  about  the  nature  of 
things,  when  they  don't  know  about  them,  and, 
not  having  come  to  an  understanding  at  first 
because  they  think  that  they  know,  they  end, 
as  might  be  expected,  in  contradicting  one  an 
other  and  themselves.  Now  you  and  T  must  not 
be  guilty  of  this  fundamental  error  which  we 
condemn  in  others;  but  as  our  question  is 
whether  the  lover  or  non-lover  is  to  be  pre 
ferred,  let  us  first  of  all  agree  in  defining  the 
nature  and  power  of  love,  and  then,  keeping 
our  eyes  upon  the  definition  and  to  this  appeal 
ing,  let  us  further  enquire  whether  love  brings 
advantage  or  disadvantage. 

"Every  one  sees  that  love  is  a  desire,  and  we 
know  also  that  non-lovers  desire  the  beautiful 
and  good.  Now  in  what  way  is  the  lover  to  be 
distinguished  from  the  non-lover?  Let  us  note 
that  in  every  one  of  us  there  are  two  guiding 
and  ruling  principles  which  lead  us  whither 
they  will;  one  is  the  natural  desire  of  pleasure, 
the  other  is  an  acquired  opinion  which  aspires 
after  the  best;  and  these  two  are  sometimes  in 
harmony  and  then  again  at  war,  and  some 
times  the  one,  sometimes  the  other  conquers. 
When  opinion  by  the  help  of  reason  leads  us  to 
the  best,  the  conquering  principle  is  called 
temperance;  [258]  but  when  desire,  which  is 
devoid  of  reason,  rules  in  us  and  drags  us  to 
pleasure,  that  power  of  misrule  is  called  excess. 
Now  excess  has  many  names,  and  many  num 
bers,  and  many  forms,  and  any, of  these  forms 
when  very  marked  gives  a  name,  neither  hon 
ourable  n,or  creditable,  to  the  bearer  of  the 
name.  The  desire  of  eating,  for  exapiple,  which 


gets  the  better  of  the  higher  reason  and  the 
other  desires,  is  called  gluttony,  and  he  who  is 
possessed  by  it  is  called  a  glutton;  the  tyrannical 
desire  of  drink,  which  inclines  the  possessor  of 
the  desire  to  drink,  has  a  name  which  is  only 
too  obvious,  and  there  can  be  as  little  doubt 
by  what  name  any  other  appetite  of  the  same 
family  would  be  called; — it  will  be  the  name 
of  that  which  happens  to  be  dominant.  And 
now  I  think  that  you  will  perceive  the  drift  of 
my  discourse;  but  as  every  spoken  word  is  in  a 
manner  plainer  than  the  unspoken,  I  had  bet 
ter  say  further  that  the  irrational  desire  which 
overcomes  the  tendency  of  opinion  towards 
right,  and  is  led  away  to  the  enjoyment  of 
beauty,  and  especially  of  personal  beauty,  by 
the  desires  which  are  her  own  kindred — that 
supreme  desire,  I  say,  which  by  leading  con 
quers  and  by  the  force  of  passion  is  reinforced, 
from  this  very  force,  receiving  a  name,  is 
called  love  (eppoojueVos"  I/XJK)." 

And  now,  dear  Phaedrus,  1  shall  pause  for 
an  instant  to  ask  whether  you  do  not  think  me, 
as  I  appear  to  myself,  inspired? 

Phaedr.  Yes,  Socrates,  you  seem  to  have  a 
very  unusual  flow  of  words. 

Soc.  Listen  to  me,  then,  in  silence;  for  surely 
the  place  is  holy;  so  that  you  must  not  wonder, 
ii,  as  I  proceed,  I  appear  to  be  in  a  divine  fury, 
for  already  I  am  getting  into  dithyrambics. 

Phaedr.  Nothing  can  be  truer. 

Soc,  The  responsibility  rests  with  you.  But 
hear  what  follows,  and  perhaps  the  fit  may  be 
averted;  all  is  in  their  hands  above.  I  will  go  on 
talking  to  my  youth.  Listen: 

Thus,  my  friend,  we  have  declared  and  de 
fined  the  nature  of  the  subject.  Keeping  the 
definition  in  view,  let  us  now  enquire  what  ad 
vantage  or  disadvantage  is  likely  to  ensue  from 
the  lover  or  the  non-lover  to  him  who  accepts 
their  advances. 

tie  who  is  the  victim  of  his  passions  and  the 
slave  of  pleasure  will  of  course  desire  to  make 
his  beloved  as  agreeable  to  himself  as  possible, 
Now  to  him  who  has  a  mind  diseased  anything 
is  agreeable  which  is  not  opposed  to  him,  but 
that  which  is  equal  or  superior  is  hateful  to 
him,  and  therefore  the  lover  will  not  brook  any 
superiority  or  equality  on  the  part  of  his  be 
loved;  /2^9/  he  is  always  employed  in  reduc 
ing  him  to  inferiority.  And  the  ignorant  is  the 
inferior  of  the  wise,  the  coward  of  the  brave, 
the  slow  of  speech  of  the  speaker,  the  dull  of 
the  clever.  These,  and  not  these  only,  are  the 
mental  defects  of  the  beloved;— -defects  which, 
when  implanted  by  nature,  are  necessarily  a  de- 
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light  to  the  lover,  and  when  not  implanted,  he 
must  contrive  to  implant  them  in  him,  if  he 
would  not  be  deprived  of  his  fleeting  joy.  And 
therefore  he  cannot  help  being  jealous,  and  will 
debar  his  beloved  from  the  advantages  of  so 
ciety  which  would  make  a  man  of  him,  and  es 
pecially  from  that  society  which  would  have 
given  him  wisdom,  and  thereby  he  cannot  fail 
to  do  him  great  harm.  That  is  to  say,  in  his 
excessive  fear  lest  he  should  come  to  •  be  des 
pised  in  his  eyes  he  will  be  compelled  to  banish 
from  him  divine  philosophy;  and  there  is  no 
greater  injury  which  he  can  inflict  upon  him 
than  this.  He  will  contrive  that  his  beloved 
shall  be  wholly  ignorant,  and  in  everything 
shall  look  to  him;  he  is  to  be  the  delight  of  the 
lover's  heart,  and  a  curse  to  himself.  Verily,  a 
lover  is  a  profitable  guardian  and  associate  for 
him  in  all  that  relates  to  his  mind. 

Let  us  next  see  how  his  master,  whose  law  of 
life  is  pleasure  and  not  good,  will  keep  and 
train  the  body  of  his  servant.  Will  he  not  choose 
a  beloved  who  is  delicate  rather  than  sturdy 
and  strong?  One  brought  up  in  shady  bowers 
and  not  in  the  bright  sun,  a  stranger  to  manly 
exercises  and  the  sweat  of  toil,  accustomed  only 
to  a  soft  and  luxurious  diet,  instead  of  the  hues 
of  health  having  the  colours  of  paint  and  orna 
ment,  and  the  rest  of  a  piece? — such  a  life  as 
any  one  can  imagine  and  which  I  need  not  de 
tail  at  length.  But  I  may  sum  up  all  that  I  have 
to  say  in  a  word,  and  pass  on.  Such  a  person  in 
war,  or  in  any  of  the  great  crises  of  life,  will  be 
the  anxiety  of  his  friends  and  also  of  his  lover, 
and  certainly  not  the  terror  of  his  enemies; 
which  nobody  can  deny. 

And  now  let  us  tell  what  advantage  or  disad 
vantage  the  beloved  will  receive  from  the 
guardianship  and  society  of  his  lover  in  the 
matter  of  his  property;  this  is  the  next  point  to 
be  considered.  The  lover  will  be  the  first  to  see 
what,  indeed,  will  be  sufficiently  evident  to  all 
men,  that  he  desires  above  all  things  to  deprive 
his  beloved  of  his  dearest  and  best  and  holiest 
possessions,  [240]  father,  mother,  kindred, 
friends,  of  all  whom  he  thinks  may  behinderers 
or  reprovers  of  their  most  sweet  converse;  he 
will  even  cast  a  jealous  eye  upon  his  gold  and 
silver  or  other  property,  because  these  make 
him  a  less  easy  prey,  and  when  caught  less 
manageable;  hence  he  is  of  necessity  displeased 
at  his  possession  of  them  and  rejoices  at  their 
loss;  and  he  would  like  him  to  be  wifeless, 
childless,  homeless,  as  well;  and  the  longer  the 
better,  for  the  longer  he  is  all  this,  the  longer 
he  will  enjoy  him. 


There  are  some  sort  of  animals,  such  as  flat 
terers,  who  are  dangerous  and  mischievous 
enough,  and  yet  nature  has  mingled  a  tempo 
rary  pleasure  and  grace  in  their  composition. 
You  may  say  that  a  courtesan  is  hurtful,  and 
disapprove  of  such  creatures  and  their  prac 
tices,  and  yet  for  the  time  they  are  very  pleas 
ant.  But  the  lover  is  not  only  hurtful  to  his  love; 
he  is  also  an  extremely  disagreeable  companion. 
The  old  proverb  says  that  "birds  of  a  feather 
flock  together";  I  suppose  that  equality  of  years 
inclines  them  to  the  same  pleasures,  and  simi 
larity  begets  friendship;  yet  you  may  have  more 
than  enough  even  of  this;  and  verily  constraint 
is  always  said  to  be  grievous.  Now  the  lover  is 
not  only  unlike  his  beloved,  but  he  forces  him 
self  upon  him.  For  he  is  old  and  his  love  is 
young,  and  neither  day  nor  night  will  he  leave 
him  if  he  can  help;  necessity  and  the  sting  of 
desire  drive  him  on,  and  allure  him  with  the 
pleasure  which  he  receives  from  seeing,  hear 
ing,  touching,  perceiving  him  in  every  way. 
And  therefore  he  is  delighted  to  fasten  upon 
him  and  to  minister  to  him.  But  what  pleasure 
or  consolation  can  the  beloved  be  receiving  all 
this  time?  Must  he  not  feel  the  extremity  of  dis 
gust  when  he  looks  at  an  old  shrivelled  face 
and  the  remainder  to  match,  which  even  in  a 
description  is  disagreeable,  and  quite  detestable 
when  he  is  forced  into  daily  contact  with  his 
lover;  moreover  he  is  jealously  watched  and 
guarded  against  everything  and  everybody,  and 
has  to  hear  misplaced  and  exaggerated  praises 
of  himself,  and  censures  equally  inappropriate, 
which  are  intolerable  when  the  man  is  sober, 
and,  besides  being  intolerable,  are  published  all 
over  the  world  in  all  their  indelicacy  and  weari- 
someness  when  he  is  drunk. 

And  not  only  while  his  love  continues  is  he 
mischievous  and  unpleasant,  but  when  his  love 
ceases  he  becomes  a  perfidious  enemy  of  him 
on  whom  he  showered  his  oaths  and  prayers 
and  promises,  [241]  and  yet  could  hardly  pre 
vail  upon  him  to  tolerate  the  tedium  of  his 
company  even  from  motives  of  interest.  The 
hour  of  payment  arrives,  and  now  he  is  the 
servant  of  another  master;  instead  of  love  and 
infatuation,  wisdom  and  temperance  are  his 
bosom's  lords;  but  the  beloved  has  not  discov 
ered  the  change  which  has  taken  place  in  him, 
when  he  asks  for  a  refurn  and  recalls  to  his 
recollection  former  sayings  and  doings;  he  be 
lieves  himself  to  be  speaking  to  the  same  per 
son,  and  the  other,  not  having  the  courage  to 
confess  the  truth,  and  not  knowing  how  to  ful 
fil  the  oaths  and  promises  which  he  made  when 
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under  the  dominion  of  folly,  and  having  now 
grown  wise  and  temperate,  does  not  want  to 
do  as  he  did  or  to  be  as  he  was  before.  And  so 
he  runs  away  and  is  constrained  to  be  a  de 
faulter;  the  oyster-shell1  has  fallen  with  the 
other  side  uppermost — he  changes  pursuit  into 
flight,  while  the  other  is  compelled  to  follow 
him  with  passion  and  imprecation  not  know 
ing  that  he  ought  never  from  the  first  to  have 
accepted  a  demented  lover  instead  of  a  sensible 
non-lover;  and  that  in  making  such  a  choice 
he  was  giving  himself  up  to  a  faithless,  morose, 
envious,  disagreeable  being,  hurtful  to  his  es 
tate,  hurtful  to  his  bodily  health,  and  still  more 
hurtful  to  the  cultivation  of  his  mind,  than 
which  there  neither  is  nor  ever  will  be  any 
thing  more  honoured  in  the  eyes  both  of  gods 
and  men.  Consider  this,  fair  youth,  and  know 
that  in  the  friendship  of  the  lover  there  is  no 
real  kindness;  he  has  an  appetite  and  wants  to 
feed  upon  you: 

As  wolves  love  lambs  so  lovers  love  their  loves. 

But  I  told  you  so,  I  am  speaking  in  verse,  and 
therefore  I  had  better  make  an  end;  enough. 

Phaedr.  I  thought  that  you  were  only  half 
way  and  were  going  to  make  a  similar  speech 
about  all  the  advantages  of  accepting  the  non- 
lover.  Why  do you  not  proceed? 

Soc,  Does  not  your  simplicity  observe  that  I 
have  got  out  of  dithyrambics  into  heroics,  when 
only  uttering  a  censure  on  the  lover  ?  And  if  I 
am  to  add  the  praises  of  the  non-lover,  what 
will  become  of  me?  Do  you  not  perceive  that  I 
am  already  overtaken  by  the  Nymphs  to  whom 
you  have  mischievously  exposed  rne?  And 
therefore  I  will  only  add  that  the  non-lover  has 
all  the  advantages  in  which  the  lover  is  ac 
cused  of  being  deficient.  And  now  I  will  say  no 
more;  there  has  been  enough  of  both  of  them. 
Leaving  the  tale  to  its  fate,  [242  ]  I  will  cross 
the  river  and  make  the  best  o£  my  way  home, 
lest  a  worse  thing  be  inflicted  upon  rne  by  you. 

Phaedr.  Not  yet,  Socrates;  not  until  the  heat 
of  the  day  has  passed;  do  you  not  sec  that  the 
hour  is  almost  noon?  there  is  the  midday  sun 
standing  still,  as  people  say,  in  the  meridian. 
Let  us  rather  stay  and  talk  over  what  has  been 
said,  and  then  return  in  the  cool. 

Soc.  Your  love  of  discourse,  Phaedrus,  is 
superhuman,  simply  marvellous,  and  I  do  not 
believe  that  there  is  any  one  of  your  conternpo- 

1  In  allusion  to  a  game  in  which  two  parties  fled 
or  pursued  according  as  an  oyster-shell  which  was 
thrown  into  the  air  fell  with  the  dark  or  light  side 
uppermost. 


raries  who  has  either  made  or  in  one  way  or  an 
other  has  compelled  others  to  make  an  equal 
number  of  speeches.  I  would  except  Simmias 
the  Theban,  but  all  the  rest  are  far  behind  you. 
And  now  I  do  verily  believe  that  you  have  been 
the  cause  of  another. 

Phaedr.  That  is  good  news.  But  what  do  you 
mean? 

Soc.  I  mean  to  say  that  as  I  was  about  to  cross 
the  stream  the  usual  sign  was  given  to  me, — 
that  sign  which  always  forbids,  but  never  bids, 
me  to  do  anything  which  I  am  going  to  do;  and 
I  thought  that  I  heard  a  voice  saying  in  my  ear 
that  I  had  been  guilty  of  impiety,  and  that  I 
must  not  go  away  until  I  had  made  an  atone 
ment.  Now  I  am  a  diviner,  though  not  a  very 
good  one,  but  I  have  enough  religion  for  my 
own  use,  as  you  might  say  of  a  bad  writer — his 
writing  is  good  enough  for  him;  and  I  am  be 
ginning  to  see  that  I  was  in  error.  O  my  friend, 
how  prophetic  is  the  human  soul!  At  the  time  I 
had  a  sort  of  misgiving,  and,  like  Ibycus/'I  was 
troubled;  I  feared  that  I  might  be  buying  hon 
our  from  men  at  the  price  of  sinning  against 
the  gods."  Now  I  recognize  my  error. 

Phaedr.  What  error? 

Soc.  That  was  a  dreadful  speech  which  you 
brought  with  you,  and  you  made  me  utter  one 
as  bad. 

Phaedr.  How  so? 

Soc.  It  was  foolish,  I  say, — to  a  certain  ex 
tent,  impious;  can  anything  be  more  dreadful? 

Phaedr.  Nothing,  if  the  speech  was  really 
such  as  you  describe. 

Soc.  Well,  and  is  not  Eros  the  son  of  Aphro 
dite,  and  a  god? 

Phaedr.  So  men  say. 

Soc.  But  that  was  not  acknowledged  by  Ly- 
sias  in  his  speech,  nor  by  you  in  that  other 
speech  which  you  by  a  charm  drew  from  my 
lips.  For  if  love  be,  as  he  surely  is,  a  divinity,  he 
cannot  be  evil.  Yet  this  was  the  error  of  both 
the  speeches.  There  was  also  a  simplicity  about 
them  which  was  refreshing;  [243]  having  no 
truth  or  honesty  in  them,  nevertheless  they  pre 
tended  to  be  something,  hoping  to  succeed  in 
deceiving  the  manikins  of  earth  and  gain  celeb 
rity  among  them.  Wherefore  I  must  have  a 
purgation.  And  I  bethink  me  of  an  ancient  pur 
gation  of  mythological  error  which  was  de 
vised,  not  by  Homer,  for  he  never  had  the  wit 
to  discover  why  he  was  blind,  but  by  Steskho- 
rus,  who  was  a  philosopher  and  knew  the  rea 
son  why;  and  therefore,  when  he  lost  his  eyes, 
for  that  was  the  penalty  which  was  inflicted 
upon  him  for  reviling  the  lovely  Helen,  he  at 
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once  purged  himself.  And  the  purgation  was  a 
recantation,  which  began  thus, — 

False  is  that  word  of  mine — the  truth  is  that 
thou  didst  not  embar\  in  ships,  nor  ever  go  to  the 
walls  of  Troy; 

and  when  he  had  completed  his  poem,  which  is 
called  "the  recantation,"  immediately  his  sight 
returned  to  him.  Now  I  will  be  wiser  than 
either  Stesichorus  or  Homer,  in  that  I  am  go 
ing  to  make  my  recantation  for  reviling  love 
before  I  suffer;  and  this  I  will  attempt,  not  as 
before,  veiled  and  ashamed,  but  with  forehead 
bold  and  bare. 

Phaedr.  Nothing  could  be  more  agreeable  to 
me  than  to  hear  you  say  so. 

Soc.  Only  think,  my  good  Phaedrus,  what 
an  utter  want  of  delicacy  was  shown  in  the  two 
discourses;  I  mean,  in  my  own  and  in  that 
which  you  recited  out  of  the  book.  Would  not 
any  one  who  was  himself  of  a  noble  and  gentle 
nature,  and  who  loved  or  ever  had  loved  a  na 
ture  like  his  own,  when  we  tell  of  the  petty 
causes  of  lovers'  jealousies,  and  of  their  exceed 
ing  animosities,  and  of  the  injuries  which  they 
do  to  their  beloved,  have  imagined  that  our 
ideas  of  love  were  taken  from  some  haunt  of 
sailors  to  which  good  manners  were  unknown 
— he  would  certainly  never  have  admitted  the 
justice  of  our  censure? 

Phaedr.  I  dare  say  not,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Therefore,  because  I  blush  at  the  thought 
of  this  person,  and  also  because  I  am  afraid  of 
Love  himself,  I  desire  to  wash  the  brine  out 
of  my  ears  with  water  from  the  spring;  and 
I  would  counsel  Lysias  not  to  delay,  but  to 
write  another  discourse,  which  shall  prove  that 
ceteris  paribus  the  lover  ought  to  be  accepted 
rather  than  the  non-lover. 

Phaedr.  Be  assured  that  he  shall.  You  shall 
speak  the  praises  of  the  lover,  and  Lysias  shall 
be  compelled  by  me  to  write  another  discourse 
on  the  same  theme. 

Soc.  You  will  be  true  to  your  nature  in  that, 
and  therefore  I  believe  you. 

Phaedr.  Speak,  and  fear  not. 

Soc.  But  where  is  the  fair  youth  whom  I  was 
addressing  before,  and  who  ought  to  listen 
now;  lest,  if  he  hear  me  not,  he  should  accept 
a  non-lover  before  he  knows  what  he  is  doing  ? 

Phaedr.  He  is  close  at  hand,  and  always  at 
your  service. 

Soc.  Know  then,  fair  youth,  that  the  former 
discourse  was  the  word  of  Phaedrus,  [244]  the 
son  of  Vain  Man,  who  dwells  in  the  city  of 
Myrrhina  (Myrrhinusius).  And  this  which  I 


am  about  to  utter  is  the  recantation  of  Stesicho 
rus  the  son  of  Godly  Man  (Euphemus),  who 
comes  from  the  town  of  Desire  (Himera),  and 
4s  to  the  following  effect:  "I  told  a  lie  when  I 
said"  that  the  beloved  ought  to  accept  the  non- 
lover  when  he  might  have  the  lover,  because 
the  one  is  sane,  and  the  other  mad.  It  might  be 
so  if  madness  were  simply  an  evil;  but  there  is 
also  a  madness  which  is  a  divine  gift,  and  the 
source  of  the  chief est  blessings  granted  to  men. 
For  prophecy  is  a  madness,  and  the  prophetess 
at  Delphi  and  the  priestesses  at  Dodona  when 
out  of  their  senses  have  conferred  great  benefits 
on  Hellas,  both  in  public  and  private  life,  but 
when  in  their  senses  few  or  none.  And  I  might 
also  tell  you  how  the  Sibyl  and  other  inspired 
persons  have  given  to  many  an  one  many  an  in 
timation  of  the  future  which  has  saved  them 
from  falling.  But  it  would  be  tedious  to  speak 
of  what  every  one  knows. 

There  will  be  more  reason  in  appealing  to 
the  ancient  inventors  of  names,1  who  would 
never  have  connected  prophecy  (//.avrt/c??), 
which  foretells  the  future  and  is  the  noblest  of 
arts,  with  madness  (ju-avt/o?),  or  called  them 
both  by  the  same  name,  if  they  had  deemed 
madness  to  be  a  disgrace  or  dishonour; — they 
must  have  thought  that  there  was  an  inspired 
madness  which  was  a  noble  thing;  for  the  two 
words,  pcwTLKT)  and  /xan/o),  are  really  the  same, 
and  the  letter  r  is  only  a  modern  and  tasteless 
insertion.  And  this  is  confirmed  by  the  name 
which  was  given  by  them  to  the  rational  inves 
tigation  of  futurity,  whether  made  by  the  help 
of  birds  or  of  other  signs — this,  for  as  much  as 
it  is  an  art  which  supplies  from  the  reasoning 
faculty  mind  (voik)  and  information  (icrropia) 
to  human  thought  (ofycrts),  they  originally 
termed  OLOVOLO-TLK^  but  the  word  has  been  late 
ly  altered  and  made  sonorous  by  the  modern 
introduction  of  the  letter  Omega  (otovoto-riKT? 
and  oitovNjTi/o)),  and  in  proportion  as  prophecy 
(/xavrt/o?)  is  more  perfect  and  august  than  augu 
ry,  both  in  name  and  fact,  in  the  same  propor 
tion,  as  the  ancients  testify,  is  madness  superior 
to  a  sane  mind  (<j(o<^po<ruv7y),  for  the  one  is 
only  of  human,  but  the  other  of  divine  origin. 
Again,  where  plagues  and  mightiest  woes  have 
bred  in  certain  families,  owing  to  some  ancient 
blood-guiltiness,  there  madness  has  entered 
with  holy  prayers  and  rites,  and  by  inspired  ut 
terances  found  a  way  of  deliverance  for  those 
who  are  in  need;  and  he  who  has  part  in  this 
gift,  and  is  truly  possessed  and  duly  out  of  his 
mind,  is  by  the  use  of  purifications  and  mys- 
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teries  made  whole  and  except  from  evil,  future 
as  well  as  present,  and  has  a  release  from  the 
calamity  which  was  afflicting  him.  [245]  The 
third  kind  is  the  madness  of  those  who  are^ 
possessed  by  the  Muses;  which  taking  hold  of 
a  delicate  and  virgin  soul,  and  there  inspiring 
frenzy,  awakens  lyrical  and  all  other  numbers; 
with  these  adorning  the  myriad  actions  of 
ancient  heroes  for  the  instruction  of  posterity. 
But  he  who,  having  no  touch  of  the  Muses' 
madness  in  his  soul,  comes  to  the  door  and 
thinks  that  he  will  get  into  the  temple  by  the 
help  of  art — he,  I  say,  and  his  poetry  are  not  ad 
mitted;  the  sane  man  disappears  and  is  no 
where  when  he  enters  into  rivalry  with  the 
madman. 

I  might  tell  of  many  other  noble  deeds  which 
have  sprung  from  inspired  madness.  And  there 
fore,  let  no  one  frighten  or  flutter  us  by  saying 
that  the  temperate  friend  is  to  be  chosen  rather 
than  the  inspired,  but  let  him  further  show 
that  love  is  not  sent  by  the  gods  for  any  good  to 
lover  or  beloved;  if  he  can  do  so  we  will  allow 
him  to  carry  off  the  palm.  And  we,  on  our  part, 
will  prove  in  answer  to  him  that  the  madness  of 
love  is  the  greatest  of  heaven's  blessings,  and 
the  proof  shall  be  one  which  the  wise  will  re 
ceive,  and  the  witling  disbelieve.  But  first  of  all, 
let  us  view  the  affections  and  actions  of  the  soul 
divine  and  human,  and  try  to  ascertain  the 
truth  about  them.  The  beginning  of  our  proof 
is  as  follows: — 

The  soul  through  all  her  being  is  immortal, 
for  that  which  is  ever  in  motion  is  immortal; 
but  that  which  moves  another  and  is  moved  by 
another,  in  ceasing  to  move  ceases  also  to  live. 
Only  the  self-moving,  never  leaving  self,  never 
ceases  to  move,  and  is  the  fountain  and  begin 
ning  of  motion  to  all  that  moves  besides.  Now, 
the  beginning  is  unbegotten,  for  that  which  is 
begotten  has  a  beginning;  but  the  beginning  is 
begotten  of  nothing,  for  if  it  were  begotten  of 
something,  then  the  begotten  would  not  come 
from  a  beginning.  But  if  unbegotten,  it  must 
also  be  indestructible;  for  if  beginning  were  de 
stroyed,  there  could  be  no  beginning  out  of  any 
thing,  nor  anything  out  of  a  beginning;  and  all 
things  must  have  a  beginning.  And  therefore 
the  self-moving  is  the  beginning  of  motion; 
and  this  can  neither  be  destroyed  nor  begotten, 
else  the  whole  heavens  and  all  creation  would 
collapse  and  stand  still,  and  never  again  have 
motion  or  birth.  But  if  the  self-moving  is  proved 
to  be  immortal,  he  who  affirms  that  self-motion 
is  the  very  idea  and  essence  of  the  soul  will  not 
be  put  to  confusion.  For  the  body  which  is 


moved  from  without  is  soulless;  but  that  which 
is  moved  from  within  has  a  soul,  for  such  is  the 
nature  of  the  soul.  But  if  this  be  true,  must  not 
the  soul  be  the  self-moving,  and  therefore  of 
necessity  unbegotten  and  immortal?  [246] 
Enough  of  the  soul's  immortality. 

Of  the  nature  of  the  soul,  though  her  true 
form  be  ever  a  theme  of  large  and  more  than 
mortal  discourse.,  let  me  speak  briefly,  and  in  a 
figure.  And  let  the  figure  be  composite — a  pair 
of  winged  horses  and  a  charioteer.  Now  the 
winged  horses  and  the  charioteers  of  the  gods 
are  all  of  them  noble  and  of  noble  descent,  but 
those  of  other  races  are  mixed;  the  human  char 
ioteer  drives  his  in  a  pair;  and  one  of  them  is 
noble  and  of  noble  breed,  and  the  other  is  ig 
noble  and  of  ignoble  breed;  and  the  driving  of 
them  of  necessity  gives  a  great  deal  of  trouble 
to  him.  I  will  endeavour  to  explain  to  you  in 
what  way  the  mortal  differs  from  the  immor 
tal  creature.  The  soul  in  her  totality  has  the 
care  of  inanimate  being  everywhere,  and  tra 
verses  the  whole  heaven  in  divers  forms  appear 
ing: — when  perfect  and  fully  winged  she  soars 
upward,  and  orders  the  whole  world;  whereas 
the  imperfect  soul,  losing  her  wings  and  droop 
ing  in  her  flight  at  last  settles  on  the  solid 
ground — -there,  finding  a  home,  she  receives  an 
earthly  frame  which  appears  to  be  self-moved, 
but  is  really  moved  by  her  power;  and  this  com 
position  of  soul  and  body  is  called  a  living  and 
mortal  creature.  For  immortal  no  such  union 
can  be  reasonably  believed  to  be;  although  fan 
cy,  not  having  seen  nor  surely  known  the  na 
ture  of  God, may  imagine  an  immortal  creature 
having  both  a  body  and  also  a  soul  which  are 
united  throughout  all  time.  Let  that,  however, 
be  as  God  wills,  and  be  spoken  of  acceptably 
to  him.  And  now  let  us  ask  the  reason  why  the 
soul  loses  her  wings! 

The  wing  is  the  corporeal  element  which  is 
most  akin  to  the  divine,  and  which  by  nature 
tends  to  soar  aloft  and  carry  that  which  gravi 
tates  downwards  into  the  upper  region,  which 
is  the  habitation  of  the  gods.  The  divine  is 
beauty,  wisdom,  goodness,  and  the  like;  and  by 
these  the  wing  of  the  soul  is  nourished,  and 
grows  apace;  but  when  fed  upon  evil  and  foul 
ness  and  the  opposite  of  good,  wastes  and  falls 
away.  Zeus,  the  mighty  lord,  holding  the  reins 
of  a  winged  chariot,  leads  the  way  in  heaven, 
ordering  all  and  taking  care  of  all;  and  there 
follows  him  the  array  of  gods  and  demigods, 
[247]  marshalled  in  eleven  bands;  Hestia 
alone  abides  at  home  in  the  house  of  heaven; 
of  the  rest  they  who  are  reckoned  among  the 
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princely  twelve  march  in  their  appointed  order. 
They  see  many  blessed  sights  in  the  inner  heav 
en,  and  there  are  many  ways  to  and  fro,  along 
which  the  blessed  gods  are  passing,  every  one 
doing  his  own  work;  he  may  follow  who  will 
and  can,  for  jealousy  has  no  place  in  the  celes 
tial  choir.  But  when  they  go  to  banquet  and 
festival,  then  they  move  up  the  steep  to  the  top 
of  the  vault  of  heaven.  The  chariots  of  the  gods 
in  even  poise,  obeying  the  rein,  glide  rapidly; 
but  the  others  labour,  for  the  vicious  steed  goes 
heavily,  weighing  down  the  charioteer  to  the 
earth  when  his  steed  has  not  been  thoroughly 
trained: — and  this  is  the  hour  of  agony  and 
extremest  conflict  for  the  soul.  For  the  immor 
tals,  when  they  are  at  the  end  of  their  course, 
go  forth  and  stand  upon  the  outside  of  heaven, 
and  the  revolution  of  the  spheres  carries  them 
round,  and  they  behold  the  things  beyond.  But 
of  the  heaven  which  is  above  the  heavens,  what 
earthly  poet  ever  did  or  ever  will  sing  worthily  ? 
It  is  such  as  I  will  describe;  for  I  must  dare  to 
speak  the  truth,  when  truth  is  my  theme.  There 
abides  the  very  being  with  which  true  knowl 
edge  is  concerned;  the  colourless,  formless,  in 
tangible  essence,  visible  only  to  mind,  the  pilot 
of  the  soul.  The  divine  intelligence,  being  nur 
tured  upon  mind  and  pure  knowledge,  and 
the  intelligence  of  every  soul  which  is  capable 
of  receiving  the  food  proper  to  it,  rejoices  at 
beholding  reality,  and  once  more  gazing  upon 
truth,  is  replenished  and  made  glad,  until  the 
revolution  of  the  worlds  brings  her  round  again 
to  the  same  place.  In  the  revolution  she  beholds 
justice,  and  temperance,  and  knowledge  abso 
lute,  not  in  the  form  of  generation  or  of  rela 
tion,  which  men  call  existence,  but  knowledge 
absolute  in  existence  absolute;  and  beholding 
the  other  true  existences  in  like  manner,  and 
feasting  upon  them,  she  passes  down  into  the 
interior  of  the  heavens  and  returns  home;  and 
there  the  charioteer  putting  up  his  horses  at 
the  stall,  gives  them  ambrosia  to  eat  and  nectar 
to  drink. 

[248]  Such  is  the  life  of  the  gods;  but  of 
other  souls,  that  which  follows  God  best  and  is 
likest  to  him  lifts  the  head  of  the  charioteer  into 
the  outer  world,  and  is  carried  round  in  the 
revolution,  troubled  indeed  by  the  steeds,  and 
with  difficulty  beholding  true  being;  while  an 
other  only  rises  and  falls,  and  sees,  and  again 
fails  to  sec  by  reason  of  the  unrulincss  of  the 
steeds.  The  rest  of  the  souls  are  also  longing 
after  the  upper  world  and  they  all  follow,  but 
not  being  strong  enough  they  are  carried  round 
below  the  surface,  plunging,  treading  on  one 


another,  each  striving  to  be  first;  and  there  is 
confusion  and  perspiration  and  the  extremity 
of  effort;  and  many  of  them  are  lamed  or  have 
their  wings  broken  through  the  ill-driving  of 
the  charioteers;  and  all  of  them  after  a  fruitless 
toil,  not  having  attained  to  the  mysteries  of 
true  being,  go  away,  and  feed  upon  opinion. 
The  reason  why  the  souls  exhibit  this  exceed 
ing  eagerness  to  behold  the  plain  of  truth  is 
that  pasturage  is  found  there,  which  is  suited 
to  the  highest  part  of  the  soul;  and  the  wing  on 
which  the  soul  soars  is  nourished  with  this. 
And  there  is  a  law  of  Destiny,  that  the  soul 
which  attains  any  vision  of  truth  in  company 
with  a  god  is  preserved  from  harm  until  the 
next  period,  and  if  attaining  always  is  always 
unharmed.  But  when  she  is  unable  to  follow, 
and  fails  to  behold  the  truth,  and  through  some 
ill-hap  sinks  beneath  the  double  load  of  forget- 
fulness  and  vice,  and  her  wings  fall  from  her 
and  she  drops  to  the  ground,  then  the  law  or 
dains  that  this  soul  shall  at  her  first  birth  pass, 
not  into  any  other  animal,  but  only  into  man; 
and  the  soul  which  has  seen  most  of  truth  shall 
come  to  the  birth  as  a  philosopher,  or  artist,  or 
some  musical- and  loving  nature;  that  which 
has  seen  truth  in  the  second  degree  shall  be 
some  righteous  king  or  warrior  chief;  the  soul 
which  is  of  the  third  class  shall  be  a  politician, 
or  economist,  or  trader;  the  fourth  shall  be  a 
lover  of  gymnastic  toils,  or  a  physician;  the  fifth 
shall  lead  the  life  of  a  prophet  or  hierophant;  to 
the  sixth  the  character  of  a  poet  or  some  other 
imitative  artist  will  be  assigned;  to  the  seventh 
the  life  of  an  artisan  or  husbandman;  to  the 
eighth  that  of  a  sophist  or  demagogue;  to  the 
ninth  that  of  a  tyrant; — all  these  are  states  of 
probation,  in  which  he  who  does  righteously 
improves,  and  he  who  does  unrighteously,  de 
teriorates  his  lot. 

Ten  thousand  years  must  elapse  before  the 
soul  of  each  one  can  return  to  the  place  from 
whence  she  came,  [2.49]  for  she  cannot  grow 
her  wings  in  less;  only  the  soul  of  a  philosopher, 
guileless  and  true,  or  the  soul  of  a  lover,  who 
is  not  devoid  of  philosophy,  may  acquire  wings 
in  the  third  of  the  recurring  periods  of  a  thou 
sand  years;  he  is  distinguished  from  the  ordi 
nary  good  man  who  gams  wings  in  three  thou 
sand  years: — and  they  who  choose  this  life 
three  times  in  succession  have  wings  given 
them,  and  go  away  at  the  end  of  three  thou 
sand  years.  But  the  others  receive  judgment 
when  they  have  completed  their  first  life,  and 
after  the  judgment  they  go,  some  of  them  to 
the  houses  of  correction  which  are  under  the 
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earth,  and  are  punished;  others  to  some  place 
in  heaven  whither  they  are  lightly  borne  by 
justice,  and  there  they  live  in  a  manner  worthy 
of  the  life  which  they  led  here  when  in  the  form 
of  men.  And  at  the  end  of  the  first  thousand 
years  the  good  souls  and  also  the  evil  souls  both 
come  to  draw  lots  and  choose  their  second  life, 
and  they  may  take  any  which  they  please.  The 
soul  of  a  man  may  pass  into  the  life  of  a  beast, 
or  from  the  beast  return  again  into  the  man. 
But  the  soul  which  has  never  seen  the  truth 
will  not  pass  into  the  human  form.  For  a  man 
must  have  intelligence  of  universals,  and  be 
able  to  proceed  from  the  many  particulars  of 
sense  to  one  conception  of  reason; — this  is  the 
recollection  of  those  things  which  our  soul 
once  saw  while  following  God — when  regard 
less  of  that  which  we  now  call  being  she  raised 
her  head  up  towards  the  true  being.  And  there 
fore  the  mind  of  the  philosopher  alone  has 
wings;  and  this  is  just,  for  he  is  always,  accord 
ing  to  the  measure  of  his  abilities,  clinging  in 
recollection  to  those  things  in  which  God  abides, 
and  in  beholding  which  He  is  what  He  is.  And 
he  who  employs  aright  these  memories  is  ever 
being  initiated  into  perfect  mysteries  and  alone 
becomes  truly  perfect.  But,  as  he  forgets  earthly 
interests  and  is  rapt  in  the  divine,  the  vulgar 
deem  him  mad,  and  rebuke  him;  they  do  not 
see  that  he  is  inspired. 

Thus  far  I  have  been  speaking  of  the  fourth 
and  last  kind  of  madness,  which  is  imputed  to 
him  who,  when  he  sees  the  beauty  of  earth,  is 
transported  with  the  recollection  of  the  true 
beauty;  he  would  like  to  fly  away,  but  he  can 
not;  he  is  like  a  bird  fluttering  and  looking  up 
ward  and  careless  of  the  world  below;  and  he 
is  therefore  thought  to  be  macl.  And  I  have 
shown  this  of  all  inspirations  to  be  the  noblest 
and  highest  and  the  offspring  of  the  highest 
to  him  who  has  or  shares  in  it,  and  that  he  who 
loves  the  beautiful  is  called  a  lover  because  he 
partakes  of  it.  For,  as  has  been  already  said, 
every  soul  of  man  has  in  the  way  of  nature  be 
held  true  being;  this  was  the  condition  of  her 
passing  into  the  form  of  man.  But  all  souls  do 
not  easily  recall  the  things  of  the  other  world; 
^2507  they  may  have  seen  them  for  a  short 
time  only,  or  they  may  have  been  unfortunate 
in  their  earthly  lot,  and,  having  had  their  hearts 
turned  to  unrighteousness  through  some  cor 
rupting  influence,  they  may  have  lost  the 
memory  of  the  holy  things  which  once  they 
saw.  Few  only  retain  an  adequate  remem 
brance  of  them;  and  they,  when  they  behold 
here  any  image  of  that  other  world,  are  rapt 


in  amazement;  but  they  are  ignorant  of  what 
this  rapture  means,  because  they  do  not  clearly 
perceive.  For  there  is  no  light  of  justice  or 
temperance  or  any  of  the  higher  ideas  which 
are  precious  to  souls  in  the  earthly  copies  of 
them:  they  are  seen  through  a  glass  dimly;  and 
there  are  few  who,  going  to  the  images,  behold 
in  them  the  realities,  and  these  only  with  diffi 
culty.  There  was  a  time  when  with  the  rest  of 
the  happy  band  they  saw  beauty  shining  in 
brightness, — we  philosophers  following  in  the 
train  of  Zeus,  others  in  company  with  other 
gods;  and  then  we  beheld  the  beatific  vision 
and  were  initiated  into  a  mystery  which  may 
be  truly  called  most  blessed,  celebrated  by  us  in 
our  state  of  innocence,  before  we  had  any  ex 
perience  of  evils  to  come,  when  we  were  ad 
mitted  to  the  sight  of  apparitions  innocent  and 
simple  and  calm  and  happy,  which  we  beheld 
shining  in  pure  light,  pure  ourselves  and  not  yet 
enshrined  in  that  living  tomb  which  we  carry 
about,  now  that  we  are  imprisoned  in  the  body, 
like  an  oyster  in  his  shell.  Let  me  linger  over 
the  memory  of  scenes  which  have  passed  away. 
But  of  beauty,  I  repeat  again  that  we  saw  her 
there  shining  in  company  with  the  celestial 
forms;  and  coming  to  earth  we  find  her  here 
too,  shining  in  clearness  through  the  clearest 
aperture  of  sense.  For  sight  is  the  most  piercing 
of  our  bodily  senses;  though  not  by  that  is  wis 
dom  seen;  her  loveliness  would  have  been  trans 
porting  if  there  had  been  a  visible  image  of  her, 
and  the  other  ideas,  if  they  had  visible  counter 
parts,  would  be  equally  lovely.  But  this  is  the 
privilege  of  beauty,  that  being  the  loveliest  she 
is  also  the  most  palpable  to  sight.  Now  he  who 
is  not  newly  initiated  or  who  has  become  cor 
rupted,  does  not  easily  rise  out  of  this  world 
to  the  sight  o£  true  beauty  in  the  other;  he  looks 
only  at  her  earthly  namesake,  and  instead  of 
being  awed  at  the  sight  of  her,  he  is  given  over 
to  pleasure,  and  like  a  brutish  beast  he  rushes 
on  to  enjoy  and  beget;  [251]  he  consorts  with 
wantonness,  and  is  not  afraid  or  ashamed  of 
pursuing  pleasure  in  violation  of  nature.  But 
he  whose  initiation  is  recent,  and  who  has  been 
the  spectator  of  many  glories  in  theothcr  world, 
is  amazed  when  he  sees  any  one  having  a  god 
like  face  or  form,  which  is  the  expression  of 
divine  beauty;  and  at  first  a  shudder  runs 
through  him,  and  again  the  old  awe  steals  over 
him;  then  looking  upon  the  face  of  his  beloved 
as  of  a  god  he  reverences  him,  and  if  he  were 
not  afraid  of  being  thought  a  downright  mad 
man,  he  would  sacrifice  to  his  beloved  as  to  the 
image  of  a  god;  then  while  he  gazes  on  him 
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there  is  a  sort  of  reaction,  and  the  shudder 
passes  into  an  unusual  heat  and  perspiration; 
for,  as  he  receives  the  effluence  o£  beauty  through 
the  eyes,  the  wing  moistens  and  he  warms.  And 
as  he  warms,  the  parts  out  of  which  the  wing 
grew,  and  which  had  been  hitherto  closed  and 
^rigid,  and  had  prevented  the  wing  trom  shoot 
ing  forth,  are  melted,  and  as  nourishment 
streams  upon  him,  the  lower  end  of  the  wings 
begins  to  swell  and  grow  from  the  root  up 
wards;  and  the  growth  extends  under  the 
whole  soul — for  once  the  whole  was  winged. 

During  this  process  the  whole  soul  is  all  in  a 
state  of  ebullition  and  effervescence, — which 
may  be  compared  to  the  irritation  and  uneasi 
ness  in  the  gums  at  the  time  of  cutting  teeth, — 
bubbles  up,  and  has  a  feeling  of  uneasiness  and 
tickling;  but  when  in  like  manner  the  soul 
is  beginning  to  grow  wings,  the  beauty  of  the 
beloved  meets  her  eye  and  she  receives  the 
sensible  warm  motion  of  particles  which  flow 
towards  her,  therefore  called  emotion  (tju-epos), 
and  is  refreshed  and  warmed  by  them,  and 
then  she  ceases  from  her  pain  with  joy.  But 
when  she  is  parted  from  her  beloved  and  her 
moisture  fails,  then  the  orifices  of  the  passage 
out  of  which  the  wing  shoots  dry  up  and  close, 
and  intercept  the  germ  of  the  wing;  which,  be 
ing  shut  up  with  the  emotion,  throbbing  as 
with  the  pulsations  of  an  artery,  pricks  the 
aperture  which  is  nearest,  until  at  length  the 
entire  soul  is  pierced  and  maddened  and 
pained,  and  at  the  recollection  of  beauty  is 
again  delighted.  And  from  both  of  them  to 
gether  the  soul  is  oppressed  at  the  strangeness 
o£  her  condition,  and  is  in  a  great  strait  and  ex 
citement,  and  in  her  madness  can  neither  sleep 
by  night  nor  abide  in  her  place  by  day.  And 
wherever  she  thinks  that  she  will  behold  the 
beautiful  one,  thither  in  her  desire  she  runs. 
And  when  she  has  seen  him,  and  bathed  herself 
in  the  waters  of  beauty,  her  constraint  is 
loosened,  and  she  is  refreshed,  and  has  no  more 
pangs  and  pains;  and  this  is  the  sweetest  of  all 
pleasures  at  the  time,  ^2527  and  is  the  reason 
why  the  soul  of  the  lover  will  never  forsake  his 
beautiful  one,  whom  he  esteems  above  all;  he 
has. forgotten  mother  and  brethren  and  com 
panions,  and  he  thinks  nothing  of  the  neglect 
and  loss  of  his  property;  the  rules  and  propri 
eties  of  life,  on  which  he  formerly  prided  him 
self,  he  now  despises,  and  is  ready  to  sleep  like 
a  servant,  wherever  he  is  allowed,  as  near  as  he 
can  to  his  desired  one,  who  is  the  object  of  his 
worship,  and  the  physician  who  can  alone 
assuage  the  greatness  of  his  pain.  And  this 


state,  my  dear  imaginary  youth  to  whom  I  am 
talking,  is  by  men  called  love,  and  among  the 
gods  has  a  name  at  which  you,  in  your  simplic 
ity,  may  be  inclined  to  mock;  there  are  two 
lines  in  the  apocryphal  writings  of  Homer  in 
which  the  name  occurs.  One  of  them  is  rather 
outrageous,  and  not  altogether  metrical.  They 
are  as  follows: 

Mortals  call  him  fluttering  love, 

But  the  immortals  call  him  winged  one, 

Because  the  growing  of  wings  is  a  necessity  to  him. 

You  may  believe  this,  but  not  unless  you  like. 
At  any  rate  the  loves  of  lovers  and  their  causes 
are  such  as  I  have  described. 

Now  the  lover  who  is  taken  to  be  the  attend 
ant  of  Zeus  is  better  able  to  bear  the  winged 
god,  and  can  endure  a  heavier  burden;  but  the 
attendants  and  companions  of  Ares,  when  un 
der  the  influence  of  love,  if  they  fancy  that  they 
have  been  at  all  wronged,  are  ready  to  kill  and 
put  an  end  to  themselves  and  their  beloved. 
And  he  who  follows  in  the  train  of  any  other 
god,  while  he  is  unspoiled  and  the  impression 
lasts,  honours  and  imitates  him,  as  far  as  he  is 
able;  and  after  the  manner  of  his  god  he  be 
haves  in  his  intercourse  with  his  beloved  and 
with  the  rest  of  the  world  during  the  first 
period  of  his  earthly  existence.  Every  one 
chooses  his  love  from  the  ranks  of  beauty  ac 
cording  to  his  character,  and  this  he  makes  his 
god,  and  fashions  and  adorns  as  a  sort  of  image 
which  he  is  to  fall  down  and  worship.  The  fol 
lowers  of  Zeus  desire  that  their  beloved  should 
have  a  soul  like  him;  and  therefore  they  seek 
out  some  one  of  a  philosophical  and  imperial 
nature,  and  when  they  have  found  him  and 
loved  him,  they  do  all  they  can  to  confirm  such 
a  nature  in  him,  and  if  they  have  no  experience 
of  such  a  disposition  hitherto,  they  learn  of  any 
one  who  can  teach  them,  and  themselves  fol 
low  in  the  same  way.  And  they  have  the  less 
difficulty  in  finding  the  nature  of  their  own 
god  in  themselves,  ^25^7  because  they  have 
been  compelled  to  gaze  intensely  on  him;  their 
recollection  clings  to  him,  and  they  become 
possessed  of  him,  and  receive  from  him  their 
character  and  disposition,  so  far  as  man  can  par 
ticipate  in  God.  The  qualities  of  their  god  they 
attribute  to  the  beloved,  wherefore  they  love 
him  all  the  more,  and  if,  like  the  Bacchic 
Nymphs,  they  draw  inspiration  from  Zeus, 
they  pour  out  their  own  fountain  upon  him, 
wanting  to  make  him  as  like  as  possible  to  their 
own  god.  But  those  who  are  the  followers  of 
Here  seek  a  royal  love,  and  when  they  have 
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found  him  they  do  just  the  same  with  him;  and 
in  like  manner  the  followers  of  Apollo,  and  of 
every  other  god  walking  in  the  ways  of  their 
god,  seek  a  love  who  is  to  be  made  like  him 
whom  they  serve,  and  when  they  have  found 
him,  they  themselves  imitate  their  god,  and 
persuade  their  love  to  do  the  same,  and  edu 
cate  him  into  the  manner  and  nature  of  the 
god  as  far  as  they  each  can;  for  no  feelings  of 
envy  or  jealousy  are  entertained  by  them  to 
wards  their  beloved,  but  they  do  their  utmost 
to  create  in  him  the  greatest  likeness  of  them 
selves  and  of  the  god  whom  they  honour.  Thus 
fair  and  blissful  to  the  beloved  is  the  desire  of 
the  inspired  lover,  and  the  initiation  of  which 
I  speak  into  the  mysteries  of  true  love,  if  he  be 
captured  by  the  lover  and  their  purpose  is 
effected.  Now  the  beloved  is  taken  captive  in 
the  following  manner: — 

As  I  said  at  the  beginning  of  this  talc,  I  di 
vided  each  soul  into  three— two  horses  and  a 
charioteer;  and  one  of  the  horses  was  good  and 
the  other  bad:  the  division  may  remain,  but  I 
have  not  yet  explained  in  what  the  goodness  or 
badness  of  either  consists,  and  to  that  1  will 
proceed.  The  right-hand  horse  is  upright  and 
cleanly  made;  he  has  a  lofty  neck  and  an  aqui 
line  nose;  his  colour  is  white,  and  his  eyes 
dark;  he  is  a  lover  of  honour  and  modesty  and 
temperance,  and  the  follower  of  true  glory;  he 
needs  no  touch  of  the  whip,  but  is  guided  by 
word  and  admonition  only.  The  other  is  a 
crooked  lumbering  animal,  put  together  any 
how;  he  has  a  short  thick  neck;  he  is  flat-faced 
and  of  a  dark  colour,  with  grey  eyes  and  blood- 
red  complexion;  the  mate  of  insolence  and 
pride,  shag-eared  and  deaf,  hardly  yielding  to 
whip  and  spur.  Now  when  the  charioteer  be 
holds  the  vision  of  love,  and  has  his  whole  soul 
warmed  through  sense,  and  is  full  of  the  prick 
ings  and  ticklings  of  desire,  [254]  the  obedient 
steed,  then  as  always  under  the  government  of 
shame,  refrains  from  leaping  on  the  beloved; 
but  the  other,  heedless  of  the  pricks  and  of  the 
blows  of  the  whip,  plunges  and  runs  away, 
giving  all  manner  of  trouble  to  his  companion 
and  the  charioteer,  whom  he  forces  to  ap 
proach  the  beloved  and  to  remember  the  joys 
of  love.  They  at  first  indignantly  oppose  him 
and  will  not  be  urged  on  to  do  terrible  and  un 
lawful  deeds;  but  at  last,  when  he  persists  in 
plaguing  them,  they  yield  and  agree  to  do  as  he 
bids  them. 

And  now  they  are  at  the  spot  and  behold  the 
flashing  beauty  of  the  beloved;  which  when  the 
charioteer  sees,  his  memory  is  carried  to  the  true 


beauty,  whom  he  beholds  in  company  with 
Modesty  like  an  image  placed  upon  a  holy 
pedestal.  He  sees  her,  but  he  is  afraid  and  falls 
backwards  in  adoration,  and  by  his  fall  is  com 
pelled  to  pull  back  the  reins  with  such  violence 
as  to  bring  both  the  steeds  on  their  haunches, 
the  one  willing  and  unresisting,  the  unruly  one 
very  unwilling;  and  when  they  have  gone  back 
a  little,  the  one  is  overcome  with  shame  and 
wonder,  and  his  whole  soul  is  bathed  in  per 
spiration;  the  other,  when  the  pain  is  over 
which  the  bridle  and  the  fall  had  given  him, 
having  with  difficulty  taken  breath,  is  full  of 
wrath  and  reproaches,  which  he  heaps  upon 
the  charioteer  and  his  fellow-steed,  for  want 
of  courage  and  manhood,  declaring  that  they 
have  been  false  to  their  agreement  and  guilty 
of  desertion.  Again  they  refuse,  and  again  he 
urges  them  on,  and  will  scarce  yield  to  their 
prayer  that  he  would  wait  until  another  time. 
When  the  appointed  hour  conies,  they  make  as 
if  they  had  forgotten,  and  he  reminds  them, 
fighting  and  neighing  and  dragging  them  on, 
until  at  length  he,  on  the  same  thoughts  in 
tent,  forces  them  to  draw  near  again.  And  when 
they  are  near  he  stoops  his  head  and  puts  up  his 
tail,  and  takes  the  bit  in  his  teeth  and  pulls 
shamelessly.  Then  the  charioteer  is  worse  oil 
than  ever;  he  falls  back  like  a  racer  at  the  bar 
rier,  and  with  a  still  more  violent  wrench 
drags  the  bit  out  of  the  teeth  of  the  wild  steed 
and  covers  his  abusive  tongue  and  jaws  with 
blood,  and  forces  his  legs  and  haunches  to  the 
ground  and  punishes  him  sorely.  And  when 
this  has  happcacd  several  times  and  the  villain 
has  ceased  from  his  wanton  way,  he  is  tamed 
and  humbled,  and  lollows  the  will  of  the  char 
ioteer,  and  when  he  sees  the  beautiful  one  he  is 
ready  to  die  of  fear.  And  from  that  time  for 
ward  the  soul  of  the  lover  follows  the  beloved 
in  modesty  and  holy  iear. 

/2J5/  And  so  the  beloved  who,  like  a  god, 
has  received  every  true  and  loyal  service  from 
his  lover,  not  in  pretence  but  in  reality,  being 
also  himself  of  a  nature  friendly  to  his  admirer, 
if  in  former  clays  he  has  blushed  to  own  his 
passion  and  turned  away  his  lover,  because  his 
youthful  companions  or  others  slanderously 
told  him  that  he  would  be  disgraced,  now  as 
years  advance,  at  the  appointed  age  and  time, 
is  led  to  receive  him  into  communion.  For  fate 
which  has  ordained  that  there  shall  be  no 
friendship  among  the  evil  has  also  ordained 
that  there  shall  ever  be  friendship  among  the 
good.  And  the  beloved  when  he  has  received 
him  into  communion  and  intimacy,  is  quite 
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amazed  at  the  good-will  of  the  lover;  he  recog 
nises  that  the  inspired  friend  is  worth  all  other 
friends  or  kinsmen;  they  have  nothing  of 
friendship  in  them  worthy  to  be  compared  with 
his.  And  when  his  feeling  continues  and  he  is 
nearer  to  him  and  embraces  him,  in  gymnastic 
exercises  and  at  other  times  of  meeting,  then 
the  fountain  of  that  stream,  which  Zeus  when 
he  was  in  love  with  Ganymede  named  Desire, 
overflows  upon  the  lover,  and  some  enters  into 
his  soul,  and  some  when  he  is  filled  flows  out 
again;  and  as  a  breeze  or  an  echo  rebounds  from 
the  smooth  rocks  and  returns  whence  it  came, 
so  does  the  stream  of  beauty,  passing  through 
the  eyes  which  are  the  windows  of  the  soul, 
come  back  to  the  beautiful  one;  there  arriving 
and  quickening  the  passages  of  the  wings, 
watering  them  and  inclining  them  to  grow,  and 
filling  the  soul  of  the  beloved  also  with  love. 
And  thus  he  loves,  but  he  knows  not  what;  he 
does  not  understand  and  cannot  explain  his 
own  state;  he  appears  to  have  caught  the  infec 
tion  of  blindness  from  another;  the  lover  is  his 
mirror  in  whom  he  is  beholding  himself,  but 
he  is  not  aware  of  this.  When  he  is  with  the 
lover,  both  cease  from  their  pain,  but  when  he 
is  away  then  he  longs  as  he  is  longed  for,  and 
has  love's  image,  love  for  love  (Anteros)  lodg 
ing  in  his  breast,  which  he  calls  and  believes  to 
be  not  love  but  friendship  only,  and  his  desire 
is  as  the  desire  of  the  other,  but  weaker;  he 
wants  to  see  him,  touch  him,  kiss,  embrace  him, 
and  probably  not  long  afterwards  his  desire 
is  accomplished.  When  they  meet,  the  wanton 
steed  of  the  lover  has  a  word  to  say  to  the  char 
ioteer;  [256]  he  would  like  to  have  a  little  pleas 
ure  in  return  for  many  pains,  but  the  wanton 
steed  of  the  beloved  says  not  a  word,  lor  he  is 
bursting  with  passion  which  he  understands 
not; — he  throws  his  arms  round  the  lover  and 
embraces  him  as  his  dearest  friend;  and,  when 
they  are  side  by  side,  he  is  not  in  a  state  in 
which  he  can  refuse  the  lover  anything,  if  he 
ask  him;  although  his  fellow-steed  and  the  char 
ioteer  oppose  him  with  the  arguments  of  shame 
and  reason. 

After  this  their  happiness  depends  upon  their 
self-control;  if  the  better  elements  of  the  mind 
which  lead  to  order  and  philosophy  prevail,, 
then  they  pass  their  life  here  in  happiness  and 
harmony— masters  of  themselves  and  orderly 
•—enslaving  the  vicious  and  emancipating  the 
virtuous  elements  of  the  soul;  and  when  the 
end  comes,  they  are  light  and  winged  for  flight, 
having  conquered  in  one  of  the  three  heavenly 
or  truly  Olympian  victories;  rxor  c;an  human 


discipline  or  divine  inspiration  confer  any 
greater  blessing  on  man  than  this.  If,  on  the 
other  hand,  they  leave  philosophy  and  lead  the 
lower  life  of  ambition,  then  probably,  after 
wine  or  in  some  other  careless  hour,  the  two 
wanton  animals  take  the  two  souls  when  of! 
their  guard  and  bring  them  together,  and  they 
accomplish  that  desire  of  their  hearts  which  to 
the  many  is  bliss;  and  this  having  once  enjoyed 
they  continue  to  enjoy,  yet  rarely  because  they 
have  not  the  approval  of  the  whole  soul.  They 
too  are  dear,  but  not  so  dear  to  one  another  as 
the  others,  either  at  the  time  of  their  love  or 
afterwards.  They  consider  that  they  have  given 
and  taken  from  each  other  the  most  sacred 
pledges,  and  they  may  not  break  them  and  fall 
into  enmity.  At  last  they  pass  out  of  the  body, 
unwinged,  but  eager  to  soar,  and  thus  obtain 
no  mean  reward  of  love  and  madness.  For 
those  who  have  once  begun  the  heavenward 
pilgrimage  may  not  go  down  again  to  dark 
ness  and  the  journey  beneath  the  earth,  but  they 
live  in  light  always;  happy  companions  in  their 
pilgrimage,  and  when  the  time  comes  at  which 
they  receive  their  wings  they  have  the  same 
plumage  because  of  their  love. 

Thus  great  are  the  heavenly  blessings  which 
the  friendship  of  a  lover  will  confer  upon  you, 
my  youth.  Whereas  the  attachment  of  the  non- 
lover,  which  is  alloyed  with  a  worldly  prudence 
and  has  worldly  and  niggardly  ways  of  doling 
out  benefits,  will  breed  in  your  soul  those  vul 
gar  qualities  which  the  populace  applaud,  will 
send  you  bowling  round  the  earth  during  a 
period  of  nine  thousand  [ 257]  years,  and  leave 
you  a  fool  in  the  world  below. 

And  thus,  dear  Eros,  I  have  made  and  paid 
my  recantation,  as  well  and  as  fairly  as  I  could; 
more  especially  in  the  matter  of  the  poetical 
figures  which  I  was  compelled  to  use,  because 
Phaedrus  would  have  them.1  And  now  forgive 
the  past  and  accept  the  present,  and  be  gracious 
and  merciful  to  me,  and  do  not  in  thine  anger 
deprive  me  of  sight,  or  take  from  me  the  art 
of  love  which  thou  hast  given  me,  but  grant 
that  1  may  be  yet  more  esteemed  in  the  eyes 
of  the  fair.  And  if  Phaedrus  or  I  myself  said 
anything  rude  in  our  first  speeches,  blame 
Lysias,  who  is  the  father  of  the  brat,  and  let 
us  have  no  more  of  his  progeny;  bid  him  study 
philosophy,  like  his  brother  Polemarchus;  and 
then  his  lover  Phaedrus  will  no  longer  halt  be 
tween  two  opinions,  but  will  dedicate  himself 
wholly  to  love  and  to  philosophical  discourses. 

Phaedr*  I  join  in  the  prayer,  Socrates,  and  say 

1  See  234. 
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with  you,  if  this  be  for  my  good,  may  your 
words  come  to  pass.  But  why  did  you  make 
your  second  oration  so  much  finer  than  the 
first  ?  I  wonder  why.  And  I  begin  to  be  afraid 
that  I  shall  lose  conceit  of  Lysias,  and  that  he 
will  appear  tame  in  comparison,  even  if  he  be 
willing  to  put  another  as  fine  and  as  long  as 
yours  into  the  field,  which  I  doubt.  For  quite 
lately  one  of  your  politicians  was  abusing  him 
on  this  very  account;  and  called  him  a  "speech- 
writer"  again  and  again.  So  that  a  feeling  of 
pride  may  probably  induce  him  to  give  up  writ 
ing  speeches. 

Soc.  What  a  very  amusing  notion!  But  I 
think,  my  young  man,  that  you  are  much  mis 
taken  in  your  friend  if  you  imagine  that  he  is 
frightened  at  a  little  noise;  and  possibly,  you 
think  that  his  assailant  was  in  earnest? 

Phaedr.  I  thought,  Socrates,  that  he  was. 
And  you  are  aware  that  the  greatest  and  most 
influential  statesmen  are  ashamed  of  writing 
speeches  and  leaving  them  in  a  written  form, 
lest  they  should  be  called  Sophists  by  posterity. 

Soc.  You  seem  to  be  unconscious,  Phaedrus, 
that  the  "sweet  elbow" x  of  the  proverb  is  really 
the  long  arm  of  the  Nile,  And  you  appear  to  be 
equally  unaware  of  the  fact  that  this  sweet  el 
bow  of  theirs  is  also  a  long  arm.  For  there  is 
nothing  of  which  our  great  politicians  are  so 
fond  as  of  writing  speeches  and  bequeathing 
them  to  posterity.  And  they  add  their  admir 
ers'  names  at  the  top  of  the  writing,  out  of 
gratitude  to  them. 

[258]  Phaedr.  What  do  you  mean?  I  do  not 
understand. 

Soc.  Why,  do  you  not  know  that  when  a 
politician  writes,  he  begins  with  the  names  of 
his  approvers? 

Phaedr.  How  so? 

Soc.  Why,  he  begins  in  this  manner:  "Be  it 
enacted  by  the  senate,  the  people,  or  both,  on 
the  motion  of  a  certain  person,"  who  is  our 
author;  and  so  putting  on  a  serious  face,  he 
proceeds  to  display  his  own  wisdom  to  his  ad 
mirers  in  what  is  often  a  long  and  tedious  com 
position.  Now  what  is  that  sort  of  thing  but  a 
regular  piece  of  authorship  ? 

Phaedr.  True. 

Soc.  And  if  the  law  is  finally  approved,  then 
the  author  leaves  the  theatre  in  high  delight; 
but  if  the  law  is  rejected  and  he  is  done  out 
of  his  speech-making,  and  not  thought  good 

1 A  proverb  applied  to  pleasures  which  cannot  be 
had,  meaning  sweet  things  which,  like  the  elbow, 
arc  out  of  the  reach  of  the  mouth.  The  promised 
pleasure  turns  out  to  be  a  long  and  tedious  affair. 


enough  to  write,  then  he  and  his  party  are  in 
mourning. 

Phaedr.  Very  true. 

Soc.  So  far  are  they  from  despising,  or  rather 
so  highly  do  they  value  the  practice  of  writing. 

Phaedr.  No  doubt. 

Soc.  And  when  the  king  or  orator  has  the 
power,  as  Lycurgus  or  Solon  or  Darius  had,  of 
attaining  an  immortality  or  authorship  in  a 
state,  is  he  not  thought  by  posterity,  when  they 
see  his  compositions,  and  does  he  not  think 
himself,  while  he  is  yet  alive,  to  be  a  god? 

Phaedr.  Very  true. 

Soc.  Then  do  you  think  that  any  one  of  this 
class,  however  ill-disposed,  would  reproach  Ly 
sias  with  being  an  author? 

Phaedr.  Not  upon  your  view;  for  according 
to  you  he  would  be  casting  a  slur  upon  his  own 
favourite  pursuit. 

Soc.  Any  one  may  see  that  there  is  no  dis 
grace  in  the  mere  fact  of  writing. 

Phaedr.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  The  disgrace  begins  when  a  man  writes 
not  well,  but  badly. 

Phaedr.  Clearly. 

Soc.  And  what  is  well  and  what  is  badly — 
need  we  ask  Lysias,  or  any  other  poet  or  orator, 
who  ever  wrote  or  will  write  either  a  political 
or  any  other  work,  in  metre  or  out  of  metre, 
poet  or  prose  writer,  to  teach  us  this? 

Phaedr.  Need  we?  For  what  should  a  man 
live  if  not  for  the  pleasures  of  discourse?  Surely 
not  for  the  sake  of  bodily  pleasures,  which  al 
most  always  have  previous  pain  as  a  condition 
of  them,  and  therefore  are  rightly  called  slav 
ish, 

Soc.  There  is  .time  enough.  And  I  believe 
that  the  grasshoppers  chirruping  after  their 
manner  in  the  heat  of  the  sun  over  our  heads 
f259J  are  talking  to  one  another  and  looking 
down  at  us.  What  would  they  say  if  they  saw 
that  we,  like  the  many,  are  not  conversing,  but 
slumbering  at  mid-day,  lulled  by  their  voices, 
too  indolent  to  think?  Would  they  not  have  a 
right  to  laugh  at  us?  They  might  imagine  that 
we  were  slaves,  who,  coming  to  rest  at  a  place 
of  resort  of  theirs,  like  sheep  lie  asleep  at  noon 
around  the  well.  But  if  they  see  us  discoursing, 
and  like  Odysseus  sailing  past  them,  deal:  to 
their  siren  voices,  they  may  perhaps,  out  of 
respect,  give  us  of  the  gifts  which  they  receive 
from  the  gods  that  they  may  impart  them  to 
men. 

Phaedr.  What  gifts  do  you  mean?  I  never 
heard  of  any. 

Soc.  A  lover  of  music  like  yourself  ought 
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surely  to  have  heard  the  story  o£  the  grasshop 
pers,  who  are  said  to  have  been  human  beings 
in  an  age  before  the  Muses.  And  when  the 
Muses  came  and  song  appeared  they  were 
ravished  with  delight;  and  singing  always, 
never  thought  of  eating  and  drinking,  until  at 
last  in  their  forgetfulness  they  died.  And  now 
they  live  again  in  the  grasshoppers;  and  this  is 
the  return  which  the  Muses  make  to  them — 
they  neither  hunger,  nor  thirst,  but  from  the 
hour  of  their  birth  are  always  singing,  and 
never  eating  or  drinking;  and  when  they  die 
they  go  and  inform  the  Muses  in  heaven  who 
honours  them  on  earth.  They  win  the  love  of 
Terpsichore  for  the  dancers  by  their  report  of 
them;  of  Erato  for  the  lovers,  and  of  the  other 
Muses  for  those  who  do  them  honour,  accord 
ing  to  the  several  ways  of  honouring  them; — 
of  Calliope  the  eldest  Muse  and  of  Urania  who 
is  next  to  her,  for  the  philosophers,  of  whose 
music  the  grasshoppers  make  report  to  them; 
for  these  are  the  Muses  who  are  chiefly  con 
cerned  with  heaven  and  thought,  divine  as  well 
as  human,  and  they  have  the  sweetest  utter 
ance.  For  many  reasons,  then,  we  ought  always 
to  talk  and  not  to  sleep  at  mid-day. 

Phaedr.  Let  us  talk. 

Soc.  Shall  we  discuss  the  rules  of  writing  and 
speech  as  we  were  proposing? 

Phaedr.  Very  good. 

Soc.  In  good  speaking  should  not  the  mind 
of  the  speaker  know  the  truth  of  the  matter 
about  which  he  is  going  to  speak? 

[260]  Phaedr.  And  yet,  Socrates,  I  have 
heard  that  he  who  would  be  an  orator  has  noth 
ing  to  do  with  true  justice,  but  only  with  that 
which  is  likely  to  be  approved  by  the  many 
who  sit  in  judgment;  nor  with  the  truly  good 
or  honourable,  but  only  with  opinion  about 
them,  and  that  from  opinion  comes  persuasion, 
and  not  from  the  truth. 

Soc.  The  words  of  the  wise  are  not  to  be  set 
aside;  for  there  is  probably  something  in  them; 
and  therefore  the  meaning  of  this  saying  is  not 
hastily  to  be  dismissed. 

Phaedr.  Very  true. 

Soc.  Let  us  put  the  matter  thus: — Suppose 
that  I  persuaded  you  to  buy  a  horse  and  go  to 
the  wars.  Neither  of  us  knew  what  a  horse  was 
like,  but  I  knew  that  you  believed  a  horse  to 
be  of  tame  animals  the  one  which  has  the  long 
est  ears. 

Phaedr.  That  would  be  ridiculous. 

Soc.  There  is  something  more  ridiculous 
coming:— rSuppose,  further,  that  in  sober  ear 
nest  I,  having  persuaded  you  of  this,  went  and 


composed  a  speech  in  honour  of  an  ass,  whom 
I  entitled  a  horse  beginning:  "A  noble  animal 
and  a  most  useful  possession,  especially  in  war, 
and  you  may  get  on  his  back  and  fight,  and  he 
will  carry  baggage  or  anything." 
Phaedr.  How  ridiculous! 
Soc.  Ridiculous!  Yes;  but  is  not  even  a  ridicu 
lous  friend  better  than  a  cunning  enemy? 
Phaedr.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  when  the  orator  instead  of  putting 
an  ass  in  the  place  of  a  horse  puts  good  for  evil 
being  himself  as  ignorant  of  their  true  nature 
as  the  city  on  which  he  imposes  is  ignorant; 
and  having  studied  the  notions  of  the  multi 
tude,  falsely  persuades  them  not  about  "the 
shadow  of  an  ass,"  which  he  confounds  with 
a  horse,  but  about  good  which  he  confounds 
with  evil, — what  will  be  the  harvest  which 
rhetoric  will  be  likely  to  gather  after  the  sow 
ing  of  that  seed  ? 
Phaedr.  The  reverse  of  good. 
Soc.  But  perhaps  rhetoric  has  been  getting 
too  roughly  handled  by  us,  and  she  might  an 
swer:  What  amazing  nonsense  you  are  talking! 
As  if  I  forced  any  man  to  learn  to  speak  in  ig 
norance  of  the  truth!  Whatever  my  advice  may 
be  worth,  I  should  have  told  him  to  arrive  at 
the  truth  first,  and  then  come  to  me.  At  the 
same  time  I  boldly  assert  that  mere  knowledge 
of  the  truth  will  not  give  you  the  art  of  persua 
sion. 

Phaedr.  There  is  reason  in  the  lady's  de 
fence  of  herself. 

Soc.  Quite  true;  if  only  the  other  arguments 
which  remain  to  be  brought  up  bear  her  wit 
ness  that  she  is  an  art  at  all.  But  I  seem  to 
hear  them  arraying  themselves  on  the  opposite 
side,  declaring  that  she  speaks  falsely,  and  that 
rhetoric  is  a  mere  routine  and  trick,  not  an  art. 
Lo!  a  Spartan  appears,  and  says  that  there  never 
is  nor  ever  will  be  a  real  art  of  speaking  which 
is  divorced  from  the  truth. 

[261]  Phaedr.  And  what  are  these  argu 
ments,  Socrates?  Bring  them  out  that  we  may 
examine  them. 

Soc.  Come  out,  fair  children,  and  convince 
Phaedrus,  who  is  the  father  of  similar  beauties, 
that  he  will  never  be  able  to  speak  about  any 
thing  as  he  ought  to  speak  unless  he  have  a 
knowledge  of  philosophy.  And  let  Phaedrus 
answer  you. 

Phaedr.  Put  the  question. 
Soc.  Is  not  rhetoric,  taken  generally,  a  uni 
versal  art  of  enchanting  the  rnind  by  argu 
ments;  which  is  practised  not  only  in  courts 
and  public  assemblies,  but  in  private  houses 
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also,  having  to  do  with  all  matters,  great  as 
well  as  small,  good  and  bad  alike,  and  is  in  all 
equally  right,  and  equally  to  be  esteemed — that 
is  what  you  have  heard ? 

Phaedr.  Nay,  not  exactly  that;  I  should  say 
rather  that  I  have  heard  the  art  confined  to 
speaking  and  writing  in  lawsuits,  and  to 
speaking  in  public  assemblies — not  extended 
farther. 

Sec.  Then  I  suppose  that  you  have  only  heard 
of  the  rhetoric  of  Nestor  and  Odysseus,  which 
they  composed  in  their  leisure  hours  when  at 
Troy,  and  never  of  the  rhetoric  of  Palamedes? 

Phaedr.  No  more  than  of  Nestor  and  Odys 
seus,  unless  Gorgias  is  your  Nestor,  and  Thra- 
symachus  or  Theodoras  your  Odysseus. 

Soc.  Perhaps  that  is  my  meaning.  But  let  us 
leave  them.  And  do  you  tell  me,  instead,  what 
are  plaintiff  and  defendant  doing  in  a  law- 
court — are  they  not  contending? 

Phaedr.  Exactly  so. 

Soc.  About  the  just  and  unjust — that  is  the 
matter  in  dispute? 

Phaedr.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  a  professor  of  the  art  will  make 
the  same  thing  appear  to  the  same  persons  to 
be  at  one  time  just,  at  another  time,  if  he  is  so 
inclined,  to  be  unjust? 

Phaedr.  Exactly. 

Soc.  And  when  he  speaks  in  the  assembly,  he 
will  make  the  same  things  seem  good  to  the 
city  at  one  time,  and  at  another  time  the  reverse 
of  good? 

Phaedr.  That  is  true. 

Soc.  Have  we  not  heard  of  the  Eleatic  Pala 
medes  (Zeno),  who  has  an  art  of  speaking  by 
which  he  makes  the  same  things  appear  to  his 
hearers  like  and  unlike,  one  and  many,  at  rest 
and  in  motion? 

Phaedr.  Very  true. 

Soc.  The  art  of  disputation,  then,  is  not  con 
fined  to  the  courts  and  the  assembly,  but  is  one 
and  the  same  in  every  use  of  language;  this  is 
the  art,  if  there  be  such  an  art,  which  is  able  to 
find  a  likeness  of  everything  to  which  a  like 
ness  can  be  found,  and  draws  into  the  light  of 
day  the  likenesses  and  disguises  which  are  used 
by  others? 

Phaedr.  How  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  Let  rne  put  the  matter  thus:  When  will 
there  be  more  chance  of  deception— when  the 
diflerence  is  large  or  small? 

[262]  Phaedr.  When  the  difference  is  small, 

Soc.  And  you  will  be  less  likely  to  be  dis 
covered  in  passing  by  degrees  into  the  other  ex 
treme  than  when  you  go  all  at  once  ? 


Phaedr.  Of  course. 

Soc.  He,  then,  who  would  deceive  others, 
and  not  be  deceived,  must  exactly  know  the  real 
likenesses  and  differences  of  things? 

Phaedr.  He  must. 

Soc.  And  if  he  is  ignorant  of  the  true  nature 
of  any  subject,  how  can  he  detect  the  greater  or 
less  degree  of  likeness  in  other  things  to  that  of 
which  by  the  hypothesis  he  is  ignorant? 

Phaedr.  He  cannot. 

Soc.  And  when  men  are  deceived  and  their 
notions  are  at  variance  with  realities,  it  is  clear 
that  the  error  slips  in  through  resemblances? 

Phaedr.  Yes,  that  is  the  way. 

Soc.  Then  he  who  would  be  a  master  of  the 
art  must  understand  the  real  nature  of  every 
thing;  or  he  will  never  know  either  how  to 
make  the  gradual  departure  from  truth  into 
the  opposite  of  truth  which  is  effected  by  the 
help  of  resemblances,  or  how  to  avoid  it? 

Phaedr.  He  will  not. 

Soc.  He  then,  who  being  ignorant  of  the 
truth  aims  at  appearances,  will  only  attain  an 
art  of  rhetoric  which  is  ridiculous  and  is  not  an 
art  at  all? 

Phaedr.  That  may  be  expected. 

Soc.  Shall  I  propose  that  we  look  for  exam 
ples  of  art  and  want  of  art,  according  to  our  no 
tion  of  them,  in  the  speech  of  Lysias  which  you 
have  in  your  hand,  and  in  my  own  speech? 

Phaedr.  Nothing  could  be  better;  and  indeed 
I  think  that  our  previous  argument  has  been 
too  abstract  and  wanting  in  illustrations. 

Soc.  Yes;  and  the  two  speeches  happen  to 
afford  a  very  good  example  of  the  way  in 
which  the  speaker  who  knows  the  truth  may, 
without  any  serious  purpose,  steal  away  the 
hearts  of  his  hearers. This  piece  of  good-fortune 
T  attribute  to  the  local  deities;  and  perhaps,  the 
prophets  of  the  Muses  who  are  singing  over 
our  heads  may  have  imparted  their  inspiration 
to  me.  For  I  do  not  imagine  that  I  have  any 
rhetorical  art  of  my  own. 

Phaedr.  Granted;  if  you  will  only  please  to 
get  on. 

Soc.  Suppose  that  you  read  me  the  first  words 
of  Lysias'  speech. 

Phaedr.  "You  know  how  matters  stand  with 
me,  and  how,  as  T  conceive,  they  might  be  ar 
ranged  for  our  common  interest;  and  I  main 
tain  that  I  ought  not  to  fail  in  my  suit,  because 
I  am  not  your  lover.  For  lovers  repent—" 

[263]  Soc.  Enough:— Now,  shall  I  point  out 
the  rhetorical  error  of  those  words? 

Phaedr.  Yes. 

Soc.  Every  one  is  aware  that  about  sonic 
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things  we  are  agreed,  whereas  about  other 
things  we  differ. 

Phaedr.  I  think  that  I  understand  you;  but 
will  you  explain  yourself? 

Soc.  When  any  one  speaks  of  iron  and  silver, 
is  not  the  same  thing  present  in  the  minds  of  all? 

Phaedr.  Certainly. 

Soc.  But  when  any  one  speaks  of  justice  and 
goodness  we  part  company  and  are  at  odds 
with  one  another  and  with  ourselves? 

Phaedr.  Precisely. 

Soc.  Then  in  some  things  we  agree,  but  not 
in  others? 

Phaedr.  That  is  true. 

Soc.  In  which  are  we  more  likely  to  be  de 
ceived,  and  in  which  has  rhetoric  the  greater 
power? 

Phaedr.  Clearly,  in  the  uncertain  class. 

Soc.  Then  the  rhetorician  ought  to  make  a 
regular  division,  and  acquire  a  distinct  notion 
of  both  classes,  as  well  of  that  in  which  the 
many  err,  as  of  that  in  which  they  do  not  err  ? 

Phaedr.  He  who  made  such  a  distinction 
would  have  an  excellent  principle. 

Soc.  Yes;  and  in  the  next  place  he  must  have 
a  keen  eye  for  the  observation  of  particulars  in 
speaking,  and  not  make  a  mistake  about  the 
class  to  which  they  are  to  be  referred. 

Phaedr.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Now  to  which  class  does  love  belong — 
to  the  debatable  or  to  the  undisputed  class? 

Phaedr.  To  the  debatable,  clearly;  for  if  not, 
do  you  think  that  love  would  have  allowed  you 
to  say  as  you  did,  that  he  is  an  evil  both  to  the 
lover  and  the  beloved,  and  also  the  greatest  pos 
sible  good  ? 

Soc.  Capital.  But  will  you  tell  me  whether  I 
defined  love  at  the  beginning  of  my  speech? 
for,  having  been  in  an  ecstasy,  1  cannot  well  re 
member. 

Phaedr.  Yes,  indeed;  that  you  did,  and  no 
mistake. 

Soc.  Then  I  perceive  that  the  Nymphs  of 
Achelous  and  Pan  the  son  of  Hermes,  who  in 
spired  me,  were  far  better  rhetoricians  than 
Lysias  the  son  of  Cephalus.  Alas!  how  inferior 
to  them  he  is!  But  perhaps  I  am  mistaken;  and 
Lysias  at  the  commencement  of  his  lover's 
speech  did  insist  on  our  supposing  love  to  be 
something  or  other  which  he  fancied  him  to 
be,  and  according  to  this  model  he  fashioned 
and  framed  the  remainder  of  his  discourse. 
Suppose  we  read  his  beginning  over  again: 

Phaedr.  If  you  please;  but  you  will  not  find 
what  you  want. 

Soc.  Read,  that  I  may  have  his  exact  words. 


Phaedr.  "You  know  how  matters  stand  with 
with  me,  and  how,  as  I  conceive,  [264]  they 
might  be  arranged  for  our  common  interest; 
and  I  maintain  I  ought  not  to  fail  in  my  suit 
because  I  arn  not  your  lover,  for  lovers  repent 
of  the  kindnesses  which  they  have  shown,  when 
their  love  is  over." 

Soc.  Here  he  appears  to  have  done  just  the 
reverse  of  what  he  ought;  for  he  has  begun  at 
the  end,  and  is  swimming  on  his  back  through 
the  flood  to  the  place  of  starting.  His  address  to 
the  fair  youth  begins  where  the  lover  would 
have  ended.  Am  I  not  right,  sweet  Phaedrus? 

Phaedr.  Yes,  indeed,  Socrates;  he  does  begin 
at  the  end. 

Soc.  Then  as  to  the  other  topics — are  they 
not  thrown  down  anyhow?  Is  there  any  prin 
ciple  in  them  ?  Why  should  the  next  topic  fol 
low  next  in  order,  or  any  other  topic ?  I  cannot 
help  fancying  in  my  ignorance  that  he  wrote 
off  boldly  just  what  came  into  his  head,  but  I 
dare  say  that  you  would  recognize  a  rhetorical 
necessity  in  the  succession  of  the  several  parts 
of  the  composition? 

Phaedr.  You  have  too  good  an  opinion  of  me 
if  you  think  that  I  have  any  such  insight  into 
his  principles  of  composition. 

Soc.  At  any  rate,  you  will  allow  that  every 
discourse  ought  to  be  a  living  creature,  having 
a  body  of  its  own  and  a  head  and  feet;  there 
should  be  a  middle,  beginning,  and  end,  adapt 
ed  to  one  another  and  to  the  whole? 

Phaedr.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Can  this  be  said  of  the  discourse  of  Ly 
sias?  See  whether  you  can  find  any  more  con 
nexion  in  his  words  than  in  the  epitaph  which 
is  said  by  some  to  have  been  inscribed  on  the 
grave  of  Midas  the  Phrygian. 

Phaedr.  What  is  there  remarkable  in  the 
epitaph  ? 

Soc.  It  is  as  follows: — 
/  am  a  maiden  of  bronze  and  lie  on  the  tomb  of 

Midas; 

So  long  as  water  flows  and  tall  trees  grow, 
So  long  here  on  this  spot  by  his  sad  tomb  abiding, 
I  shall  declare  to  passers-by  that  Midas  sleeps  be 
low. 

Now  in  this  rhyme  whether  a  line  comes  first 
or  comes  last,  as  you  will  perceive,  makes  no 
difference. 

Phaedr.  You  are  making  fun  of  that  oration 
of  ours. 

Soc.  Well,  I  will  say  no  more  about  your 
friend's  speech  lest  I  should  give  offence  to 
you;  although  I  think  that  it  might  furnish 
many  other  examples  of  what  a  man  ought 
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rather  to  avoid.  But  I  will  proceed  to  the  other 
speech,  ^2657  which,  as  I  think,  is  also  sugges 
tive  to  students  of  rhetoric. 

Phaedr.  In  what  way? 

Soc.  The  two  speeches,  as  you  may  remem 
ber,  were  unlike;  the  one  argued  that  the  lover 
and  the  other  that  the  non-lover  ought  to  be 
accepted. 

Phaedr.  And  right  manfully. 

Soc.  You  should  rather  say  "madly";  and 
madness  was  the  argument  of  them,  for,  as  I 
said,  "love  is  a  madness." 

Phaedr.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  of  madness  there  were  two  kinds; 
one  produced  by  human  infirmity,  the  other 
was  a  divine  release  of  the  soul  from  the  yoke 
of  custom  and  convention. 

Phaedr.  True. 

Soc.  The  divine  madness  was  subdivided  in 
to  four  kinds,  prophetic,  initiatory,  poetic,  erot 
ic,  having  four  gods  presiding  over  them;  the 
first  was  the  inspiration  of  Apollo,  the  second 
that  of  Dionysus,  the  third  that  of  the  Muses, 
the  fourth  that  of  Aphrodite  and  Eros.  In  the 
description  of  the  last  kind  of  madness,  which 
was  also  said  to  be  the  best,  we  spoke  of  the  af 
fection  of  love  in  a  figure,  into  which  we  intro 
duced  a  tolerably  credible  and  possibly  true 
though  partly  erring  myth,  which  was  also  a 
hymn  in  honour  of  Love,  who  is  your  lord  and 
also  mine,  Phaedrus,  and  the  guardian  of  fair 
children,  and  to  him  we  sung  the  hymn  in 
measured  and  solemn  strain. 

Phaedr.  I  know  that  I  had  great  pleasure  in 
listening  to  you. 

Soc.  Let  us  take  this  instance  and  note  how 
the  transition  was  made  from  blame  to  praise. 

Phaedr.  What  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  I  mean  to  say  that  the  composition  was 
mostly  playful.  Yet  in  these  chance  fancies  of 
the  hour  were  involved  two  principles  of  which 
we  should  be  too  glad  to  have  a  clearer  descrip 
tion  if  art  could  give  us  one. 

Phaedr.  What  are  they? 

Soc.  First,  the  comprehension  of  scattered 
particulars  in  one  idea;  as  in  our  definition  of 
love,  which  whether  true  or  false  certainly  gave 
clearness  and  consistency  to  the  discourse,  the 
speaker  should  define  his  several  notions  and 
so  make  his  meaning  clear. 

Phaedr.  What  is  the  other  principle,  Socra 
tes? 

Soc.  The  second  principle  is  that  of  division 
into  species  according  to  the  natural  formation, 
where  the  joint  is,  not  breaking  any  part  as  a 
bad  carver  might.  [266]  Just  as  our  two  dis 


courses,  alike  assumed,  first  of  all,  a  single  form 
of  unreason;  and  then,  as  the  body  which  from 
being  one  becomes  double  and  may  be  divided 
into  a  left  side  and  right  side,  each  having  parts 
right  and  left  of  the  same  name — after  this 
manner  the  speaker  proceeded  to  divide  the 
parts  of  the  left  side  and  did  not  desist  until  he 
found  in  them  an  evil  or  left-handed  love  which 
he  justly  reviled;  and  the  other  discourse  lead 
ing  us  to  the  madness  which  lay  on  the  right 
side,  found  another  love,  also  having  the  same 
name,  but  divine,  which  the  speaker  held  up 
before  us  and  applauded  and  affirmed  to  be 
the  author  of  the  greatest  benefits. 

Phaedr.  Most  true. 

Soc.  I  am  myself  a  great  lover  of  these  proc 
esses  of  division  and  generalization;  they  help 
me  to  speak  and  to  think.  And  if  I  find  any 
man  who  is  able  to  see  "a  One  and  Many"  in 
nature,  him  I  follow,  and  "walk  in  his  foot 
steps  as  if  he  were  a  god."  And  those  who  have 
this  art,  I  have  hitherto  been  in  the  habit  of 
calling  dialecticians;  but  God  knows  whether 
the  name  is  right  or  not.  And  I  should  like  to 
know  what  name  you  would  give  to  your  or  to 
Lysias1  disciples,  and  whether  this  may  not  be 
that  famous  art  o£  rhetoric  which  Thrasyrna- 
chus  and  others  teach  and  practise?  Skilful 
speakers  they  are,  and  impart  their  skill  to  any 
who  is  willing  to  make  kings  of  them  and  to 
bring  gifts  to  them. 

Phaedr.  Yes,  they  are  royal  men;  but  their 
art  is  not  the  same  with  the  art  of  those  whom 
you  call,  and  rightly,  in  my  opinion,  dialecti 
cians:— Still  we  are  in  the  dark  about  rhetoric. 

Soc.  What  do  you  mean?  The  remains  of  it, 
if  there  be  anything  remaining  which  can  be 
brought  under  rules  of  art,  must  be  a  fine  thing; 
and,  at  any  rate,  is  not  to  be  despised  by  you 
and  me.  But  how  much  is  left? 

Phaedr.  There  is  a  great  deal  surely  to  be 
found  in  books  of  rhetoric? 

Soc.  Yes;  thank  you  for  reminding  me:— 
There  is  the  exordium,  showing  how  the  speech 
should  begin,  if  I  remember  rightly;  that  is 
what  you  mean — the  niceties  of  the  art? 

Phaedr.  Yes. 

Soc.  Then  follows  the  statement  of  facts,  and 
upon  that  witnesses;  thirdly,  proofs;  fourthly, 
probabilities  arc  to  come;  the  great  Byzantian 
word-maker  also  speaks,  if  I  am  not  mistaken, 
of  confirmation  and  further  confirmation. 

Phaedr,  You  mean  the  excellent  Theodoras. 

[267]  Soc.  Yes;  and  he  tells  how  refutation 
or  further  refutation  is  to  be  managed,  whether 
in  accusation  or  defence.  I  ought  also  to  men- 
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tion  the  illustrious  Parian,  Evenus,  who  first 
invented  insinuations  and  indirect  praises;  and 
also  indirect  censures,  which  according  to  some 
he  put  into  verse  to  help  the  memory.  But  shall 
I  "to  dumb  forgetfulness  consign"  Tisias  and 
Gorgias,  who  are  not  ignorant  that  probability 
is  superior  to  truth,  and  who  by  force  of  argu 
ment  make  the  little  appear  great  and  the  great 
little,  disguise  the  new  in  old  fashions  and  the 
old  in  new  fashions,  and  have  discovered  forms 
for  everything,  either  short  or  going  on  to  in 
finity.  I  remember  Prodicus  laughing  when  I 
told  him  of  this;  he  said  that  he  had  himself 
discovered  the  true  rule  of  art,  which  was  to  be 
neither  long  nor  short,  but  of  a  convenient 
length. 

Phaedr.  Well  done,  Prodicus! 

Soc.  Then  there  is  Hippias  the  Elean  stran 
ger,  who  probably  agrees  with  him. 

Phaedr.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  there  is  also  Polus,  who  has  treas 
uries  of  diplasiology,  and  gnomology,  and 
eikonology,and  who  teaches  in  them  the  names 
of  which  Licymnius  made  him  a  present;  they 
were  to  give  a  polish. 

Phaedr.  Had  not  Protagoras  something  o£ 
the  same  sort? 

Soc.  Yes,  rules  of  correct  diction  and  many 
other  fine  precepts;  for  the  "sorrows  of  a  poor 
old  man,"  or  any  other  pathetic  case,  no  one  is 
better  than  the  Chalcedonian  giant;  he  can  put 
a  whole  company  of  people  into  a  passion  and 
out  of  one  again  by  his  mighty  magic,  and  is 
first-rate  at  inventing  or  disposing  of  any  sort 
of  calumny  on  any  grounds  or  none.  All  of 
them  agree  in  asserting  that  a  speech  should 
end  in  a  recapitulation,  though  they  do  not  all 
agree  to  use  the  same  word. 

Phaedr.  You  mean  that  there  should  be  a 
summing  up  of  the  arguments  in  order  to  re 
mind  the  hearers  of  them. 

Soc.  I  have  now  said  all  that  I  have  to  say  of 
the  art  of  rhetoric:  have  you  anything  to  add? 

Phaedr.  Not  much;  nothing  very  important. 

[268]  Soc.  Leave  the  unimportant  and  let  us 
bring  the  really  important  question  into  the 
light  of  day,  which  is:  What  power  has  this  art 
of  rhetoric,  and  when? 

Phaedr.  A  very  great  power  in  public  meet 
ings. 

Soc.  It  has.  But  I  should  like  to  know  wheth 
er  you  have  the  same  feeling  as  I  have  about  the 
rhetoricians?  To  me  there  seem  to  be  a  great 
many  holes  in  their  web. 

Phaedr.  Give  an  example. 

Soc.  I  will.  Suppose  a  person  to  come  to  your 


friend  Eryximachus,  or  to  his  father  Acume- 
nus,  and  to  say  to  him:  "I  know  how  to  apply 
drugs  which  shall  have  either  a  heating  or  a 
cooling  effect,  and  I  can  give  a  vomit  and  also 
a  purge,  and  all  that  sort  of  thing;  and  know 
ing  all  this,  as  I  do,  I  claim  to  be  a  physician 
and  to  make  physicians  by  imparting  this 
knowledge  to  others," — what  do  you  suppose 
that  they  would  say? 

Phaedr.  They  would  be  sure  to  ask  him 
whether  he  knew  "to  whom"  he  would  give 
his  medicines,  and  "when,"  and  "how  much." 

Soc.  And  suppose  that  he  were  to  reply:  "No; 
I  know  nothing  of  all  that;  I  expect  the  patient 
who  consults  me  to  be  able  to  do  these  things 
for  himself"? 

Phaedr.  They  would  say  in  reply  that  he  is 
a  madman  or  a  pedant  who  fancies  that  he  is  a 
physician  because  he  has  read  something  in  a 
book,  or  has  stumbled  on  a  prescription  or  two, 
although  he  has  no  real  understanding  of  the 
art  of  medicine. 

Soc.  And  suppose  a  person  were  to  come  to 
Sophocles  or  Euripides  and  say  that  he  knows 
how  to  make  a  very  long  speech  about  a  small 
matter,  and  a  short  speech  about  a  great  mat 
ter,  and  also  a  sorrowful  speech,  or  a  terrible, 
or  threatening  speech,  or  any  other  kind  of 
speech,  and  in  teaching  this  fancies  that  he  is 
teaching  the  art  of  tragedy — ? 

Phaedr.  They  too  would  surely  laugh  at  him 
if  he  fancies  that  tragedy  is  anything  but  the  ar 
ranging  of  these  elements  in  a  manner  which 
will  be  suitable  to  one  another  and  to  the  whole. 

Soc.  But  I  do  not  suppose  that  they  would  be 
rude  or  abusive  to  him:  Would  they  not  treat 
him  as  a  musician  would  a  man  who  thinks 
that  he  is  a  harmonist  because  he  knows  how  to 
pitch  the  highest  and  lowest  notes;  happening 
to  meet  such  an  one  he  would  not  say  to  him 
savagely,  "Fool,  you  are  mad1"  But  like  a  musi 
cian,  in  a  gentle  and  harmonious  tone  of  voice, 
he  would  answer:  "My  good  friend,  he  who 
would  be  a  harmonist  must  certainly  know  this, 
and  yet  he  may  understand  nothing  o£  har 
mony  if  he  has  not  got  beyond  your  stage  of 
knowledge,  for  you  only  know  the  prelimi 
naries  of  harmony  and  not  harmony  itself." 

Phaedr.  Very  true. 

[269]  Soc.  And  will  not  Sophocles  say  to 
the  display  of  the  would-be  tragedian,  that  this 
is  not  tragedy  but  the  preliminaries  of  tragedy? 
and  will  not  Acumenus  say  the  same  of  medi 
cine  to  the  would-be  physician? 

Phaedr.  Quite  true. 

Soc.  And  if  Adrastus  the  mellifluous  or  Peri- 
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cles  heard  of  these  wonderful  arts,  brachylogies 
and  eikonologies  and  all  the  hard  names  which 
we  have  been  endeavouring  to  draw  into  the 
light  of  day,  what  would  they  say?  Instead  of 
losing  temper  and  applying  uncomplimentary 
epithets,  as  you  and  I  have  been  doing,  to  the 
authors  of  such  an  imaginary  art,  their  superior 
wisdom  would  rather  censure  us,  as  well  as 
them.  "Have  a  little  patience,  Phaedrus  and 
Socrates,  they  would  say;  you  should  not  be  in 
such  a  passion  with  those  who  from  some  want 
of  dialectical  skill  are  unable  to  define  the  na 
ture  of  rhetoric,  and  consequently  suppose  that 
they  have  found  the  art  in  the  preliminary  con 
ditions  of  it,  and  when  these  have  been  taught 
by  them  to  others,  fancy  that  the  whole  art  of 
rhetoric  has  been  taught  by  them;  but  as  to  us 
ing  the  several  instruments  of  the  art  effective 
ly,  or  making  the  composition  a  whole, — an  ap 
plication  of  it  such  as  this  is  they  regard  as  an 
easy  thing  which  their  disciples  may  make  for 
themselves." 

Phaedr.  I  quite  admit,  Socrates,  that  the  art 
of  rhetoric  which  these  men  teach  and  of  which 
they  write  is  such  as  you  describe — there  I 
agree  with  you.  But  I  still  want  to  know  where 
and  how  the  true  art  of  rhetoric  and  persuasion 
is  to  be  acquired. 

Soc.  The  perfection  which  is  required  of  the 
finished  orator  is,  or  rather  must  be,  like  the 
perfection  of  anything  else,  partly  given  by  na 
ture,  but  may  also  be  assisted  by  art.  If  you  have 
the  natural  power  and  add  to  it  knowledge  and 
practice,  you  will  be  a  distinguished  speaker;  if 
you  fall  short  in  either  of  these,  you  will  be  to 
that  extent  defective.  But  the  art,  as  far  as  there 
is  an  art,  of  rhetoric  does  not  lie  in  the  direction 
of  Lysias  or  Thrasymachus. 

Phaedr.  In  what  direction  then? 

Soc.  I  conceive  Pericles  to  have  been  the  most 
accomplished  of  rhetoricians. 

Phaedr.  What  of  that? 

Soc.  All  the  great  arts  require  discussion  and 
high  speculation  about  the  truths  of  nature; 
[270]  hence  come  loftiness  of  thought  and 
completeness  of  execution.  And  this,  as  I  con 
ceive,  was  the  quality  which,  in  addition  to  his 
natural  gifts,  Pericles  acquired  from  his  inter 
course  with  Anaxagoras  whom  he  happened  to 
know.  He  was  thus  imbued  with  the  higher 
philosophy,  and  attained  the  knowledge  of 
Mind  and  the  negative  of  Mind,  which  were 
favourite  themes  of  Anaxagoras,  and  applied 
what  suited  his  purpose  to  the  art  of  speaking. 

Phaedr.  Explain. 

Soc*  Rhetoric  is  like  medicine. 


Phaedr.  How  so? 

Soc.  Why,  because  medicine  has  to  define 
the  nature  of  the  body  and  rhetoric  of  the  soul 
— if  we  would  proceed,  not  empirically  but 
scientifically,  in  the  one  case  to  impart  health 
and  strength  by  giving  medicine  and  food,  in 
the  other  to  implant  the  conviction  or  virtue 
which  you  desire,  by  the  right  application  of 
words  and  training. 

Phaedr.  There,  Socrates,  I  suspect  that  you 
are  right. 

Soc.  And  do  you  think  that  you  can  know 
the  nature  of  the  soul  intelligently  without 
knowing  the  nature  of  the  whole? 

Phaedr.  i  lippocrates  the  Asclepiad  says  that 
the  nature  even  of  the  body  can  only  be  under 
stood  as  a  whole,1 

Soc.  Yes,  friend,  and  he  was  right:-— still,  we 
ought  not  to  be  content  with  the  name  of  Hip 
pocrates,  but  to  examine  and  see  whether  his 
argument  agrees  with  his  conception  of  nature. 

Phaedr.  I  agree. 

Soc.  Then  consider  what  truth  as  well  as 
Hippocrates  says  about  this  or  about  any  other 
nature.  Ought  we  not  to  consider  first  whether 
that  which  we  wish  to  learn  and  to  leach  is  a 
simple  or  multiform  thing,  and  if  simple,  then 
to  enquire  what  power  it  has  of  acting  or  being 
acted  upon  in  relation  to  other  things,  and  ii 
multiform,  then  to  number  the  forms;  and  see 
first  in  the  case  of  one  of  them,  and  then  in  the 
case  of  all  of  them,  what  is  that  power  of  act 
ing  or  being  acted  upon  which  makes  each  and 
all  of  them  to  be  what  they  are? 

Phaedr.  You  may  very  likely  be  right,  Soc 
rates. 

Soc,  The  method  which  proceeds  without 
analysis  is  like  the  groping  of  a  blind  man.  Yet, 
surely,  he  who  is  an  artist  ought  not  to  admit 
of  a  comparison  with  the  blind,  or  deaf.  The 
rhetorician,  who  teaches  his  pupil  to  speak  sci 
entifically,  will  particularly  set  forth  the  nature 
of  that  being  to  which  he  addresses  his  speech 
es;  and  this,  I  conceive,  to  be  the  soul. 

Phaedr.  Certainly. 

/27/y  Soc.  His  whole  effort  is  directed  to  the 
soul;  for  in  that  he  seeks  to  produce  conviction. 

Phaedr.  Yes. 

Soc.  Then  clearly,  Thrasymachus  or  any  one 
else  who  teaches  rhetoric  in  earnest  will  give 
an  exact  description  of  the  nature  of  the  soul; 
which  will  enable  us  to  see  whether  she  be  sin 
gle  and  same,  or,  like  the  body,  muUilorm. 
That  is  what  we  should  call  showing  the  nature 
of  the  soul. 

1  C£.  Charmidc$t  156. 
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Phaedr.  Exactly. 

Soc.  He  will  explain,  secondly,  the  mode  in 
which  she  acts  or  is  acted  upon. 

Phaedr.  True. 

Soc.  Thirdly,  having  classified  men  and 
speeches,  and  their  kinds  and  affections,  and 
adapted  them  to  one  another,  he  will  tell  the 
reasons  of  his  arrangement,  and  show  why  one 
soul  is  persuaded  by  a  particular  form  of  argu 
ment,  and  another  not. 

Phaedr.  You  have  hit  upon  a  very  good  way. 

Soc.  Yes,  that  is  the  true  and  only  way  in 
which  any  subject  can  be  set  forth  or  treated  by 
rules  of  art,  whether  in  speaking  or  writing. 
But  the  writers  of  the  present  day,  at  whose 
feet  you  have  sat,  craftily  conceal  the  nature  of 
the  soul  which  they  know  quite  well.  Nor,  until 
they  adopt  our  method  of  reading  and  writing, 
can  we  admit  that  they  write  by  rules  of  art? 

Phaedr.  What  is  our  method? 

Soc.  I  cannot  give  you  the  exact  details;  but 
I  should  like  to  tell  you  generally,  as  far  as  is  in 
my  power,  how  a  man  ought  to  proceed  accord 
ing  to  rules  of  art. 

Phaedr.  Let  me  hear. 

Soc.  Oratory  is  the  art  of  enchanting  the  soul, 
and  therefore  he  who  would  be  an  orator  has  to 
learn  the  differences  of  human  souls — they  are 
so  many  and  of  such  a  nature,  and  from  them 
come  the  differences  between  man  and  man. 
Having  proceeded  thus  far  in  his  analysis,  he 
will  next  divide  speeches  into  their  different 
classes: — "Such  and  such  persons,"  he  will  say, 
"are  affected  by  this  or  that  kind  of  speech  in 
this  or  that  way,"  and  he  will  tell  you  why.  The 
pupil  must  have  a  good  theoretical  notion  of 
them  first,  and  then  he  must  have  experience  of 
them  in  actual  life,  and  be  able  to  follow  them 
with  all  his  senses  about  him,  or  he  will  never 
get  beyond  the  precepts  of  his  masters.  But 
when  he  understands  what  persons  are  per 
suaded  by  what  arguments,  [272]  and  sees  the 
person  about  whom  he  was  speaking  in  the  ab 
stract  actually  before  him,  and  knows  that  it  is 
he,  and  can  say  to  himself,  "This  is  the  man 
or  this  is  the  character  who  ought  to  have  a  cer 
tain  argument  applied  to  him  in  order  to  con 
vince  him  of  a  certain  opinion" ; — he  who  knows 
all  this,  and  knows  also  when  he  should  speak 
and  when  he  should  refrain,  and  when  he 
should  use  pithy  sayings,  pathetic  appeals,  sen 
sational  eflects,  and  all  the  other  modes  of 
speech  which  he  has  learned; — when,  I  say,  he 
knows  the  times  and  seasons  of  all  these  things, 
then,  and  not  till  then,  he  is  a  perfect  master  of 
his  art;  but  if  he  fail  in  any  of  these  points, 


whether  in  speaking  or  teaching  or  writing 
them,  and  yet  declares  that  he  speaks  by  rules 
of  art,  he  who  says  "I  don't  believe  you"  has  the 
better  of  him.  Well,  the  teacher  will  say,  is  this, 
Phaedrus  and  Socrates,  your  account  of  the  so- 
called  art  of  rhetoric,  or  am  I  to  look  for  an 
other? 

Phaedr. ,He  must  take  this,  Socrates,  for  there 
is  no  possibility  of  another,  and  yet  the  creation 
of  such  an  art  is  not  easy. 

Soc.  Very  true;  and  therefore  let  us  consider 
this  matter  in  every  light,  and  see  whether  we 
cannot  find  a  shorter  and  easier  road;  there  is 
no  use  in  taking  a  long  rough  round-about  way 
if  there  be  a  shorter  and  easier  one.  And  I  wish 
that  you  would  try  and  remember  whether  you 
have  heard  from  Lysias  or  any  one  else  any 
thing  which  might  be  of  service  to  us. 

Phaedr.  If  trying  would  avail,  then  I  might; 
but  at  the  moment  I  can  think  of  nothing. 

Soc.  Suppose  I  tell  you  something  which 
somebody  who  knows  told  me. 

Phaedr.  Certainly. 

Soc.  May  not  "the  wolf,"  as  the  proverb  says, 
"claim  a  hearing"? 

Phaedr.  Do  you  say  what  can  be  said  for  him. 

Soc.  He  will  argue  that  there  is  no  use  in 
putting  a  solemn  face  on  these  matters,  or  in 
going  round  and  round,  until  you  arrive  at  first 
principles;  for,  as  I  said  at  first,  when  the  ques 
tion  is  of  justice  and  good,  or  is  a  question  in 
which  men  are  concerned  who  are  just  and 
good,  either  by  nature  or  habit,  he  who  would 
be  a  skilful  rhetorician  has  no  need  of  truth — 
for  that  in  courts  of  law  men  literally  care  noth 
ing  about  truth,  but  only  about  conviction:  and 
this  is  based  on  probability,  to  which  he  who 
would  be  a  skilful  orator  should  therefore  give 
bis  whole  attention  And  they  say  also  that  there 
are  cases  in  which  the  actual  facts,  if  they  are 
Improbable,  ought  to  be  withheld,  and  only  the 
probabilities  should  be  told  either  in  accusation 
or  defence,  and  that  always  in  speaking,  the 
orator  should  keep  probability  in  view,  and  say 
good-bye  to  the  truth.  [273]  And  the  observ 
ance  of  this  principle  throughout  a  speech  fur 
nishes  the  whole  art. 

Phaedr.  That  is  what  the  professors  of  rhet 
oric  do  actually  say,  Socrates.  I  have  not  for 
gotten  that  we  have  quite  briefly  touched  upon 
this  matter A  already;  with  them  the  point  is 
.all-important. 

Soc.  I  dare  say  that  you  are  familiar  with 
Tisias.  Does  he  not  define  probability  to  be 
that  which  the  many  think? 

'Cf.259. 
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Phaedr.  Certainly,  he  does. 

Soc.  I  believe  that  he  has  a  clever  and  in 
genious  case  of  this  sort: — He  supposes  a  feeble 
and  valiant  man  to  have  assaulted  a  strong  and 
cowardly  one,  and  to  have  robbed  him  of  his 
coat  or  of  something  or  other;  he  is  brought 
into  court,  and  then  Tisias  says  that  both  par 
ties  should  tell  lies:  the  coward  should  say  that 
he  was  assaulted  by  more  men  than  one;  the 
other  should  prove  that  they  were  alone,  and 
should  argue  thus:  "How  could  a  weak  man 
like  me  have  assaulted  a  strong  man  like  him?" 
The  complainant  will  not  like  to  confess  his 
own  cowardice,  and  will  therefore  invent  some 
other  lie  which  his  adversary  will  thus  gain  an 
opportunity  of  refuting.  And  there  are  other 
devices  of  the  same  kind  which  have  a  place  in 
the  system.  Am  I  not  right,  Phaedrus? 

Phaedr.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Bless  me,  what  a  wonderfully  mysteri 
ous  art  is  this  which  Tisias  or  some  other  gen 
tleman,  in  whatever  name  or  country  he  re 
joices,  has  discovered.  Shall  we  say  a  word  to 
him  or  not  ? 

Phaedr.  What  shall  we  say  to  him? 

Soc.  Let  us  tell  him  that,  before  he  appeared, 
you  and  I  were  saying  that  the  probability  of 
which  he  speaks  was  engendered  in  the  minds 
of  the  many  by  the  likeness  of  the  truth,  and  we 
had  just  been  affirming  that  he  who  knew  the 
truth  would  always  know  best  how  to  discover 
the  resemblances  of  the  truth.  If  he  has  anything 
else  to  say  about  the  art  of  speaking  we  should 
like  to  hear  him;  but  if  not,  we  are  satisfied 
with  our  own  view,  that  unless  a  man  estimates 
the  various  characters  of  his  hearers  and  is  able 
to  divide  all  things  into  classes  and  to  compre* 
hend  them  under  single  ideas,  he  will  never  be 
a  skilful  rhetorician  even  within  the  limits  of 
human  power.  And  this  skill  he  will  not  attain 
without  a  great  deal  of  trouble,  which  a  good 
man  ought  to  undergo,  not  for  the  sake  of 
speaking  and  acting  before  men,  but  in  order 
that  he  may  be  able  to  say  what  is  acceptable  to 
God  and  always  to  act  acceptably  to  Him  as 
far  as  in  him  lies;  [234]  for  there  is  a  saying  of 
wiser  men  than  ourselves,  that  a  man  of  sense 
should  not  try  to  please  his  fellow-servants  (at 
least  this  should  not  be  his  first  object)  but  his 
good  and  noble  masters;  and  therefore  if  the 
way  is  long  and  circuitous,  marvel  not  at  this, 
for,  where  the  end  is  great,  there  we  may  take 
the  longer  road,  but  not  for  lesser  ends  such  as 
yours.  Truly,  the  argument  may  say,  Tisias, 
that  if  you  do  not  mind  going  so  far,  rhetoric 
has  a  fair  beginning  here. 


Phaedr.  I  think,  Socrates,  that  this  is  admi 
rable,  if  only  practicable. 

Soc.  But  even  to  fail  in  an  honourable  ob 
ject  is  honourable. 

Phaedr.  True. 

Soc.  Enough  appears  to  have  been  said  by  us 
of  a  true  and  false  art  of  speaking. 

Phaedr.  Certainly, 

Soc.  But  there  is  something  yet  to  be  said  of 
propriety  and  impropriety  of  writing. 

Phaedr.  Yes. 

Soc.  Do  you  know  how  you  can  speak  or  act 
about  rhetoric  in  a  manner  which  will  be  ac 
ceptable  to  God  ? 

Phaedr.  No,  indeed.  Do  you? 

Soc.  I  have  heard  a  tradition  of  the  ancients, 
whether  true  or  not  they  only  know;  although 
if  we  had  found  the  truth  ourselves,  do  you 
think  that  we  should  care  much  about  the 
opinions  of  men  ? 

Phaedr.  Your  question  needs  no  answer;  but 
I  wish  that  you  would  tell  rne  what  you  say  that 
you  have  heard. 

Soc.  At  the  Egyptian  city  of  Naucratis,  there 
was  a  famous  old  god,  whose  name  was  The- 
uth;  the  bird  which  is  called  the  Ibis  is  sacred 
to  him,  and  he  was  the  inventor  of  many  arts, 
such  as  arithmetic  and  calculation  and  geome 
try  and  astronomy  and  draughts  and  dice,  but 
his  great  discovery  was  the  use  of  letters.  Now 
in  those  days  the  god  Tharnus  was  the  king  of 
the  whole  country  of  Egypt;  and  he  dwelt  in 
that  great  city  of  Upper  Egypt  which  the  Hel 
lenes  call  Egyptian  Thebes,  and  the  god  himself 
is  called  by  them  Ammon.  To  him  came  The- 
uth  and  showed  his  inventions,  desiring  that 
the  other  Egyptians  might  be  allowed  to  have 
the  benefit  of  them;  he  enumerated  them,  and 
Thamus  enquired  about  their  several  uses,  and 
praised  some  of  them  and  censured  others,  as 
he  approved  or  disapproved  of  them.  It  would 
take  a  long  time  to  repeat  all  that  Thamus  said 
to  Thcuth  in  praise  or  blame  of  the  various  arts. 
But  when  they  came  to  letters,  This,  said 
Theuth,  will  make  the  Egyptians  wiser  and 
give  them  better  memories;  it  is  a  specific  both 
for  the  memory  and  for  the  wit.  Thamus  re 
plied:  O  most  ingenious  Theuth,  the  parent  or 
inventor  of  an  art  is  not  always  the  best  judge 
of  the  utility  or  inutility  of  his  own  inventions 
to  the  users  of  them.  ^2757  And  in  this  in 
stance,  you  who  are  the  father  of  letters,  from  a 
paternal  love  of  your  own  children  have  been 
led  to  attribute  to  them  a  quality  which  they 
cannot  have;  for  this  discovery  of  yours  will 
create  forgetfulness  in  the  learners'  souls,  be- 
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cause  they  will  not  use  their  memories;  they 
will  trust  to  the  external  written  characters  and 
not  remember  of  themselves.  The  specific  which 
you  have  discovered  is  an  aid  not  to  memory, 
but  to  reminiscence,  and  you  give  your  dis 
ciples  not  truth,  but  only  the  semblance  of 
truth;  they  will  be  hearers  of  many  things 
and  will  have  learned  nothing;  they  will  ap 
pear  to  be  omniscient  and  will  generally  know 
nothing;  they  will  be  tiresome  company, 
having  the  show  of  wisdom  without  the 
reality. 

Phaedr.  Yes,  Socrates,  you  can  easily  invent 
tales  of  Egypt,  or  of  any  other  country. 

Soc.  There  was  a  tradition  in  the  temple  of 
Dodona  that  oaks  first  gave  prophetic  utter 
ances.  The  men  of  old,  unlike  in  their  simplicity 
to  young  philosophy,  deemed  that  if  they  heard 
the  truth  even  from  "oak  or  rock,"  it  was  enough 
for  them;  whereas  you  seem  to  consider  not 
whether  a  thing  is  or  is  not  true,  but  who  the 
speaker  is  and  from  what  country  the  tale 
comes. 

Phaedr.  I  acknowledge  the  justice  of  your  re 
buke;  and  I  think  that  the  Theban  is  right  in 
his  view  about  letters. 

Soc.  He  would  be  a  very  simple  person,  and 
quite  a  stranger  to  the  oracles  of  Thamus  or 
Ammon,  who  should  leave  in  writing  or  re 
ceive  in  writing  any  art  under  the  idea  that  the 
written  word  would  be  intelligible  or  certain;  or 
who  deemed  that  writing  was  at  all  better  than 
knowledge  and  recollection  of  the  same  mat 
ters? 

Phaedr.  That  is  most  true. 

Soc.  I  cannot  help  feeling,  Phaedrus,  that 
writing  is  unfortunately  like  painting;  for  the 
creations  of  the  painter  have  the  attitude  of 
life,  and  yet  if  you  ask  them  a  question  they 
preserve  a  solemn  silence.  And  the  same  may 
be  said  of  speeches.  You  would  imagine  that 
they  had  intelligence,  but  if  you  want  to  know 
anything  and  put  a  question  to  one  of  them, 
the  speaker  always  gives  one  unvarying  an 
swer.  And  when  they  have  been  once  written 
down  they  are  tumbled  about  any  where  among 
those  who  may  or  may  not  understand  them, 
and  know  not  to  whom  they  should  reply,  to 
whom  not :  and,  if  they  are  maltreated  or  abused, 
they  have  no  parent  to  protect  them;  and  they 
cannot  protect  or  defend  themselves. 

Phaedr.  That  again  is  most  true. 

Soc.  Is  there  not  another  kind  of  word  or 
speech  far  better  than  this,  ^2767  and  having 
far  greater  power — a  son  of  the  same  family, 
but  lawfully  begotten? 


Phaedr.  Whom  do  you  mean,  and  what  is 
his  origin? 

Soc.  I  mean  an  intelligent  word  graven  in 
the  soul  of  the  learner,  which  can  defend  itself, 
and  knows  when  to  speak  and  when  to  be 
silent. 

Phaedr.  You  mean  the  living  word  of  knowl 
edge  which  has  a  soul,  and  of  which  the  written 
word  is  properly  no  more  than  an  image? 

Soc.  Yes,  of  course  that  is  what  I  mean.  And 
now  may  I  be  allowed  to  ask  you  a  question: 
Would  a  husbandman,  who  is  a  man  of  sense, 
take  the  seeds,  which  he  values  and  which  he 
wishes  to  bear  fruit,  and  in  sober  seriousness 
plant  them  during  the  heat  of  summer,  in  some 
garden  of  Adonis,  that  he  may  rejoice  when  he 
sees  them  in  eight  days  appearing  in  beauty? 
at  least  he  would  do  so,  if  at  all,  only  for  the 
sake  of  amusement  and  pastime.  But  when  he 
is  in  earnest  he  sows  in  fitting  soil,  and  prac 
tises  husbandry,  and  is  satisfied  if  in  eight 
months  the  seeds  which  he  has  sown  arrive  at 
perfection? 

Phaedr.  Yes,  Socrates,  that  will  be  his  way 
when  he  is  in  earnest;  he  will  do  the  other,  as 
you  say,  only  in  play. 

Soc.  And  can  we  suppose  that  he  who  knows 
the  just  and  good  and  honourable  has  less 
understanding,  than  the  husbandman,  about 
his  own  seeds  ? 

Phaedr.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  Then  he  will  not  seriously  incline  to 
"write"  his  thoughts  "in  water"  with  pen  and 
ink,  sowing  words  which  can  neither  speak  for 
themselves  nor  teach  the  truth  adequately  to 
others  ? 

Phaedr.  No,  that  is  not  likely. 

Soc.  No,  that  is  not  likely — in  the  garden  of 
letters  he  will  sow  and  plant,  but  only  for  the 
sake  of  recreation  and  amusement;  he  will 
write  them  down  as  memorials  to  be  treasured 
against  the  forgetfulness  of  old  age,  by  himself, 
or  by  any  other  old  man  who  is  treading  the 
same  path.  He  will  rejoice  in  beholding  their 
tender  growth;  and  while  others  are  refreshing 
their  souls  with  banqueting  and  the  like,  this 
will  be  the  pastime  in  which  his  days  are  spent. 

Phaedr.  A  pastime,  Socrates,  as  noble  as  the 
other  is  ignoble,  the  pastime  of  a  man  who  can 
be  amused  by  serious  talk,  and  can  discourse 
merrily  about  justice  and  the  like. 

Soc.  True,  Phaedrus.  But  nobler  far  is  the 
serious  pursuit  of  the  dialectician,  who,  finding 
a  congenial  soul,  by  the  help  of  science  sows 
and  plants  therein  words  which  are  able  to 
help  themselves  and  him  who  planted  them, 
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and  are  not  unfruitful,  but  have  in  them 
a  seed  which  others  brought  up  in  different 
soils  render  immortal,  making  the  possessors 
of  it  happy  to  the  utmost  extent  of  human  hap 
piness. 

Phaedr.  Far  nobler,  certainly. 

Soc.  And  now,  Phaedrus,  having  agreed  up 
on  the  premises  we  decide  about  the  conclusion. 

Phaedr.  About  what  conclusion  ? 

Soc.  About  Lysias,  whom  we  censured,  and 
his  art  of  writing,  and  his  discourses,  and  the 
rhetorical  skill  or  want  of  skill  which  was 
shown  in  them — these  are  the  questions  which 
we  sought  to  determine,  and  they  brought  us 
to  this  point.  And  I  think  that  we  are  now 
pretty  well  informed  about  the  nature  of  art 
and  its  opposite. 

Phaedr.  Yes,  I  think  with  you;  but  I  wish 
that  you  would  repeat  what  was  said. 

Soc.  Until  a  man  knows  the  truth  of  the 
several  particulars  of  which  he  is  writing  or 
speaking,  and  is  able  to  define  them  as  they  are, 
and  having  defined  them  again  to  divide  them 
until  they  can  be  no  longer  divided,  and  until 
in  like  manner  he  is  able  to  discern  the  nature 
of  the  soul,  and  discover  the  different  modes  of 
discourse  which  are  adapted  to  diilcrent  na 
tures,  and  to  arrange  and  dispose  them  in  such 
a  way  that  the  simple  form  of  speech  may  be 
addressed  to  the  simpler  nature,  and  the  com 
plex  and  composite  to  the  more  complex  nature 
— until  he  has  accomplished  all  this,  he  will  be 
unable  to  handle  arguments  according  to  rules 
of  art,  as  far  as  their  nature  allows  them  to  be 
subjected  to  art,  either  for  the  purpose  of  teach 
ing  or  persuading;- — such  is  the  view  which  is 
implied  in  the  whole  preceding  argument. 

Phaedr.  Yes,  that  was  our  view,  certainly. 

Soc.  Secondly,  as  to  the  censure  which  was 
passed  on  the  speaking  or  writing  of  discourses, 
and  how  they  might  be  rightly  or  wrongly  cen 
sured — did  not  our  previous  argument  show — ? 

Phaedr.  Show  what? 

Soc.  That  whether  Lysias  or  any  other  writer 
that  ever  was  or  will  be,  whether  private  man 
or  statesman,  proposes  laws  and  so  becomes  the 
author  of  a  political  treatise,  fancying  that  there 
is  any  great  certainty  and  clearness  in  his  per 
formance,  the  fact  of  his  so  writing  is  only 
a  disgrace  to  him,  whatever  men  may  say.  For 
not  to  know  the  nature  of  justice  and  injustice, 
and  good  and  evil,  and  not  to  be  able  to  distin 
guish  the  dream  from  the  reality,  cannot  in 
truth  be  otherwise  than  disgraceful  to  him, 
even  though  he  have  the  applause  of  the  whole 
worldr 


Phaedr.  Certainly. 

Soc.  But  he  who  thinks  that  in  the  written 
word  there  is  necessarily  much  which  is  not 
serious,  and  that  neither  poetry  nor  prose, 
spoken  or  written,  is  of  any  great  value,  if, 
like  the  compositions  of  the  rhapsodes,  [278] 
they  are  only  recited  in  order  to  be  believed, 
and  not  with  any  view  to  criticism  or  instruc 
tion;  and  who  thinks  that  even  the  best  of 
writings  are  but  a  reminiscence  of  what  we 
know,  and  that  only  in  principles  of  justice  and 
goodness  and  nobility  taught  and  communi 
cated  orally  for  the  sake  of  instruction  and 
graven  in  the  soul,  which  is  the  true  way  of 
writing,  is  there  clearness  and  perfection  and 
seriousness,  and  that  such  principles  are  a  man's 
own  and  his  legitimate  offspring; — being,  in 
the  first  place,  the  word  which  he  finds  in  his 
own  bosom;  secondly,  the  brethren  and  de 
scendants  and  relations  of  his  others; — and 
who  cares  for  them  and  no  others — this  is 
the  right  sort  of  man;  and  you  and  I, 
Phaedrus,  would  pray  that  we  may  become 
like  him. 

Phaedr.  That  is  most  assuredly  my  desire 
and  prayer. 

Soc.  And  now  the  play  is  played  out;  and  of 
rhetoric  enough.  Go  and  tell  Lysias  that  to  the 
fountain  and  school  of  the  Nymphs  we  went 
down,  and  were  bidden  by  them  to  convey  a  mes 
sage  to  him  and  to  other  composers  of  speeches 
• — to  Homer  and  other  writers  of  poems,  whether 
set  to  music  or  not;  and  to  Solon  and  others 
who  have  composed  writings  in  the  form  of 
political  discourses  which  they  would  term 
laws — to  all  of  them  we  are  to  say  that  if  their 
compositions  are  based  on  knowledge  of  the 
truth,  and  they  can  defend  or  prove  them,  when 
they  are  put  to  the  test,  by  spoken  arguments, 
which  leave  their  writings  poor  in  comparison 
of  them,  then  they  are  to  be  called,  not  only 
poets,  orators,  legislators,  but  are  worthy  of 
a  higher  name,  befitting  the  serious  pursuit  of 
their  life. 

Phaedr.  What  name  would  you  assign  to 
them? 

Soc.  Wise,  I  may  not  call  them;  for  that  is  a 
great  name  which  belongs  to  God  alone,— 
lovers  of  wisdom  or  philosophers  is  their  mod 
est  and  befitting  title. 

Phaedr.  Very  suitable. 

Soc,  And  he  who  cannot  rise  above  his  own 
compilations  and  compositions,  which  he  has 
been  long  patching  and  piecing,  adding  some 
and  taking  away  some,  may  be  justly  called 
poet  or  speechmaker  or  law-maker. 
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Phaedr.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Now  go  and  tell  this  to  your  companion. 

Phaedr.  But  there  is  also  a  friend  of  yours 
who  ought  not  to  be  forgotten. 

Soc.  Who  is  he? 

[zjg]  Phaedr.  Isocrates  the  fair: — What 
message  will  you  send  to  him,  and  how  shall 
we  describe  him? 

Soc.  Isocrates  is  still  young,  Phaedrus;  but  I 
am  willing  to  hazard  a  prophecy  concerning 
him. 

Phaedr.  What  would  you  prophesy  ? 

Soc.  I  think  that  he  has  a  genius  which  soars 
above  the  orations  of  Lysias,  and  that  his  char 
acter  is  cast  in  a  finer  mould.  My  impression  of 
him  is  that  he  will  marvellously  improve  as  he 
grows  older,  and  that  all  former  rhetoricians 
will  be  as  children  in  comparison  of  him.  And 
I  believe  that  he  will  not  be  satisfied  with  rheto 
ric,  but  that  there  is  in  him  a  divine  inspiration 
which  will  lead  him  to  things  higher  still.  For 


he  has  an  element  of  philosophy  in  his  nature. 
This  is  the  message  of  the  gods  dwelling  in  this 
place,  and  which  I  will  myself  deliver  to  Isoc 
rates,  who  is  my  delight;  and  do  you  give  the 
other  to  Lysias,  who  is  yours. 

Phaedr.  I  will;  and  now  as  the  heat  is  abated 
let  us  depart. 

Soc.  Should  we  not  offer  up  a  prayer  first  of 
all  to  the  local  deities? 

Phaedr.  By  all  means. 

Soc.  Beloved  Pan,  and  all  ye  other  gods  who 
haunt  this  place,  give  me  beauty  in  the  inward 
soul;  and  may  the  outward  and  inward  man  be 
at  one.  May  I  reckon  the  wise  to  be  the  wealthy, 
and  may  I  have  such  a  quantity  o£  gold  as  a 
temperate  man  and  he  only  can  bear  and  carry. 
— Anything  more?  The  prayer,  I  think,  is 
enough  for  me. 

Phaedr.  Ask  the  same  for  me,  for  friends 
should  have  all  things  in  common. 

Soc.  Let  us  go. 
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[53°]  Socrates.  WELCOME,  ION.  Are  you  from 
your  native  city  of  Ephesus  ? 

Ion.  No,  Socrates;  but  from  Epidaurus,  where 
I  attended  the  festival  of  Asclepius. 

Soc.  And  do  the  Epidaurians  have  contests 
of  rhapsodes  at  the  festival  ? 

Ion.  O  yes;  and  of  all  sorts  of  musical  per 
formers. 

Soc.  And  were  you  one  of  the  competitors — 
and  did  you  succeed  ? 

Ion.  I  obtained  the  first  prize  of  all,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Well  done;  and  I  hope  that  you  will  do 
the  same  for  us  at  the  Panathenaea. 

Ion.  And  I  will,  please  heaven. 

Soc.  I  often  envy  the  profession  of  a  rhap 
sode,  Ion;  for  you  have  always  to  wear  fine 
clothes,  and  to  look  as  beautiful  as  you  can  is 
a  part  of  your  art.  Then,  again,  you  are  obliged 
to  be  continually  in  the  company  of  many  good 
poets;  and  especially  of  Homer,  who  is  the  best 
and  most  divine  of  them;  and  to  understand 
him,  and  not  merely  learn  his  words  by  rote, 
is  a  thing  greatly  to  be  envied.  And  no  man 
can  be  a  rhapsode  who  does  not  understand 
the  meaning  of  the  poet.  For  the  rhapsode 
ought  to  interpret  the  mind  of  the  poet  to  his 
hearers,  but  how  can  he  interpret  him  well 
unless  he  knows  what  he  means?  All  this  is 
greatly  to  be  envied. 

Ion.  Very  true,  Socrates;  interpretation  has 
certainly  been  the  most  laborious  part  of  my 
art;  and  I  believe  myself  able  to  speak  about 
Homer  better  than  any  man;  and  that  neither 
Metrodorus  of  Lampsacus,  nor  Stesinibrotus  of 
Thasos,  nor  Glaucon,  nor  any  one  else  who 
ever  was,  had  as  good  ideas  about  Homer  as  I 
have,  or  as  many. 


Soc.  I  am  glad  to  hear  you  say  so,  Ion;  I  see 
that  you  will  not  refuse  to  acquaint  me  with 
them. 

Ion.  Certainly,  Socrates; and  you  really  ought 
to  hear  how  exquisitely  I  render  Homer.  I 
think  that  the  Homeridae  should  give  me  a 
golden  crown. 

Soc.  I  shall  take  an  opportunity  of  hearing 
your  embellishments  of  him  at  some  other 
time.  [531]  But  just  now  I  should  like  to  ask 
you  a  question:  Does  your  art  extend  to  Hesiod 
and  Archilochus,  or  to  Homer  only? 

Ion.  To  Homer  only;  he  is  in  himself  quite 
enough. 

Soc.  Are  there  any  things  about  which  Homer 
and  Hesiod  agree? 

Ion.  Yes;  in  my  opinion  there  are  a  good 
many. 

Soc.  And  can  you  interpret  better  what  Homer 
says,  or  what  I  lesiod  says,  about  these  matters 
in  which  they  agree? 

Ion.  I  can  interpret  them  equally  well,  Soc 
rates,  where  they  agree. 

Soc.  But  what  about  matters  in  which  they 
do  not  agree?— for  example,  about  divination, 
of  which  both  I  lomer  and  Hesiod  have  some 
thing  to  say— 

Ion.  Very  true: 

Soc.  Would  you  or  a  good  prophet  be  a 
better  interpreter  of  what  these  two  poets  say 
about  divination,  not  only  when  they  agree,  but 
when  they  disagree? 

Ion.  A  prophet. 

Soc.  And  if  you  were  a  prophet,  would  you 
be  able  to  interpret  them  when  they  disagree 
as  well  as  when  they  agree? 

Ion.  Clearly. 
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Soc.  But  how  did  you  come  to  have  this  skill 
about  Homer  only,  and  not  about  Hesiod  or 
the  other  poets?  Does  not  Homer  speak  of  the 
same  themes  which  all  other  poets  handle?  Is 
not  war  his  great  argument?  and  does  he  not 
speak  of  human  society  and  of  intercourse  of 
men,  good  and  bad,  skilled  and  unskilled,  and 
of  the  gods  conversing  with  one  another  and 
with  mankind,  and  about  what  happens  in 
heaven  and  in  the  world  below,  and  the  gener 
ations  of  gods  and  heroes?  Are  not  these  the 
themes  of  which  Homer  sings? 

Ion.  Very  true,  Socrates. 

Soc.  And  do  not  the  other  poets  sing  of  the 
same? 

Ion.  Yes,  Socrates;  but  not  in  the  same  way 
as  Homer. 

Soc.  What,  in  a  worse  way? 

Ion.  Yes,  in  a  far  worse. 

Soc.  And  Homer  in  a  better  way? 

Ion.  He  is  incomparably  better. 

Soc.  And  yet  surely,  my  dear  friend  Ion,  in 
a  discussion  about  arithmetic,  where  many  peo 
ple  are  speaking,  and  one  speaks  better  than 
the  rest,  there  is  somebody  who  can  judge 
which  of  them  is  the  good  speaker? 

Ion.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  he  who  judges  of  the  good  will  be 
the  same  as  he  who  judges  of  the  bad  speakers? 

Ion.  The  same. 

Soc.  And  he  will  be  the  arithmetician? 

Ion.  Yes. 

Soc.  Well,  and  in  discussions  about  the  whole- 
someness  of  food,  when  many  persons  are 
speaking,  and  one  speaks  better  than  the  rest, 
will  he  who  recognizes  the  better  speaker  be  a 
different  person  from  him  who  recognizes  the 
worse,  or  the  same? 

Ion.  Clearly  the  same. 

Soc.  And  who  is  he,  and  what  is  his  name? 

Ion.  The  physician. 

Soc.  And  speaking  generally,  in  all  discus 
sions  in  which  the  subject  is  the  same  and  many 
men  are  speaking,  will  not  he  who  knows  the 
good  know  the  bad  speaker  also?  [532]  For  if 
he  does  not  know  the  bad,  neither  will  he  know 
the  good  when  the  same  topic  is  being  dis 
cussed. 

Ion.  True. 

Soc.  Is  not  the  same  person  skilful  in  both? 

Ion.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  you  say  that  Homer  and  the  other 
poets,  such  as  Hesiod  and  Archilochus,  speak 
of  the  same  things,  although  not  in  the  same 
way;  but  the  one  speaks  well  and  the  other  not 
so  well? 


Ion.  Yes;  and  I  am  right  in  saying  so. 

Soc.  And  if  you  knew  the  good  speaker,  you 
would  also  know  the  inferior  speakers  to  be 
inferior? 

Ion.  That  is  true. 

Soc.  Then,  my  dear  friend,  can  I  be  mistaken 
in  saying  that  Ion  is  equally  skilled  in  Homer 
and  in  other  poets,  since  he  himself  acknowl 
edges  that  the  same  person  will  be  a  good  judge 
of  all  those  who  speak  of  the  same  things;  and 
that  almost  all  poets  do  speak  of  the  same 
things? 

Ion.  Why  then,  Socrates,  do  I  lose  attention 
and  go  to  sleep  and  have  absolutely  no  ideas  of 
the  least  value,  when  any  one  speaks  of  any 
other  poet;  but  when  Homer  is  mentioned,  I 
wake  up  at  once  and  am  all  attention  and  have 
plenty  to  say? 

Soc.  The  reason,  my  friend,  is  obvious.  No 
one  can  fail  to  see  that  you  speak  of  Homer 
without  any  art  or  knowledge.  If  you  were  able 
to  speak  of  him  by  rules  of  art,  you  would  have 
been  able  to  speak  of  all  other  poets;  for  poetry 
is  a  whole. 

Ion.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  when  any  one  acquires  any  other 
art  as  a  whole,  the  same  may  be  said  of  them. 
Would  you  like  me  to  explain  my  meaning, 
Ion? 

Ion.  Yes,  indeed,  Socrates;  I  very  much  wish 
that  you  would:  for  I  love  to  hear  you  wise  men 
talk. 

Soc.  O  that  we  were  wise,  Ion,  and  that  you 
could  truly  call  us  so;  but  you  rhapsodes  and 
actors,  and  the  poets  whose  verses  you  sing,  are 
wise;  whereas  I  am  a  common  man,  who  only 
speak  the  truth.  For  consider  what  a  very  com 
monplace  and  trivial  thing  is  this  which  I  have 
said — a  thing  which  any  man  might  say:  that 
when  a  man  has  acquired  a  knowledge  of  a 
whole  art,  the  enquiry  into  good  and  bad  is 
one  and  the  same.  Let  us  consider  this  matter; 
is  not  the  art  of  painting  a  whole? 

Ion.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  there  are  and  have  been  many 
painters  good  and  bad? 

Ion.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  did  you  ever  know  any  one  who 
was  skilful  in  pointing  out  the  excellences  and 
defects  of  Polygnotus  the  son  of  Aglaophon,but 
incapable  of  criticizing  other  painters;  [533] 
and  when  the  work  of  any  other  painter  was 
produced,  went  to  sleep  and  was  at  a  loss,  and 
had  no  ideas;  but  when  he  had  to  give  his 
opinion  about  Polygnotus,  or  whoever  the 
painter  might  be,  and  about  him  only,  woke  up 
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and  was  attentive  and  had  plenty  to  say  ? 

Ion.  No  Indeed,  I  have  never  known  such  a 
person. 

Soc.  Or  did  you  ever  know  of  any  one  in 
sculpture,  who  was  skilful  in  expounding  the 
merits  of  Daedalus  the  son  of  Metion,  or  of 
Epeius  the  son  of  Panopeus,  or  of  Theodorus 
the  Samian,  or  of  any  individual  sculptor;  but 
when  the  works  of  sculptors  in  general  were 
produced,  was  at  a  loss  and  went  to  sleep  and 
had  nothing  to  say? 

Ion.  No  indeed;  no  more  than  the  other. 

Soc.  And  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  you  never 
met  with  any  one  among  flute-players  or  harp- 
players  or  singers  to  the  harp  or  rhapsodes  who 
was  able  to  discourse  of  Olympus  or  Thamyras 
or  Orpheus,  or  Phemius  the  rhapsode  of  Ithaca, 
but  was  at  a  loss  when  he  came  to  speak  of  Ion 
of  Ephesus,  and  had  no  notion  of  his  merits 
or  defects? 

Ion.  I  cannot  deny  what  you  say,  Socrates. 
Nevertheless  I  am  conscious  in  my  own  self, 
and  the  world  agrees  with  me  in  thinking  that 
I  do  speak  better  and  have  more  to  say  about 
Homer  than  any  other  man.  But  I  do  not  speak 
equally  well  about  others — tell  me  the  reason 
of  this. 

Soc.  I  perceive,  Ion;  and  I  will  proceed  to 
explain  to  you  what  I  imagine  to  be  the  reason 
of  this.  The  gift  which  you  possess  of  speaking 
excellently  about  Homer  is  not  an  art,  but,  as 
I  was  just  saying,  an  inspiration;  there  is  a 
divinity  moving  you,  like  that  contained  in  the 
stone  which  Euripides  calls  a  magnet,  but 
which  is  commonly  known  as  the  stone  of 
Heraclca,  This  stone  not  only  attracts  iron 
rings,  but  also  imparts  to  them  a  similar  power 
of  attracting  other  rings;  and  sometimes  you 
may  see  a  number  of  pieces  of  iron  and  rings 
suspended  from  one  another  so  as  to  form 
quite  a  long  chain:  and  all  of  them  derive  their 
power  of  suspension  from  the  original  stone. 
In  like  manner  the  Muse  first  of  all  inspires 
men  herself;  and  from  these  inspired  persons 
a  chain  of  other  persons  is  suspended,  who  take 
the  inspiration.  For  all  good  poets,  epic  as  well 
as  lyric,  compose  their  beautiful  poems  not  by 
art,  but  because  they  are  inspired  and  possessed. 
And  as  the  Corybantian  revellers  when  they 
dance  are  not  in  their  right  mind,  [534]  so  the 
lyric  poets  are  not  in  their  right  mind  when 
they  are  composing  their  beautiful  strains:  but 
when  falling  under  the  power  of  music  and 
metre  they  are  inspired  and  possessed;  like 
Bacchic  maidens  who  draw  milk  and  honey 
from  the  rivers  when  they  are  under  the  in 


fluence  of  Dionysus  but  not  when  they  are  in 
their  right  mind.  And  the  soul  of  the  lyric 
poet  does  the  same,  as  they  themselves  say;  for 
they  tell  us  that  they  bring  songs  from  honeyed 
fountains,  culling  them  out  of  the  gardens  and 
dells  of  the  Muses;  they,  like  the  bees,  winging 
their  way  from  flower  to  flower.  And  this  is 
true.  For  the  poet  is  a  light  and  winged  and 
holy  thing,  and  there  is  no  invention  in  him 
until  he  has  been  inspired  and  is  out  of  his 
senses,  and  the  mind  is  no  longer  in  him:  when 
he  has  not  attained  to  this  state,  he  is  power 
less  and  is  unable  to  utter  his  oracles. 

Many  are  the  noble  words  in  which  poets 
speak  concerning  the  actions  of  men;  but  like 
yourself  when  speaking  about  Homer,  they  do 
not  speak  of  them  by  any  rules  of  art:  they  are 
simply  inspired  to  utter  that  to  which  the  Muse 
impels  them,  and  that  only;  and  when  inspired, 
one  of  them  will  make  dithyrambs,  another 
hymns  of  praise,  another  choral  strains,  an 
other  epic  or  iambic  verses— and  he  who  is 
good  at  one  is  not  good  at  any  other  kind  of 
verse:  for  not  by  art  does  the  poet  sing,  but  by 
power  divine.  Had  he  learned  by  rules  of  art, 
he  would  have  known  how  to  speak  not  of  one 
theme  only,  but  of  all;  and  therefore  (Joel  takes 
away  the  minds  of  poets,  and  uses  them  as  his 
ministers,  as  he  also  uses  diviners  and  holy 
prophets,  in  order  that  we  who  hear  them  may 
know  them  to  be  speaking  not  of  themselves 
who  utter  these  priceless  words  in  a  state  of 
unconsciousness,  but  that  God  himself  is  the 
speaker,  and  that  through  them  he  is  convers 
ing  with  us.  And  Tynnichus  the  Chalcidian 
affords  a  striking  instanceof  what  I  am  saying: 
he  wrote  nothing  that  any  one  would  care  to 
remember  but  the  famous  paean  which  is  in 
every  one's  mouth,  one  of  the  finest  poems 
overwritten,  simply  an  invention  of  the  Muses, 
as  he  himself  says.  For  in  this  way  the  God 
would  seem  to  indicate  to  us  and  not  allow  us 
to  doubt  that  these  beautiful  poems  are  not 
human,  or  the  work  of  man,  but  divine  and 
the  work  of  God;  and  that  the  poets  are  only 
the  interpreters  of  the  Gods  by  whom  they  are 
severally  possessed.  Was  not  this  the  lesson 
which  the  God  intended  to  teach  when  by  the 
mouth  of  the  worst  of  poets  he  sang  the  best  of 
[5351  songs?  Am  f  not  right,  Ion? 

Ion,  Yes,  indeed,  Socrates,  f  feel  that  you  are; 
for  your  words  touch  my  soul.,  and  I  am,  per 
suaded  that  good  poets  by  a  divine  inspiration 
interpret  the  things  of  the  Gods  to  us. 

Soc.  And  you  rhapsodists  are  the  interpreters 
of  the  poets  ? 
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Ion.  There  again  you  are  right. 

Soc.  Then  you  are  the  interpreters  of  inter 
preters  ? 

Ion.  Precisely. 

Soc.  I  wish  you  would  frankly  tell  me,  Ion., 
what  I  am  going  to  ask  of  you:  When  you  pro 
duce  the  greatest  effect  upon  the  audience  in 
the  recitation  of  some  striking  passage,  such 
as  the  apparition  of  Odysseus  leaping  forth  on 
the  floor,  recognized  by  the  suitors  and  cast 
ing  his  arrows  at  his  feet,  or  the  description  of 
Achilles  rushing  at  Hector,  or  the  sorrows  of 
Andromache,  Hecuba,  or  Priam, — are  you  in 
your  right  mind?  Are  you  not  carried  out  of 
yourself,  and  does  not  your  soul  in  an  ecstasy 
seem  to  be  among  the  persons  or  places  of 
which  you  are  speaking,  whether  they  are  in 
Ithaca  or  in  Troy  or  whatever  may  be  the 
scene  of  the  poem? 

Ion.  That  proof  strikes  home  to  me,  Socrates. 
For  I  must  frankly  confess  that  at  the  tale  of 
pity  my  eyes  are  filled  with  tears,  and  when  I 
speak  of  horrors,  my  hair  stands  on  end  and  my 
heart  throbs. 

Soc.  Well,  Ion,  and  what  are  we  to  say  of  a 
man  who  at  a  sacrifice  or  festival,  when  he  is 
dressed  in  holiday  attire,  and  has  golden  crowns 
upon  his  head,  of  which  nobody  has  robbed 
him,  appears  weeping  or  panic-stricken  in  the 
presence  of  more  than  twenty  thousand  friendly 
faces,  when  there  is  no  one  despoiling  or  wrong 
ing  him; — is  he  in  his  right  mind  or  is  he  not? 

Ion.  No  indeed,  Socrates,  I  must  say  that, 
strictly  speaking,  he  is  not  in  his  right  mind. 

Soc.  And  are  you  aware  that  you  produce 
similar  effects  on  most  spectators  ? 

Ion.  Only  too  well;  for  I  look  down  upon 
them  from  the  stage,  and  behold  the  various 
emotions  of  pity,  wonder,  sternness,  stamped 
upon  their  countenances  when  I  am  speaking: 
and  I  am  obliged  to  give  my  very  best  attention 
to  them;  for  if  I  make  them  cry  I  myself  shall 
laugh,  and  if  I  make  them  laugh  I  myself  shall 
cry  when  the  time  of  payment  arrives. 

Soc,  Do  you  know  that  the  spectator  is  the 
last  of  the  rings  which,  as  I  am  saying,  receive 
the  power  of  the  original  magnet  from  one 
another ?  The  rhapsode  like  yourself  and  the 
actor  are  intermediate  links,  [536]  and  the 
poet  himself  is  the  first  of  them.  Through  all 
these  the  God  sways  the  souls  of  men  in  any 
direction  which  he  pleases,  and  makes  one  man 
hang  down  from  another.  Thus  there  is  a  vast 
chain  of  dancers  and  masters  and  undermastcrs 
of  choruses,  who  are  suspended,  as  if  from  the 
stone,  at  the  side  of  the  rings  which  hang  down 


from  the  Muse.  And  every  poet  has  some  Muse 
from  whom  he  is  suspended,  and  by  whom  he 
is  said  to  be  possessed,  which  is  nearly  the 
same  thing;  for  he  is  taken  hold  of.  And  from 
these  first  rings,  which  are  the  poets,  depend 
others,  some  deriving  their  inspiration  from 
Orpheus,  others  from  Musaeus;  but  the  greater 
number  are  possessed  and  held  by  Homer.  Of 
whom,  Ion,  you  are  one,  and  are  possessed  by 
Homer;  and  when  any  one  repeats  the  words 
of  another  poet  you  go  to  sleep,  and  know  not 
what  to  say;  but  when  any  one  recites  a  strain 
of  Homer  you  wake  up  in  a  moment,  and  your 
soul  leaps  within  you,  and  you  have  plenty  to 
say;  for  not  by  art  or  knowledge  about  Homer 
do  you  say  what  you  say,  but  by  divine  inspira 
tion  and  by  possession;  just  as  the  Corybantian 
revellers  too  have  a  quick  perception  of  that 
strain  only  which  is  appropriated  to  the  God 
by  whom  they  are  possessed,  and  have  plenty 
of  dances  and  words  for  that,  but  take  no  heed 
of  any  other.  And  you,  Ion,  when  the  name  of 
Homer  is  mentioned  have  plenty  to  say,  and 
have  nothing  to  say  of  others.  You  ask,  "Why 
is  this?"  The  answer  is  that  you  praise  Homer 
not  by  art  but  by  divine  inspiration. 

Ion.  That  is  good,  Socrates;  and  yet  I  doubt 
whether  you  will  ever  have  eloquence  enough 
to  persuade  me  that  I  praise  Homer, only  when 
I  am  mad  and  possessed;  and  if  you  could  hear 
me  speak  of  him  I  am  sure  you  would  never 
think  this  to  be  the  case. 

Soc.  I  should  like  very  much  to  hear  you,  but 
not  until  you  have  answered  a  question  which 
I  have  to  ask.  On  what  part  of  Homer  do  you 
speak  well? — not  surely  about  every  part. 

Ion.  There  is  no  part,  Socrates,  about  which 
I  do  not  speak  well;  of  that  I  can  assure  you. 

Soc.  Surely  not  about  things  in  Homer  of 
which  you  have  no  knowledge  ? 

Ion.  And  what  is  there  in  Homer  of  which  I 
have  no  knowledge? 

Soc.  Why,  does  not  Homer  speak  in  many 
passages  about  arts?  For  example,  [ffl]  about 
driving;  if  I  can  only  remember  the  lines  I  will 
repeat  them. 

Ion.  I  remember,  and  will  repeat  them. 

Soc.  Tell  me  then,  what  Nestor  says  to  An- 
tilochus,  his  son,  where  he  bids  him  be  careful 
of  the  turn  at  the  horse-race  in  honour  of  Patro- 
clus. 

Ion.  He  says: 

Bend  gently  in  the  polished  chariot  to  the  left 
of  them,  and  urge  the  horse  on  the  right  hand  with 
whip  and  voice;  and  slacken  the  rein.  And  when 
you  are  at  the  goal,  let  the  left  horse  draw  near*  yet 
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so  that  the  nave  of  the  well-wrought  wheel  may 
not  even  seem  to  touch  the  extremity;  and  avoid 
catching  the  stone. 

Soc.  Enough.  Now,  Ion,  will  the  charioteer 
or  the  physician  be  the  better  judge  of  the  pro 
priety  of  these  lines? 

Ion.  The  charioteer,  clearly. 

Soc.  And  will  the  reason  be  that  this  is  his 
art,  or  will  there  be  any  other  reason  ? 

Ion.  No,  that  will  be  the  reason. 

Soc.  And  every  art  is  appointed  by  God  to 
have  knowledge  of  a  certain  work;  for  that 
which  we  know  by  the  art  of  the  pilot  we  do 
not  know  by  the  art  of  medicine? 

Ion.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  Nor  do  we  know  by  the  art  of  the  car 
penter  that  which  we  know  by  the  art  of  medi 
cine? 

Ion.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  And  this  is  true  of  all  the  arts; — that 
which  we  know  with  one  art  we  do  not  know 
with  the  other?  But  let  me  ask  a  prior  ques 
tion:  You  admit  that  there  are  differences  of 
arts? 

Ion.  Yes. 

Soc.  You  would  argue,  as  I  should,  that  when 
one  art  is  of  one  kind  of  knowledge  and  an 
other  of  another,  they  are  different? 

Ion.  Yes. 

Soc.  Yes,  surely;  for  if  the  subject  of  knowl 
edge  were  the  same,  there  would  be  no  mean 
ing  in  saying  that  the  arts  were  different, — -if 
they  both  gave  the  same  knowledge.  For  ex 
ample,  I  know  that  here  are  five  fingers,  and 
you  know  the  same.  And  if  I  were  to  ask 
whether  I  and  you  became  acquainted  with 
this  fact  by  the  help  of  the  same  art  of  arith 
metic,  you  would  acknowledge  that  we  did? 

Ion.  Yes. 

[53$]  $oc-  Tell  me,  then,  what  I  was  intend 
ing  to  ask  you — whether  this  holds  universally  ? 
Must  the  same  art  have  the  same  subject  of 
knowledge,  and  different  arts  other  subjects  of 
knowledge? 

Ion.  That  is  my  opinion,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Then  he  who  has  no  knowledge  of  a 
particular  art  will  have  no  right  judgment  of 
the  sayings  and  doings  of  that  art? 

Ion.  Very  true. 

Soc.  Then  which  will  be  a  better  judge  of 
the  lines  which  you  were  reciting  from  Homer, 
you  or  the  charioteer? 

Ion.  The  charioteer. 

Soc.  Why,  yes,  because  you  are  a  rhapsode 
and  not  a  charioteer. 

Ion.  Yes, 


Soc.  And  the  art  of  the  rhapsode  is  different 
from  that  of  the  charioteer? 

Ion.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  if  a  different  knowledge,  then  a 
knowledge  of  different  matters  ? 

Ion.  True. 

Soc.  You  know  the  passage  in  which  Heca- 
mede,  the  concubine  of  Nestor,  is  described  as 
giving  to  the  wounded  Machaon  a  posset,  as 
he  says, 

Made  with  Pramnian  wine;  and  she  grated 
cheese  of  goat's  mil\  with  a  grater  of  btonze,  and 
at  his  side  placed  an  onion  which  gives  a  relish  to 


Now  would  you  say  that  the  art  of  the  rhapsode 
or  the  art  of  medicine  was  better  able  to  judge 
of  the  propriety  of  these  lines? 

Ion.  The  art  of  medicine. 

Soc.  And  when  Homer  says, 

And  she  descended  into  the  deep  UJ^e  a  leaden 
plummet,  which,  set  in  the  horn  of  ox  that  ranges 
in  the  fields,  rushes  along  carrying  death  among 
the  ravenous  fishes,  — 

will  the  art  of  the  fisherman  or  of  the  rhapsode 
be  better  able  to  judge  whether  these  lines  are 
rightly  expressed  or  not? 

Ion.  Clearly,  Socrates,  the  art  of  the  fisher 
man. 

Soc.  Come  now,  suppose  that  you  were  to  say 
to  me:  "Since  you,  Socrates,  are  able  to  assign 
different  passages  in  Homer  to  their  corres 
ponding  arts,  I  wish  that  you  would  tell  me 
what  are  the  passages  of  which  the  excellence 
ought  to  be  judged  by  the  prophet  and  pro 
phetic  art";  and  you  will  see  how  readily  and 
truly  I  shall  answer  you.  For  there  are  many 
such  passages,  particularly  in  the  Odyssey;  as, 
for  example,  the  passage  in  which  Theocly- 
menus  the  prophet  of  the  house  of  Melampus 
says  to  the  suitors:  — 

[539]  Wretched  menl  what  is  happening  to 
you?  your  heads  and  your  faces  and  your  limbs 
underneath  are  shrouded  in  night;  and  the  voice 
of  lamentation  bursts  forth,  and  your  checks  are 
wet  with  tears.  And  the  vestibule  is  full,  and  the 
court  is  full,  of  ghosts  descending  into  the  darkness 
of  Erebus,  and  the  sun  has  perished  out  of  heaven, 
and  an  evil  mist  is  spread  abroad. 

And  there  are  many  such  passages  in  ihclltad 
also;  as  for  example  in  the  description  of  the 
battle  near  the  rampart,  where  he  says:  — 

As  they  were  eager  to  pass  the  ditch,  there  came 
to  them  an  omen:  a  soaring  eagle,  holding  bacl^ 
the  people  on  the  lejt,  bore  a  huge  bloody  dragon 
in  his  talons,  still  living  and  panting;  nor  had  he 
yet  resigned  the  strijet  for  he  bent  bac1{  and  smote 
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the  bird  which  carried  him  on  the  breast  by  the 
nec\,  and  he  in  pain  let  him  jail  from  him  to  the 
ground  into  the  midst  of  the  multitude.  And  the 
eagle,  with  a  cry,  was  borne  ajar  on  the  wings  of 
the  wind. 

These  are  the  sort  of  things  which  I  should 
say  that  the  prophet  ought  to  consider  and  de 
termine. 

Ion.  And  you  are  quite  right,  Socrates,  in 
saying  so. 

Soc.  Yes,  Ion,  and  you  are  right  also.  And  as 
I  have  selected  from  the  Iliad  and  Odyssey  for 
you  passages  which  describe  the  office  of  the 
prophet  and  the  physician  and  the  fisherman, 
do  you,  who  know  Homer  so  much  better  than 
I  do,  Ion,  select  for  me  passages  which  relate 
to  the  rhapsode  and  the  rhapsode's  art,  and 
which  the  rhapsode  ought  to  examine  and 
judge  of  better  than  other  men. 

Ion.  All  passages,  I  should  say,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Not  all,  Ion,  surely.  Have  you  already 
forgotten  what  you  were  saying?  A  rhapsode 
ought  to  have  a  better  memory. 

[540]  Ion.  Why,  what  am  I  forgetting? 

Soc.  Do  you  not  remember  that  you  declared 
the  art  of  the  rhapsode  to  be  different  from  the 
art  of  the  charioteer? 

Ion.  Yes,  I  remember. 

Soc.  And  you  admitted  that  being  different 
they  would  have  different  subjects  of  knowl 
edge? 

Ion.  Yes. 

Soc.  Then  upon  your  own  showing  the  rhap 
sode,  and  the  art  of  the  rhapsode,  will  not  know 
everything? 

Ion.  I  should  exclude  certain  things,  Socrates. 

Soc.  You  mean  to  say  that  you  would  ex 
clude  pretty  much  the  subjects  of  the  other 
arts.  As  he  does  not  know  all  of  them,  which 
of  them  will  he  know? 

Ion.  He  will  know  what  a  man  and  what  a 
woman  ought  to  say,  and  what  a  freeman  and 
what  a  slave  ought  to  say,  and  what  a  ruler  and 
what  a  subject. 

Soc.  Do  you  mean  that  a  rhapsode  will  know 
better  than  the  pilot  what  the  ruler  of  a  sea- 
tossed  vessel  ought  to  say  ? 

Ion.  No;  the  pilot  will  know  best. 

Soc.  Or  will  the  rhapsode  know  better  than 
the  physician  what  the  ruler  of  a  sick  man 
ought  to  say? 

Ion.  He  will  not. 

Soc.  But  he  will  know  what  a  slave  ought  to 
say? 

Ion.  Yes. 

Soc.  Suppose  the  slave  to  be  a  cowherd;  the 


rhapsode  will  know  better  than  the  cowherd 
what  he  ought  to  say  in  order  to  soothe  the  in 
furiated  cows? 

Ion.  No,  he  will  not. 

Soc.  But  he  will  know  what  a  spinning- 
woman  ought  to  say  about  the  working  of 
wool? 

Ion.  No. 

Soc.  At  any  rate  he  will  know  what  a  general 
ought  to  say  when  exhorting  his  soldiers? 

Ion.  Yes,  that  is  the  sort  of  thing  which  the 
rhapsode  will  be  sure  to  know. 

Soc.  Well,  but  is  the  art  of  the  rhapsode  the 
art  of  the  general? 

Ion.  I  am  sure  that  I  should  know  what  a 
general  ought  to  say. 

Soc.  Why,  yes,  Ion,  because  you  may  possibly 
have  a  knowledge  of  the  art  of  the  general  as 
well  as  of  the  rhapsode;  and  you  may  also  have 
a  knowledge  of  horsemanship  as  well  as  of  the 
lyre:  and  then  you  would  know  when  horses 
were  well  or  ill  managed.  But  suppose  I  were 
to  ask  you:  By  the  help  of  which  art,  Ion,  do 
you  know  whether  horses  are  well  managed, 
by  your  skill  as  a  horseman  or  as  a  performer 
on  the  lyre — what  would  you  answer? 

Ion.  I  should  reply,  by  my  skill  as  a  horse 
man. 

Soc.  And  if  you  judged  of  performers  on  the 
lyre,  you  would  admit  that  you  judged  of  them 
as  a  performer  on  the  lyre,  and  not  as  a  horse 
man? 

7<?/7.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  in  judging  of  the  general's  art,  do 
you  judge  of  it  as  a  general  or  a  rhapsode? 

Ion.  To  me  there  appears  to  be  no  difference 
between  them. 

[541]  Soc.  What  do  you  mean?  Do  you 
mean  to  say  that  the  art  of  the  rhapsode  and  of 
the  general  is  the  same? 

Ion.  Yes,  one  and  the  same. 

Soc.  Then  he  who  is  a  good  rhapsode  is  also 
a  good  general  ? 

Ion.  Certainly,  Socrates. 

Soc.  And  he  who  is  a  good  general  is  also 
a  good  rhapsode? 

Ion.  No;  I  do  not  say  that. 

Soc.  But  you  do  say  that  he  who  is  a  good 
rhapsode  is  also  a  good  general. 

Ion.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  you  arc  the  best  of  Hellenic  rhap 
sodes? 

Ion.  Far  the  best,  Socrates. 

Soc.  And  are  you  the  best  general,  Ion? 

Ion.  To  be  sure,  Socrates;  and  Homer  was 
my  master. 
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Soc.  But  then,  Ion,  what  in  the  name  of  good 
ness  can  be  the  reason  why  you,  who  are  the 
best  of  generals  as  well  as  the  best  of  rhapsodes 
in  all  Hellas,  go  about  as  a  rhapsode  when  you 
might  be  a  general?  Do  you  think  that  the 
Hellenes  want  a  rhapsode  with  his  golden 
crown,  and  do  not  want  a  general  ? 

Ion.  Why,  Socrates,  the  reason  is,  that  my 
countrymen,  the  Ephesians,  are  the  servants 
and  soldiers  of  Athens,  and  do  not  need  a  gen 
eral;  and  you  and  Sparta  are  not  likely  to  have 
me,  for  you  think  that  you  have  enough  gen 
erals  of  your  own. 

Soc.  My  good  Ion,  did  you  never  hear  of 
Apollodorus  of  Cy^icus? 

Ion.  Who  may  he  be? 

Soc.  One  who,  though  a  foreigner,  has  often 
been  chosen  their  general  by  the  Athenians:  and 
there  is  Phanosthenes  of  Andros,  and  Hera- 
elides  of  Clazomenae,  whom  they  have  also  ap 
pointed  to  the  command  of  their  armies  and 
to  other  offices,  although  aliens,  after  they  had 
shown  their  merit.  And  will  they  not  choose 
Ion  the  Ephesian  to  be  their  general,  and  hon 
our  him,  if  he  prove  himself  worthy  ?  Were  not 
the  Ephesians  originally  Athenians,  and  Ephc- 
sus  is  no  mean  city  ?  But,  indeed,  Ion,  if  you  are 
correct  in  saying  that  by  art  and  knowledge  you 


are  able  to  praise  Homer,  you  do  not  deal  fairly 
with  me,  and  after  all  your  professions  of  know 
ing  many  glorious  things  about  Homer,  and 
promises  that  you  would  exhibit  them,  you  are 
only  a  deceiver,  and  so  far  from  exhibiting  the 
art  of  which  you  are  a  master,  will  not,  even 
after  my  repeated  entreaties,  explain  to  me  the 
nature  of  it.  You  have  literally  as  many  forms 
as  Proteus;  and  now  you  go  all  manner  of  ways, 
twisting  and  turning,  and,  like  Proteus,  become 
all  manner  of  people  at  once,  and  at  last  slip 
away  from  me  in  the  disguise  of  a  general,  [542] 
in  order  that  you  may  escape  exhibiting  your 
Homeric  lore.  And  if  you  have  art,  then,  as  I 
was  saying,  in  falsifying  your  promise  that  you 
would  exhibit  Homer,  you  are  not  dealing  fair 
ly  with  me.  But  if,  as  I  believe,  you  have  no  art, 
but  speak  all  these  bee*  utif  ul  words  about  Homer 
unconsciously  under  his  inspiring  influence, 
then  I  acquit  you  of  dishonesty,  and  shall  only 
say  that  you  are  inspired.  Which  do  you  prefer 
to  be  thought,  dishonest  or  inspired? 

Ion.  There  is  a  great  difference,  Socrates,  be 
tween  the  two  alternatives;  and  inspiration  is 
by  far  the  nobler. 

Soc.  Then,  Ion,  I  shall  assume  the  nobler  al 
ternative;  and  attribute  to  you  in  your  praises 
of  Homer  inspiration,  and  not  art. 
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PERSONS  OF  THE  DIALOGUE:  APOLLODORUS,  who  repeats  to  his  companion  the  dialogue 
which  he  had  heard  from  Aristodemus,  and  had  already  once  narrated  to  Glaucon; 
PHAEDRUS;  PAUSANIAS;  ERYXIMACHUS;  ARISTOPHANES;  AGATHON;  SOCRATES;  ALCIBIADES; 
A  TROOP  OF  REVELLERS.  Scene:  Tht  House  of  Agathon 


[172]  CONCERNING  the  things  about  which  you 
ask  to  be  informed  I  believe  that  I  am  not  ill- 
prepared  with  an  answer.  For  the  day  before 
yesterday  I  was  coming  from  my  own  home  at 
Phalerum  to  the  city,  and  one  of  my  acquaint 
ance,  who  had  caught  a  sight  of  me  from  be 
hind,  calling  out  playfully  in  the  distance,  said: 
Apollodorus,  O  thou  Phalerian  1  man,  halt'  So 
I  did  as  I  was  bid;  and  then  he  said,  I  was  look 
ing  for  you,  Apollodorus,  only  just  now,  that 
I  might  ask  you  about  the  speeches  in  praise  of 
love,  which  were  delivered  by  Socrates,  Alci- 
biades,  and  others,  at  Agathon's  supper.  Phoe 
nix,  the  son  of  Philip,  told  another  person  who 
told  me  of  them;  his  narrative  was  very  in 
distinct,  but  he  said  that  you  knew,  and  I  wish 
that  you  would  give  me  an  account  of  them. 
Who,  if  not  you,  should  be  the  reporter  of  the 
words  of  your  friend?  And  first  tell  me,  he  said, 
were  you  present  at  this  meeting? 

Your  informant,  Glaucon,  I  said,  must  have 
been  very  indistinct  indeed,  if  you  imagine  that 
the  occasion  was  recent;  or  that  I  could  have 
been  of  the  party. 

Why,  yes,  he  replied,  T  thought  so. 

Impossible:  I  said.  Are  you  ignorant  that  for 
many  years  Agathon  has  not  resided  at  Athens; 
and  not  three  have  elapsed  since  I  became  ac 
quainted  with  Socrates,  and  have  made  it  my 
daily  business  to  know  all  that  he  says  and 
does.  [i]  There  was  a  time  when  I  was  run- 


1  Probably  a  play  of  words  on  (f>a\apbs3  "bald- 
headed." 


ning  about  the  world,  fancying  myself  to  be 
well  employed,  but  I  was  really  a  most  wretch 
ed  being,  no  better  than  you  are  now.  I  thought 
that  I  ought  to  do  anything  rather  than  be  a 
philosopher. 

Well,  he  said,  jesting  apart,  tell  me  when  the 
meeting  occurred. 

In  our  boyhood,  I  replied,  when  Agathon 
won  the  prize  with  his  first  tragedy,  on  the  day 
after  that  on  which  he  and  his  chorus  offered 
the  sacrifice  of  victory. 

Then  it  must  have  been  a  long  while  ago, 
he  said;  and  who  told  you — did  Socrates? 

No  indeed,  I  replied,  but  the  same  person 
who  told  Phoenix; — he  was  a  little  fellow,  who 
never  wore  any  shoes,  Aristodemus,  of  the 
deme  of  Cydathenaeum.  Fie  had  been  at  Aga 
thon's  feast;  and  I  think  that  in  those  days  there 
was  no  one  who  was  a  more  devoted  admirer 
of  Socrates.  Moreover,  I  have  asked  Socrates 
about  the  truth  of  some  parts  of  his  narrative, 
and  he  confirmed  them.  Then,  said  Glaucon, 
let  us  have  the  tale  over  again;  is  not  the  road 
to  Athens  just  made  for  conversation?  And  so 
we  walked,  and  talked  of  the  discourses  on 
love;  and  therefore,  as  I  said  at  first,  I  am  not 
ill-prepared  to  comply  with  your  request,  and 
will  have  another  rehearsal  of  them  if  you  like. 
For  to  speak  or  to  hear  others  speak  of  philos 
ophy  always  gives  me  the  greatest  pleasure,  to 
say  nothing  of  the  profit.  But  when  I  hear  an 
other  strain,  especially  that  of  you  rich  men 
and  traders,  such  conversation  displeases  me; 
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and  I  pity  you  who  are  my  companions,  be 
cause  you  think  that  you  are  doing  something 
when  in  reality  you  are  doing  nothing.  And  I 
dare  say  that  you  pity  me  in  return,  whom  you 
regard  as  an  unhappy  creature,  and  very  prob 
ably  you  are  right.  But  I  certainly  know  of  you 
what  you  only  think  of  me — there  is  the  dif 
ference. 

Companion.  I  see,  Apollodorus,  that  you  are 
just  the  same — always  speaking  evil  of  yourself, 
and  of  others;  and  I  do  believe  that  you  pity  all 
mankind,  with  the  exception  of  Socrates,  your 
self  first  of  all,  true  in  this  to  your  old  name, 
which,  however  deserved,  I  know  not  how  you 
acquired,  of  Apollodorus  the  madman;  for  you 
are  always  raging  against  yourself  and  every 
body  but  Socrates. 

Apollodorus.  Yes,  friend,  and  the  reason  why 
I  am  said  to  be  mad,  and  out  of  my  wits,  is 
just  because  I  have  these  notions  of  myself  and 
you;  no  other  evidence  is  required. 

Com.  No  more  of  that,  Apollodorus;  but  let 
me  renew  my  request  that  you  would  repeat 
the  conversation. 

A  poll.  Well,  the  tale  of  love  was  on  this  wise: 
— But  perhaps  I  had  better  begin  at  the  begin 
ning,  [174]  and  endeavour  to  give  you  the 
exact  words  of  Aristodemus: 

He  said  that  he  met  Socrates  fresh  from  the 
bath  and  sandalled;  and  as  the  sight  of  the 
sandals  was  unusual,  he  asked  him  whither  he 
was  going  that  he  had  been  converted  into  such 
a  beau: — 

To  a  banquet  at  Agathon's,  he  replied,  whose 
invitation  to  his  sacrifice  of  victory  I  refused 
yesterday,  fearing  a  crowd,  but  promising  that 
I  would  come  to-day  instead;  and  so  I  have  put 
on  my  finery,  because  he  is  such  a  fine  man. 
What  say  you  to  going  with  me  unasked? 

I  will  do  as  you  bid  me,  I  replied. 

Follow  then,  he  said,  and  let  us  demolish 
the  proverb: 

To  the  feasts  of  inferior  men  the  good  unbidden  go; 
instead  of  which  our  proverb  will  run: — 
To  the  feasts  of  the  good  the  good  unbidden  go; 

and  this  alteration  may  be  supported  by  the 
authority  of  Homer  himself,  who  not  only  de 
molishes  but  literally  outrages  the  proverb. For, 
after  picturing  Agamemnon  as  the  most  valiant 
of  men,  he  makes  Menelaus,  who  is  but  a  faint 
hearted  warrior,  come  unbidden  to  the  ban 
quet  of  Agamemnon,  who  is  feasting  and  offer 
ing  sacrifices,  not  the  better  to  the  worse,  but 
the  worse  to  the  better. 


I  rather  fear,  Socrates,  said  Aristodemus,  lest 
this  may  still  be  my  case;  and  that,  like  Mene 
laus  in  Homer,  I  shall  be  the  inferior  person, 
who 

To  the  feasts  of  the  wise  unbidden  goes. 

But  I  shall  say  that  I  was  bidden  of  you,  and 
then  you  will  have  to  make  an  excuse. 

Two  going  together, 

he  replied,  in  Homeric  fashion,  one  or  other  of 
them  may  invent  an  excuse  by  the  way. 

This  was  the  style  of  their  conversation  as 
they  went  along.  Socrates  dropped  behind  in 
a  fit  of  abstraction,  and  desired  Aristodemus, 
who  was  waiting,  to  go  on  before  him.  When 
he  reached  the  house  of  Agathon  he  found 
the  doors  wide  open,  and  a  comical  thing  hap 
pened.  A  servant  coming  out  met  him,  and  led 
him  at  once  into  the  banqueting-hall  in  which 
the  guests  were  reclining,  for  the  banquet  was 
about  to  begin.  Welcome,  Aristodemus,  said 
Agathon,  as  soon  as  he  appeared — you  are  just 
in  time  to  sup  with  us;  if  you  come  on  any 
other  matter  put  it  off,  and  make  one  of  us, 
as  I  was  looking  for  you  yesterday  and  meant 
to  have  asked  you,  if  I  could  have  found  you. 
But  what  have  you  done  with  Socrates? 

I  turned  round,  but  Socrates  was  nowhere  to 
be  seen;  and  I  had  to  explain  that  he  had  been 
with  me  a  moment  before,  and  that  I  came  by 
his  invitation  to  the  supper. 

You  were  quite  right  in  coming,  said  Aga 
thon;  but  where  is  he  himself? 

[ij$]  He  was  behind  me  just  now,  as  I 
entered,  he  said,  and  I  cannot  think  what  has 
become  of  him. 

Go  and  look  for  him,  boy,  said  Agathon, 
and  bring  him  in;  and  do  you,  Aristodemus, 
meanwhile  take  the  place  by  Eryximachus. 

The  servant  then  assisted  him  to  wash,  and 
he  lay  down,  and  presently  another  servant 
carne  in  and  reported  that  our  friend  Socrates 
had  retired  into  the  portico  of  the  neighbouring 
house.  "There  he  is  fixed,"  said  he,  "and  when 
I  call  to  him  he  will  not  stir." 

Flow  strange,  said  Agathon;  then  you  must 
call  him  again,  and  keep  calling  him. 

Let  him  alone,  said  my  informant;  he  has  a 
way  of  stopping  anywhere  and  losing  himself 
without  any  reason.  I  believe  that  he  will  soon 
appear;  do  not  therefore  disturb  him. 

Well,  i£  you  think  so,  I  will  leave  him,  said 
Agathon.  And  then,  turning  to  the  servants, 
he  added,  "Let  us  have  supper  without  wait 
ing  for  him.  Serve  up  whatever  you  please,  for 
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there  is  no  one  to  give  you  orders;  hitherto  I 
have  never  left  you  to  yourselves.  But  on  this 
occasion  imagine  that  you  are  our  hosts,  and 
that  I  and  the  company  are  your  guests;  treat 
us  well,  and  then  we  shall  commend  you."  After 
this,  supper  was  served,  but  still  no  Socrates; 
and  during  the  meal  Agathon  several  times  ex 
pressed  a  wish  to  send  for  him,  but  Aristode- 
mus  objected;  and  at  last  when  the  feast  was 
about  half  over — for  the  fit,  as  usual,  was  not 
of  long  duration — Socrates  entered.  Agathon, 
who  was  reclining  alone  at  the  end  of  the  table, 
begged  that  he  would  take  the  place  next  to 
him;  that  "I  may  touch  you,"  he  said,  "and 
have  the  benefit  of  that  wise  thought  which 
came  into  your  mind  in  the  portico,  and  is  now 
in  your  possession;  for  I  am  certain  that  you 
would  not  have  come  away  until  you  had  found 
what  you  sought." 

How  I  wish,  said  Socrates,  taking  his  place 
as  he  was  desired,  that  wisdom  could  be  infused 
by  touch,  out  of  the  fuller  into  the  emptier  man, 
as  water  runs  through  wool  out  of  a  fuller  cup 
into  an  emptier  one;  if  that  were  so,  how  great 
ly  should  I  value  the  privilege  of  reclining  at 
your  side!  For  you  would  have  filled  me  full 
with  a  stream  of  wisdom  plenteous  and  fair; 
whereas  my  own  is  of  a  very  mean  and  ques 
tionable  sort,  no  better  than  a  dream.  But  yours 
is  bright  and  full  of  promise,  and  was  mani 
fested  forth  in  all  the  splendour  of  youth  the 
day  before  yesterday,  in  the  presence  of  more 
than  thirty  thousand  Hellenes. 

You  are  mocking,  Socrates,  said  Agathon, 
and  ere  long  you  and  I  will  have  to  determine 
who  bears  off  the  palm  of  wisdom — of  this 
Dionysus  shall  be  the  judge;  but  at  present  you 
are  better  occupied  with  supper. 

[ij6]  Socrates  took  his  place  on  the  couch, 
and  supped  with  the  rest;  and  then  libations 
were  offered,  and  after  a  hymn  had  been  sung 
to  the  god,  and  there  had  been  the  usual  cere 
monies,  they  were  about  to  commence  drink 
ing,  when  Pausanias  said,  And  now,  my  friends, 
how  can  we  drink  with  least  injury  to  ourselves? 
I  can  assure  you  that  I  feel  severely  the  effect 
of  yesterday's  potations,  and  must  have  time  to 
recover;  and  1  suspect  that  most  of  you  are  in 
the  same  predicament,  for  you  were  of  the  party 
yesterday*  Consider  then:  How  can  the  drink 
ing  be  made  easiest? 

I  entirely  agree,  said  Aristophanes,  that  we 
should,  by  all  means.,  avoid  hard  drinking,  for 
I  was  myself  one  of  those  who  were  yesterday 
drowned  in  drink. 

I  think  that  you  are  right,  said  Eryxiraachus, 


the  son  of  Acumenus;  but  I  should  still  like  to 
hear  one  other  person  speak:  Is  Agathon  able  to 
drink  hard  ? 

I  am  not  equal  to  it,  said  Agathon. 

Then,  said  Eryximachus,the  weak  heads  like 
myself,  Aristodemus,Phaedrus,and  others  who 
never  can  drink,  are  fortunate  in  finding  that 
the  stronger  ones  are  not  in  a  drinking  mood.  (I 
do  not  include  Socrates,  who  is  able  either  to 
drink  or  to  abstain,  and  will  not  mind,  which 
ever  we  do.)  Well,  as  none  of  the  company  seem 
disposed  to  drink  much,  I  may  be  forgiven  for 
saying,  as  a  physician,  that  drinking  deep  is  a 
bad  practice,  which  I  never  follow,  if  I  can  help, 
and  certainly  do  not  recommend  to  another, 
least  of  all  to  any  one  who  still  feels  the  effects 
of  yesterday's  carouse. 

I  always  do  what  you  advise,  and  especially 
what  you  prescribe  as  a  physician,  rejoined 
Phaedrus  the  Myrrhinusian,  and  the  rest  of  the 
company,  if  they  are  wise,  will  do  the  same. 

It  was  agreed  that  drinking  was  not  to  be 
the  order  of  the  day,  but  that  they  were  all  to 
drink  only  so  much  as  they  pleased. 

Then,  said  Eryximachus,  as  you  are  all  agreed 
that  drinking  is  to  be  voluntary,  and  that  there 
is  to  be  no  compulsion,  I  move,  in  the  next 
place,  that  the  flute-girl,  who  has  just  made  her 
appearance,  be  told  to  go  away  and  play  to  her 
self,  or,  if  she  likes,  to  the  women  who  are 
within.1  To-day  let  us  have  conversation  in 
stead;  and,  /~/777  if  you  will  allow  me,  I  will 
tell  you  what  sort  of  conversation.  This  pro 
posal  having  been  accepted,  Eryximachus  pro 
ceeded  as  follows: — 

I  will  begin,  he  said,  after  the  manner  of 
Melanippe  in  Euripides, 

Not  mine  the  word 

which  I  am  about  to  speak,  but  that  of  Phaedrus. 
For  often  he  says  to  me  in  an  indignant  tone: — 
"What  a  strange  thing  it  is,  Eryximachus,  that, 
whereas  other  gods  have  poems  and  hymns 
made  in  their  honour,  the  great  and  glorious 
god,  Love,  has  no  encomiast  among  all  the 
poets  who  are  so  many.  There  are  the  worthy 
sophists  too — the  excellent  Prodicus  for  exam 
ple,  who  have  descanted  in  prose  on  the  vir 
tues  of  Heracles  and  other  heroes;  and,  what  is 
still  more  extraordinary,  I  have  met  with  a 
philosophical  work  in  which  the  utility  of  salt 
has  been  made  the  theme  of  an  eloquent  dis 
course;  and  many  other  like  things  have  had 
a  like  honour  bestowed  upon  them.  And  only 
to  think  that  there  should  have  been  an  eager 
1  Cf .  Protagoras,  347. 
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interest  created  about  them,  and  yet  that  to  this 
day  no  one  has  ever  dared  worthily  to  hymn 
Love's  praises'  So  entirely  has  this  great  deity 
been  neglected."  Now  in  this  Phaedras  seems 
to  me  to  be  quite  right,  and  therefore  I  want  to 
offer  him  a  contribution;  also  I  think  that  at 
the  present  moment  we  who  are  here  assembled 
cannot  do  better  than  honour  the  god  Love. 
If  you  agree  with  me,  there  will  be  no  lack  of 
conversation;  for  I  mean  to  propose  that  each 
of  us  in  turn,  going  from  left  to  right,  shall 
make  a  speech  in  honour  of  Love.  Let  him  give 
us  the  best  which  he  can;  and  Phaedrus,  because 
he  is  sitting  first  on  the  left  hand,  and  because 
he  is  the  father  of  the  thought,  shall  begin. 

No  one  will  vote  against  you,  Eryximachus, 
said  Socrates.  How  can  I  oppose  your  motion, 
who  profess  to  understand  nothing  but  mat 
ters  of  love;  nor,  I  presume,  will  Agathon  and 
Pausanias;  and  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  Aristo 
phanes,  whose  whole  concern  is  with  Dionysus 
and  Aphrodite;  nor  will  any  one  disagree  of 
those  whom  I  see  around  me.  The  proposal,  as 
I  am  aware,  may  seem  rather  hard  upon  us 
whose  place  is  last;  but  we  shall  be  contented  if 
we  hear  some  good  speeches  first.  Let  Phacclrus 
begin  the  praise  of  Love,  and  good  luck  to 
him.  All  the  company  expressed  their  assent, 
[178]  and  desired  him  to  do  as  Socrates  bade 
him. 

Aristodemus  did  not  recollect  all  that  was 
said,  nor  do  I  recollect  all  that  he  related  to  me; 
but  I  will  tell  you  what  I  thought  most  worthy 
of  remembrance,  and  what  the  chief  speakers 
saicl. 

Phaedrus  began  by  affirming  that  Love  is  a 
mighty  god,  and  wonderful  among  gods  and 
men,  but  especially  wonderful  in  his  birth.  For 
he  is  the  eldest  of  the  gods,  which  is  an  honour 
to  him;  and  a  proof  of  his  claim  to  this  honour 
is,  that  of  his  parents  there  is  no  memorial; 
neither  poet  nor  prose-writer  has  ever  affirmed 
that  he  had  any.  As  Hesiod  says: 

First  Chaos  came,  and  then  broad-bosomed  Earth, 
The  everlasting  scat  oj  all  that  is, 
And  Love. 

In  other  words,  after  Chaos,  the  Earth  and 
Love,  these  two,  came  into  being.  Also  Par- 
menides  sings  of  Generation: 

First  in  the  train  of  gods,  he  fashioned  Love. 

And  Acusilaus  agrees  with  Hesiod.  Thus  nu 
merous  are  the  witnesses  who  acknowledge 
Love  to  be  the  eldest  of  the  gods.  And  not  only 
is  he  the  eldest,  he  is  also  the  source  of  the  great 


est  benefits  to  us.  For  I  know  not  any  greater 
blessing  to  a  young  man  who  is  beginning  life 
than  a  virtuous  lover,  or  to  the  lover  than  a  be 
loved  youth.  For  the  principle  which  ought  to 
be  the  guide  of  men  who  would  nobly  live — that 
principle,  I  say,  neither  kindred,  nor  honour, 
nor  wealth,  nor  any  other  motive  is  able  to  im 
plant  so  well  as  love.  Of  what  am  I  speaking? 
Of  the  sense  of  honour  and  dishonour,  without 
which  neither  states  nor  individuals  e\er  do 
any  good  or  great  work.  And  I  say  that  a  lover 
who  is  detected  in  doing  any  dishonourable 
act,  or  submitting  through  cowardice  when  any 
dishonour  is  done  to  him  by  another,  will  be 
more  pained  at  being  detected  by  his  beloved 
than  at  being  seen  by  his  father,  or  by  his  com 
panions,  or  by  any  one  else.  The  beloved  too, 
when  he  is  found  in  any  disgraceful  situation, 
has  the  same  feeling  about  his  lover.  And  if 
there  were  only  some  way  of  contriving  that  a 
state  or  an  army  should  be  made  up  of  lovers 
and  their  loves,1  they  would  be  the  very  best 
governors  of  their  own  city,  abstaining  from  all 
dishonour,  and  emulating  one  another  in  hon 
our;  /"/7p7  and  when  fighting  at  each  other's 
side, although  a  mere  handful,  they  would  over 
come  the  world.  For  what  lover  would  not 
choose  rather  to  be  seen  by  all  mankind  than 
by  his  beloved,  either  when  abandoning  his 
post  or  throwing  away  his  arms?  He  would  be 
ready  to  die  a  thousand  deaths  rather  than  en 
dure  this.  Or  who  would  desert  his  beloved  or 
fail  him  in  the  hour  of danger?  The  veriest  cow 
ard  would  become  an  inspired  hero,  equal  to  the 
bravest,  at  such  a  time;  Love  would  inspire 
him.  That  courage  which,  as  Homer  says,  the 
god  breathes  into  the  souls  of  some  heroes, 
Love  of  his  own  nature  infuses  into  the  lover. 

Love  will  make  men  dare  to  die  for  their 
beloved — love  alone;  and  women  as  well  as 
men.  Of  this,  Alcestis,  the  daughter  of  Pelias, 
is  a  monument  to  all  Hellas;  for  she  was  will 
ing  to  lay  down  her  life  on  behalf  of  her  hus 
band,  when  no  one  else  would,  although  he 
had  a  father  and  mother;  but  the  tenderness  of 
her  love  so  far  exceeded  theirs,  that  she  made 
them  seem  to  be  strangers  in  blood  to  their  own 
son,  and  in  name  only  related  to  him;  and  so 
noble  did  this  action  of  hers  appear  to  the  gods, 
as  well  as  to  men,  that  among  the  many  who 
have  done  virtuously  she  is  one  of  the  very 
few  to  whom,  in  admiration  of  her  noble  ac 
tion,  they  have  granted  the  privilege  of  return 
ing  alive  to  earth;  such  exceeding  honour  is 
paid  by  the  gods  to  the  devotion  and  virtue  of 
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love.  But  Orpheus,  the  son  of  Oeagrus,  the 
harper,  they  sent  empty  away,  and  presented  to 
him  an  apparition  only  of  her  whom  he  sought, 
but  herself  they  would  not  give  up,  because 
he  showed  no  spirit;  he  was  only  a  harp-player, 
and  did  not  dare  like  Alcestis  to  die  for  love,  but 
was  contriving  how  he  might  enter  Hades  alive; 
moreover,  they  afterwards  caused  him  to  suffer 
death  at  the  hands  of  women,  as  the  punish 
ment  of  his  cowardliness.  Very  different  was 
the  reward  of  the  true  love  of  Achilles  towards 
his  lover  Patroclus — his  lover  and  not  his  love 
(the  notion  that  Patroclus  was  the  beloved  one 
is  a  foolish  error  into  which  Aeschylus  has 
fallen,  for  Achilles  was  surely  the  fairer  of  the 
two,  fairer  also  than  all  the  other  heroes;  and, 
as  Homer  informs  us,  he  was  still  beardless, 
and  younger  far).  [180]  And  greatly  as  the 
gods  honour  the  virtue  of  love,  still  the  return 
of  love  on  the  part  of  the  beloved  to  the  lover 
is  more  admired  and  valued  arid  rewarded  by 
them,  for  the  lover  is  more  divine;  because  he 
is  inspired  by  God.  Now  Achilles  was  quite 
aware,  for  he  had  been  told  by  his  mother,  that 
he  might  avoid  death  and  return  home,  and 
live  to  a  good  old  age,  if  he  abstained  from  slay 
ing  Hector.  Nevertheless  he  gave  his  life  to 
revenge  his  friend,  and  dared  to  die,  not  only 
in  his  defence,  but  after  he  was  dead.  Where 
fore  the  gods  honoured  him  even  above  Alcestis, 
and  sent  him  to  the  Islands  of  the  Blest.  These 
are  my  reasons  for  affirming  that  Love  is  the 
eldest  and  noblest  and  mightiest  of  the  gods, 
and  the  chiefest  author  and  giver  of  virtue  in 
life,  and  of  happiness  after  death. 

This,  or  something  like  this,  was  the  speech 
of  Phaedrus;  and  some  other  speeches  followed 
which  Aristodemus  did  not  remember;  the 
next  which  he  repeated  was  that  of  Pausanias. 
Phaedrus,  he  said,  the  argument  has  not  been 
set  before  us,  I  think,  quite  in  the  right  form; 
— we  should  not  be  called  upon  to  praise  Love 
in  such  an  indiscriminate  manner.  If  there 
were  only  one  Love,  then  what  you  said  would 
be  well  enough;  but  since  there  are  more  Loves 
than  one,  you  should  have  begun  by  determin 
ing  which  of  them  was  to  be  the  theme  of  our 
praises.  I  will  amend  this  defect;  and  first  of  all 
I  will  tell  you  which  Love  is  deserving  of  praise, 
and  then  try  to  hymn  the  praiseworthy  one  in 
a  manner  worthy  of  him.  For  we  all  know  that 
Love  is  inseparable  from  Aphrodite,  and  if 
there  were  only  one  Aphrodite  there  would  be 
only  one  Love;  but  as  there  are  two  goddesses 
there  must  be  two  Loves. 

And  am  I  not  right  in  asserting  that  there 


are  two  goddesses?  The  elder  one,  having  no 
mother,  who  is  called  the  heavenly  Aphrodite 
— she  is  the  daughter  of  Uranus;  the  younger, 
who  is  the  daughter  of  Zeus  and  Dione — her 
we  call  common;  and  the  Love  who  is  her  fel 
low-worker  is  righdy  named  common,  as  the 
other  love  is  called  heavenly.  All  the  gods  ought 
to  have  praise  given  to  them,  but  not  without 
distinction  of  their  natures;  and  therefore  I 
must  try  to  distinguish  the  characters  of  the 
two  Loves.  Now  actions  vary  according  to  the 
manner  of  their  performance.  [181]  Take,  for 
example,  that  which  we  are  now  doing,  drink 
ing,  singing  and  talking — these  actions  are  not 
in  themselves  either  good  or  evil,  but  they  turn 
out  in  this  or  that  way  according  to  the  mode 
of  performing  them;  and  when  well  done  they 
are  good,  and  when  wrongly  done  they  are  evil; 
and  in  like  manner  not  every  love,  but  only 
that  which  has  a  noble  purpose,  is  noble  and 
worthy  of  praise.  The  Love  who  is  the  offspring 
of  the  common  Aphrodite  is  essentially  com 
mon,  and  has  no  discrimination,  being  such  as 
the  meaner  sort  of  men  feel,  and  is  apt  to  be  of 
women  as  well  as  of  youths,  and  is  of  the  body 
rather  than  of  the  soul — the  most  foolish  beings 
are  the  objects  of  this  love  which  desires  only 
to  gain  an  end,  but  never  thinks  of  accomplish 
ing  the  end  nobly,  and  therefore  does  good  and 
evil  quite  indiscriminately.  The  goddess  who  is 
his  mother  is  far  younger  than  the  other,  and 
she  was  born  of  the  union  of  the  male  and  fe 
male,  and  partakes  of  both. 

But  the  offspring  of  the  heavenly  Aphrodite 
is  derived  from  a  mother  in  whose  birth  the 
female  has  no  part, — she  is  from  the  male  only; 
this  is  that  love  which  is  of  youths,  and  the 
goddess  being  older,  there  is  nothing  of  wanton 
ness  in  her.  Those  who  are  inspired  by  this  love 
turn  to  the  male,  and  delight  in  him  who  is  the 
more  valiant  and  intelligent  nature;  any  one 
may  recognise  the  pure  enthusiasts  in  the  very 
character  of  their  attachments.  For  they  love 
not  boys,  but  intelligent  beings  whose  reason 
is  beginning  to  be  developed,  much  about  the 
time  at  which  their  beards  begin  to  grow.  And 
in  choosing  young  men  to  be  their  companions, 
they  mean  to  be  faithful  to  them,  and  pass  their 
whole  life  in  company  with  them.,  not  to  take 
them  in  their  inexperience,  and  deceive  them, 
and  play  the  fool  with  them,  or  run  away  from 
one  to  another  of  them.  But  the  love  of  young 
boys  should  be  forbidden  by  law,  because  their 
future  is  uncertain;  they  may  turn  out  good  or 
bad,  either  in  body  or  soul,  and  much  noble 
enthusiasm  may  be  thrown  away  upon  them; 
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in  this  matter  the  good  are  a  law  to  themselves, 
and  the  coarser  sort  of  lovers  ought  to  be  re 
strained  by  force,  as  we  restrain  or  attempt  to 
restrain  them  from  fixing  their  affections  on 
women  of  free  birth.  [182]  These  are  the  per 
sons  who  bring  a  reproach  on  love;  and  some 
have  been  led  to  deny  the  lawfulness  of  such  at 
tachments  because  they  see  the  impropriety  and 
evil  of  them;  for  surely  nothing  that  is  deco 
rously  and  lawfully  done  can  justly  be  censured. 

Now  here  and  in  Lacedaemonthe  rules  about 
love  are  perplexing,  but  in  most  cities  they  are 
simple  and  easily  intelligible;  in  Elis  and  Boeo- 
tia,  and  in  countries  having  no  gifts  of  elo 
quence,  they  are  very  straightforward;  the  law 
is  simply  in  favour  of  these  connexions,  and  no 
one,  whether  young  or  old,  has  anything  to  say 
to  their  discredit;  the  reason  being,  as  I  sup 
pose,  that  they  are  men  of  few  words  in  those 
parts,  and  therefore  the  lovers  do  not  like  the 
trouble  of  pleading  their  suit.  In  Ionia  and  other 
places,  and  generally  in  countries  which  are 
subject  to  the  barbarians,  the  custom  is  held  to 
be  dishonourable;  loves  of  youths  share  the 
evil  repute  in  which  philosophy  and  gymnas 
tics  are  held,  because  they  are  inimical  to  tyr 
anny;  for  the  interests  of  rulers  require  that 
their  subjects  should  be  poor  in  spirit l  and  that 
there  should  be  no  strong  bond  of  friendship 
or  society  among  them,  which  love,  above  all 
other  motives,  is  likely  to  inspire,  as  our  Athe 
nian  tyrants  learned  by  experience;  for  the  love 
of  Aristogeiton  and  the  constancy  of  Harmo- 
dius  had  a  strength  which  undid  their  power. 
And,  therefore,  the  ill-repute  into  which  these 
attachments  have  fallen  is  to  be  ascribed  to  the 
evil  condition  of  those  who  make  them  to  be 
ill-reputed;  that  is  to  say,  to  the  self-seeking  of 
the  governors  and  the  cowardice  of  the  gov 
erned;  on  the  other  hand,  the  indiscriminate 
honour  which  is  given  to  them  in  some  coun 
tries  is  attributable  to  the  laziness  of  those  who 
hold  this  opinion  of  them.  In  our  own  country 
a  far  better  principle  prevails,  but,  as  I  was  say 
ing,  the  explanation  of  it  is  rather  perplexing. 
For,  observe  that  open  loves  are  held  to  be  more 
honourable  than  secret  ones,  and  that  the  love 
of  the  noblest  and  highest,  even  if  their  persons 
are  less  beautiful  than  others,  is  especially  hon 
ourable. 

Consider,  too,  how  great  is  the  encourage 
ment  which  all  the  world  gives  to  the  lover; 
neither  is  he  supposed  to  be  doinganything  dis 
honourable;  but  if  he  succeeds  he  is  praised, 
and  if  he  fail  he  is  blamed.  And  in  the  pursuit 

1  Cf.  Aristotle,  Politics,  v.  TI, 


of  his  love  the  custom  of  mankind  allows  him 
to  do  many  strange  things,  which  philosophy 
would  bitterly  censure  if  they  were  done  from 
any  motive  of  interest,  [183]  or  wish  for  office 
or  power.  He  may  pray,  and  entreat,  and  sup 
plicate,  and  swear,  and  lie  on  a  mat  at  the  door, 
and  endure  a  slavery  worse  than  that  of  any 
slave — in  any  other  case  friends  and  enemies 
would  be  equally  ready  to  prevent  him,  but 
now  there  is  no  friend  who  will  be  ashamed  of 
him  and  admonish  him,  and  no  enemy  will 
charge  him  with  meanness  or  flattery;  the  ac 
tions  of  a  lover  have  a  grace  which  ennobles 
them;  and  custom  has  decided  that  they  are 
highly  commendable  and  that  there  is  no  loss 
of  character  in  them;  and,  what  is  strangest  of 
all,  he  only  may  swear  and  forswear  himself 
(so  men  say),  and  the  gods  will  forgive  his 
transgression,  for  there  is  no  such  thing  as  a 
lover's  oath.  Such  is  the  entire  liberty  which 
gods  and  men  have  allowed  the  lover,  accord 
ing  to  the  custom  which  prevails  in  our  part  of 
the  world.  From  this  point  of  view  a  man  fairly 
argues  that  in  Athens  to  love  and  to  be  loved 
is  held  to  be  a  very  honourable  thing.  But  when 
parents  forbid  their  sons  to  talk  with  their  lov 
ers,  and  place  them  under  a  tutor's  care,  who  is 
appointed  to  see  to  these  things,  and  their  com 
panions  and  equals  cast  in  their  teeth  anything 
of  the  sort  which  they  may  observe,  and  their 
elders  refuse  to  silence  the  reprovers  and  do 
not  rebuke  them — any  one  who  reflects  on  all 
this  will,  on  the  contrary,  think  that  we  hold 
these  practices  to  be  most  disgraceful.  But,  as 
I  was  saying  at  first,  the  truth  as  I  imagine  is, 
that  whether  such  practices  are  honourable  or 
whether  they  are  dishonourable  is  not  a  simple 
question;  they  are  honourable  to  him  who  fol 
lows  them  honourably,  dishonourable  to  him 
who  follows  them  dishonourably.  There  is  dis 
honour  in  yielding  to  the  evil,  or  in  an  evil 
manner;  but  there  is  honour  in  yielding  to  the 
good,  or  in  an  honourable  manner. 

Evil  is  the  vulgar  lover  who  loves  the  body 
rather  than  the  soul,  inasmuch  as  he  is  not  even 
stable,  because  he  loves  a  thing  which  is  in 
itself  unstable,  and  therefore  when  the  bloom 
of  youth  which  he  was  desiring  is  over,  he  takes 
wing  and  flies  away,  in  spite  of  all  his  words 
and  promises;  whereas  the  love  of  the  noble 
disposition  is  life-long,  for  it  becomes  one  with 
the  everlasting.  The  custom  of  our  country 
would  have  both  of  them  proven  well  and  truly, 
[184!  and  would  have  us  yield  to  the  one  sort 
of  lover  and  avoid  the  other,  and  therefore  en 
courages  some  to  pursue,  and  others  to  fly;  test- 
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ing  both  the  lover  and  beloved  in  contests  and 
trials,  until  they  show  to  which  of  the  two 
classes  they  respectively  belong.  And  this  is  the 
reason  why,  in  the  first  place,  a  hasty  attach 
ment  is  held  to  be  dishonourable,  because  time 
is  the  true  test  of  this  as  of  most  other  things; 
and  secondly  there  is  a  dishonour  in  being  over 
come  by  the  love  of  money,  or  of  wealth,  or  of 
political  power,  whether  a  man  is  frightened 
into  surrender  by  the  loss  of  them,  or,  having 
experienced  the  benefits  of  money  and  political 
corruption,  is  unable  to  rise  above  the  seduc 
tions  of  them.  For  none  of  these  things  are  of  a 
permanent  or  lasting  nature;  not  to  mention 
that  no  generous  friendship  ever  sprang  from 
them.  There  remains,  then,  only  one  way  of 
honourable  attachment  which  custom  allows  in 
the  beloved,  and  this  is  the  way  of  virtue;  for  as 
we  admitted  that  any  service  which  the  lover 
does  to  him  is  not  to  be  accounted  flattery  or  a 
dishonour  to  himself,  so  the  beloved  has  one 
way  only  of  voluntary  service  which  is  not 
dishonourable,  and  this  is  virtuous  service. 

For  we  have  a  custom,  and  according  to  our 
custom  any  one  who  does  service  to  another  un 
der  the  idea  that  he  will  be  improved  by  him 
either  in  wisdom,  or  in  some  other  particular 
of  virtue — such  a  voluntary  service,  I  say,  is 
not  to  be  regarded  as  a  dishonour,  and  is  not 
open  to  the  charge  of  flattery.  And  these  two 
customs,  one  the  love  of  youth,  and  the  other 
the  practice  of  philosophy  and  virtue  in  general, 
ought  to  meet  in  one,  and  then  the  beloved 
may  honourably  indulge  the  lover.  For  when 
the  lover  and  beloved  come  together,  having 
each  of  them  a  law,  and  the  lover  thinks  that 
he  is  right  in  doing  any  service  which  he  can 
to  his  gracious  loving  one;  and  the  other  that 
he  is  right  in  showing  any  kindness  which  he 
can  to  him  who  is  making  him  wise  and  good; 
the  one  capable  of  communicating  wisdom  and 
virtue,  the  other  seeking  to  acquire  them  with 
a  view  to  education  and  wisdom;  when  the  two 
laws  of  love  are  fulfilled  and  meet  in  one — then., 
and  then  only,  may  the  beloved  yield  with  hon 
our  to  the  lover.  Nor  when  love  is  of  this  disin 
terested  sort  is  there  any  disgrace  in  being  de 
ceived,  but  in  every  other  case  there  is  equal 
disgrace  in  being  or  not  being  deceived.  For 
he  who  is  gracious  to  his  lover  under  the  im 
pression  that  he  is  rich,  [185]  and  is  disap 
pointed  of  his  gains  because  he  turns  out  to  be 
poor,  is  disgraced  all  the  same:  for  he  has  clone 
his  best  to  show  that  he  would  give  himself 
up  to  any  one's  "uses  base"  for  the  sake  of 
money;  but  this  is  not  honourable.  And  on  the 


same  principle  he  who  gives  himself  to  a  lover 
because  he  is  a  good  man,  and  in  the  hope  that 
he  will  be  improved  by  his  company,  shows 
himself  to  be  virtuous,  even  though  the  object 
of  his  affection  turn  out  to  be  a  villain,  and  to 
have  no  virtue;  and  if  he  is  deceived  he  has 
committed  a  noble  error.  For  he  has  proved 
that  for  his  part  he  will  do  anything  for  any 
body  with  a  view  to  virtue  and  improvement, 
than  which  there  can  be  nothing  nobler.  Thus 
noble  in  every  case  is  the  acceptance  of  another 
for  the  sake  of  virtue.  This  is  that  love  which 
is  the  love  of  the  heavenly  goddess,  and  is 
heavenly,  and  of  great  price  to  individuals  and 
cities,  making  the  lover  and  the  beloved  alike 
eager  in  the  work  of  their  own  improvement. 
But  all  other  loves  are  the  offspring  of  the  other, 
who  is  the  common  goddess.  To  you,  Phaedrus, 
I  offer  this  my  contribution  in  praise  of  love, 
which  is  as  good  as  I  could  make  extempore. 

Pausanias  came  to  a  pause — this  is  the  bal 
anced  way  in  which  I  have  been  taught  by  the 
wise  to  speak;  and  Aristodemus  said  that  the 
turn  of  Aristophanes  was  next,  but  either  he 
had  eaten  too  much,  or  from  some  other  cause 
he  had  the  hiccough,  and  was  obliged  to  change 
turns  with  Eryximachus  the  physician,  who  was 
reclining  on  the  couch  below  him.  Eryximach 
us,  he  said,  you  ought  either  to  stop  my  hic 
cough,  or  to  speak  in  my  turn  until  I  have  left 
off. 

I  will  do  both,  said  Eryximachus:  I  will 
speak  in  your  turn,  and  do  you  speak  in  mine; 
and  while  I  am  speaking  let  me  recommend 
you  to  hold  your  breath,  and  if  after  you  have 
done  so  for  some  time  the  hiccough  is  no  better, 
then  gargle  with  a  little  water;  and  if  it  still 
continues,  tickle  your  nose  with  something  and 
sneeze;  and  if  you  sneeze  once  or  twice,  even 
the  most  violent  hiccough  is  sure  to  go.  I  will 
do  as  you  prescribe,  said  Aristophanes,  and  now 
get  on. 

Eryximachus  spoke  as  follows:  Seeing  that 
Pausanias  made  a  fair  beginning,  [186]  and 
but  a  lame  ending,  I  must  endeavour  to  supply 
his  deficiency.  I  think  that  he  has  rightly  dis 
tinguished  two  kinds  of  love.  But  my  art  fur 
ther  informs  me  that  the  double  love  is  not 
merely  an  affection  of  the  soul  of  man  towards 
the  fair,  or  towards  anything,  but  is  to  be  found 
in  the  bodies  of  all  animals  and  in  productions 
of  the  earth,  and  I  may  say  in  all  that  is;  such 
is  the  conclusion  which  I  seem  to  have  gathered 
from  my  own  art  of  medicine,  whence  I  learn 
how  great  and  wonderful  and  universal  is  the 
deity  of  love,  whose  empire  extends  over  all 
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things,  divine  as  well  as  human.  And  from 
medicine  I  will  begin  that  I  may  do  honour  to 
my  art.  There  are  in  the  human  body  these  two 
kinds  of  love,  which  are  confessedly  different 
and  unlike,  and  being  unlike,  they  have  loves 
and  desires  which  are  unlike;  and  the  desire  of 
the  healthy  is  one,  and  the  desire  of  the  diseased 
is  another;  and  as  Pausanias  was  just  now  say 
ing  that  to  indulge  good  men  is  honourable, 
and  bad  men  dishonourable: — so  too  in  the 
body  the  good  and  healthy  elements  are  to  be 
indulged,  and  the  bad  elements  and  the  ele 
ments  of  disease  are  not  to  be  indulged,  but  dis 
couraged.  And  this  is  what  the  physician  has  to 
do,  and  in  this  the  art  of  medicine  consists:  for 
medicine  may  be  regarded  generally  as  the 
knowledge  of  the  loves  and  desires  of  the  body, 
and  how  to  satisfy  them  or  not;  and  the  best 
physician  is  he  who  is  able  to  separate  fair  love 
from  foul,  or  to  convert  one  into  the  other;  and 
he  who  knows  how  to  eradicate  and  how  to 
implant  love,  whichever  is  required,  and  can 
reconcile  the  most  hostile  elements  in  the  con 
stitution  and  make  them  loving  friends,  is  a 
skilful  practitioner.  Now  the  most  hostile  are 
the  most  opposite,  such  as  hot  and  cold,  bitter 
and  sweet,  moist  and  dry,  and  the  like.  And  my 
ancestor,  Asclepius,  knowing  how  to  implant 
friendship  and  accord  in  these  elements,  was 
the  creator  of  our  art,  as  our  friends  the  poets 
here  tell  us,  and  I  believe  them;  and  not  only 
medicine  in  every  branch,  but  the  arts  of  gym 
nastic  and  husbandry  arc  under  his  dominion. 
[i8y]Mvf  one  who  pays  the  least  attention 
to  the  subject  will  also  perceive  that  in  music 
there  is  the  same  reconciliation  of  opposites;and 
I  suppose  that  this  must  have  been  the  meaning 
of  Hcracleitus,  although  his  words  are  not  ac 
curate;  for  he  says  that  The  One  is  united  by 
disunion,  like  the  harmony  of  the  bow  and  the 
lyre.  Now  there  is  an  absurdity  in  saying  that 
harmony  is  discord  or  is  composed  of  elements 
which  are  still  in  a  state  of  discord.  But  what 
he  probably  meant  was,  that  harmony  is  com 
posed  of  differing  notes  of  higher  or  lower 
pitch  which  disagreed  once,  but  are  now  recon 
ciled  by  the  art  of  music;  for  if  the  higher  and 
lower  notes  still  disagreed,  there  could  be  no 
harmony — clearly  not.  For  harmony  is  a  sym 
phony,  and  symphony  is  an  agreement;  but  an 
agreement  of  disagreements  while  they  dis 
agree  there  cannot  be;  you  cannot  harmonize 
that  which  disagrees.  In  like  manner  rhythm 
is  compounded  of  elements  short  and  long,  once 
differing  and  now  in  accord;  which  accordance, 
as  in  the  former  instance,  medicine,  so  in  all 


these  other  cases,  music  implants,  making  love 
and  unison  to  grow  up  among  them;  and  thus 
music,  too,  is  concerned  with  the  principles  of 
love  in  their  application  to  harmony  and 
rhythm.  Again,  in  the  essential  nature  of  har 
mony  and  rhythm  there  is  no  difficulty  in  dis 
cerning  love  which  has  not  yet  become  double. 
But  when  you  want  to  use  them  in  actual  life, 
either  in  the  composition  of  songs  or  in  the  cor 
rect  performance  of  airs  or  metres  composed  al 
ready,  which  latter  is  called  education,  then  the 
difficulty  begins,  and  the  good  artist  is  needed. 
Then  the  old  tale  has  to  be  repeated  of  fair  and 
heavenly  love — the  love  of  Urania  the  fair  and 
heavenly  muse,  and  of  the  duty  of  accepting  the 
temperate,  and  those  who  are  as  yet  intemper 
ate  only  that  they  may  become  temperate,  and 
of  preserving  their  love;  and  again,  of  the  vul 
gar  Polyhymnia,  who  must  be  used  with  cir 
cumspection  that  the  pleasure  be  enjoyed,  but 
may  not  generate  licentiousness;  just  as  in  my 
own  art  it  is  a  great  matter  so  to  regulate  the 
desires  of  the  epicure  that  he  may  gratify  his 
tastes  without  the  attendant  evil  of  disease. 
Whence  I  infer  that  in  music,  in  medicine,  in 
all  other  things  human  as  well  as  divine,  both 
loves  ought  to  be  noted  as  far  as  may  be,  [188] 
for  they  are  both  present. 

The  course  of  the  seasons  is  also  full  of  both 
these  principles;  and  when,  as  I  was  saying,  the 
elements  of  hot  and  cold,  moist  and  dry,  attain 
the  harmonious  love  of  one  another  and  blend 
in  temperance  and  harmony,  they  bring  to  men, 
animals,  and  plants  health  and  plenty,  and  do 
them  no  harm;  whereas  the  wanton  love,  get 
ting  the  upper  hand  and  affecting  the  seasons 
of  the  year,  is  very  destructive  and  injurious, 
being  the  source  of  pestilence,  and  bringing 
many  other  kinds  of  diseases  on  animals  and 
plants;  for  hoar-frost  and  hail  and  blight  spring 
from  the  excesses  and  disorders  of  these  ele 
ments  of  love,  which  to  know  in  relation  to  the 
revolutions  of  the  heavenly  bodies  and  the  sea 
sons  of  the  year  is  termed  astronomy,  Further 
more  all  sacrifices  and  the  whole  province  of 
divination,  which  is  the  art  of  communion  be 
tween  gods  and  men — these,  I  say,  are  con 
cerned  only  with  the  preservation  of  the  good 
and  the  cure  of  the  evil  love.  For  all  manner  of 
impiety  is  likely  to  ensue  if,  instead  of  accept 
ing  and  honouring  and  reverencing  the  harmo 
nious  love  in  all  his  actions,  a  man  honours  the 
other  love,  whether  in  his  feelings  to  wards  gods 
or  parents,  towards  the  living  or  the  deatl. 
Wherefore  the  business  of  divination  is  to  see 
to  these  loves  and  to  heal  them,  and  divination 
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is  the  peacemaker  of  gods  and  men,  working 
by  a  knowledge  of  the  religious  or  irreligious 
tendencies  which  exist  in  human  loves.  Such 
is  the  great  and  mighty,  or  rather  omnipotent 
force  of  love  in  general.  And  the  love,  more 
especially,  which  is  concerned  with  the  good, 
and  which  is  perfected  in  company  with  tem 
perance  and  justice,  whether  among  gods  or 
men,  has  the  greatest  power,  and  is  the  source 
of  all  our  happiness  and  harmony,  and  makes 
us  friends  with  the  gods  who  are  above  us,  and 
with  one  another.  I  dare  say  that  I  too  have 
omitted  several  things  which  might  be  said  in 
praise  of  Love,  but  this  was  not  intentional,  and 
you,  Aristophanes,  may  now  supply  the  omis 
sion  or  take  some  other  line  of  commendation; 
for  I  perceive  that  you  are  rid  of  the  hiccough. 

[i8g]  Yes,  said  Aristophanes,  who  followed, 
the  hiccough  is  gone;  not,  however,  until  I  ap 
plied  the  sneezing;  and  I  wonder  whether  the 
harmony  of  the  body  has  a  love  of  such  noises 
and  ticklings,  for  I  no  sooner  applied  the  sneez 
ing  than  I  was  cured. 

Eryximachus  said:  Beware,  friend  Aristoph 
anes,  although  you  are  going  to  speak,  you 
are  making  fun  of  me;  and  I  shall  have  to  watch 
and  see  whether  I  cannot  have  a  laugh  at  your 
expense,  when  you  might  speak  in  peace. 

You  are  quite  right,  said  Aristophanes,  laugh 
ing.  I  will  unsay  my  words;  but  do  you  please 
not  to  watch  me,  as  I  fear  that  in  the  speech 
which  I  arn  about  to  make,  instead  of  others 
laughing  with  me,  which  is  to  the  manner  born 
of  our  muse  and  would  be  all  the  better,  I  shall 
only  be  laughed  at  by  them. 

Do  you  expect  to  shoot  your  bolt  and  escape, 
Aristophanes?  Well,  perhaps  if  you  are  very 
careful  and  bear  in  mind  that  you  will  be  called 
to  account,  I  may  be  induced  to  let  you  o£E. 

Aristophanes  professed  to  open  another  vein 
of  discourse;  he  had  a  mind  to  praise  Love  in 
another  way,  unlike  that  either  of  Pausanias  or 
Eryximachus.  Mankind,  he  said,  judging  by 
their  neglect  of  him,  have  never,  as  I  think,  at 
all  understood  the  power  of  Love.  For  if  they 
had  understood  him  they  would  surely  have 
built  noble  temples  and  altars,  and  offered  sol 
emn  sacrifices  in  his  honour;  but  this  is  not 
done,  and  most  certainly  ought  to  be  done: 
since  of  all  the  gods  he  is  the  best  friend  of  men, 
the  helper  and  the  healer  of  the  ills  which  are 
the  great  impediment  to  the  happiness  of  the 
race,  1  will  try  to  describe  his  power  to  you,  and 
you  shall  teach  the  rest  of  the  world  what  1  am 
teaching  you.  In  the  first  place,  let  me  treat  of 
the  nature  of  man  and  what  has  happened  to 


it;  for  the  original  human  nature  was  not  like 
the  present,  but  different.  The  sexes  were  not 
two  as  they  are  now,  but  originally  three  in 
number;  there  was  man,  woman,  and  the 
union  of  the  two,  having  a  name  corresponding 
to  this  double  nature,  which  had  once  a  real 
existence,  but  is  now  lost,  and  the  word  "An 
drogynous"  is  only  preserved  as  a  term  of  re 
proach.  In  the  second  place,  the  primeval  man 
was  round,  his  back  and  sides  forming  a  circle; 
and  he  had  four  hands  and  four  feet,  one  head 
with  two  faces,  looking  opposite  ways,  [190] 
set  on  a  round  neck  and  precisely  alike;  also 
four  ears,  two  privy  members,  and  the  remain 
der  to  correspond.  He  could  walk  upright  as 
men  now  do,  backwards  or  forwards  as  he 
pleased,  and  he  could  also  roll  ovei  and  over  at 
a  great  pace,  turning  on  his  four  hands  and 
four  feet,  eight  in  all,  like  tumblers  going  over 
and  over  with  their  legs  in  the  air;  this  was 
when  he  wanted  to  run  fast.  Now  the  sexes 
were  three,  and  such  as  I  have  described  them; 
because  the  sun,  moon,  and  earth  are  three;  and 
the  man  was  originally  the  child  of  the  sun, 
the  woman  of  the  earth,  and  the  man-woman 
of  the  moon,  which  is  made  up  of  sun  and  earth, 
and  they  were  all  round  and  moved  round  and 
round  like  their  parents.  Terrible  was  their 
might  and  strength,  and  the  thoughts  of  their 
hearts  were  great,  and  they  made  an  attack  up 
on  the  gods;  of  them  is  told  the  tale  of  Otys  and 
Ephialtes  who,  as  Homer  says,  dared  to  scale 
heaven,  and  would  have  laid  hands  upon  the 
gods.  Doubt  reigned  in  the  celestial  councils. 
Should  they  kill  them  and  annihilate  the  race 
with  thunderbolts,  as  they  had  done  the  giants, 
then  there  would  be  an  end  of  the  sacrifices  and 
worship  which  men  offered  to  them;  but,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  gocls  could  not  suffer  their 
insolence  to  be  unrestrained. 

At  last,  after  a  good  deal  of  reflection,  Zeus 
discovered  a  way.  He  said:  "Methinks  I  have 
a  plan  which  will  humble  their  pride  and  im 
prove  their  manners;  men  shall  continue  to 
exist,  but  I  will  cut  them  in  two  and  then  they 
will  be  diminished  in  strength  and  increased  in 
numbers;  this  will  have  the  advantage  of  mak 
ing  them  more  profitable  to  us.  They  shall  walk 
upright  on  two  legs,  and  if  they  continue  in 
solent  and  will  not  be  quiet,  I  will  split  them 
again  and  they  shall  hop  about  on  a  single  leg." 
He  spoke  and  cut  men  in  two,  like  a  sorb-apple 
which  is  halved  for  pickling,  or  as  you  might 
divide  an  egg  with  a  hair;  and  as  he  cut  them 
one  after  another,  he  bade  Apollo  give  the  face 
and  the  half  of  the  neck  a  turn  in  order  that  the 
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man  might  contemplate  the  section  of  himself: 
he  would  thus  learn  a  lesson  of  humility.  Apollo 
was  also  bidden  to  heal  their  wounds  and  com 
pose  their  forms.  So  he  gave  a  turn  to  the  face 
and  pulled  the  skin  from  the  sides  all  over  that 
which  in  our  language  is  called  the  belly,  like 
the  purses  which  draw  in,  and  he  made  one 
mouth  at  the  centre,  which  he  fastened  in  a 
knot  (the  same  which  is  called  the  navel); 
//9/7  he  also  moulded  the  breast  and  took  out 
most  of  the  wrinkles,  much  as  a  shoemaker 
might  smooth  leather  upon  a  last;  he  left  a  few, 
however,  in  the  region  of  the  belly  and  navel, 
as  a  memorial  of  the  primeval  state.  After  the 
division  the  two  parts  of  man,  each  desiring  his 
other  half,  came  together,  and  throwing  their 
arms  about  one  another,  entwined  in  mutual 
embraces,  longing  to  grow  into  one,  they  were 
on  the  point  of  dying  from  hunger  and  self- 
neglect,  because  they  did  not  like  to  do  any 
thing  apart;  and  when  one  of  the  halves  died 
and  the  other  survived,  the  survivor  sought  an 
other  mate,  man  or  woman  as  we  call  them, — 
being  the  sections  of  entire  men  or  women, — 
and  clung  to  that.  They  were  being  destroyed, 
when  Zeus  in  pity  of  them  invented  a  new  plan: 
he  turned  the  parts  of  generation  round  to  the 
front,  for  this  had  not  been  always  their  posi 
tion,  and  they  sowed  the  seed  no  longer  as 
hitherto  like  grasshoppers  in  the  ground,  but 
in  one  another;  and  alter  the  transposition  the 
male  generated  in  the  female  in  order  that  by 
the  mutual  embraces  of  man  and  woman  they 
might  breed,  and  the  race  might  continue;  or 
if  man  came  to  man  they  might  be  satisfied,  and 
rest,  and  go  their  ways  to  the  business  of  life: 
so  ancient  is  the  desire  of  one  another  which 
is  implanted  in  us,  reuniting  our  original  na 
ture,  making  one  of  two,  and  healing  the  state 
of  man. 

Each  of  us  when  separated,  having  one  side 
only,  like  a  flat  fish,  is  but  the  indenture  of  a 
man,  and  he  is  always  looking  for  his  other 
half.  Men  who  are  a  section  of  that  double  na 
ture  which  was  once  called  Androgynous  are 
lovers  of  women;  adulterers  are  generally  of 
this  breed,  and  also  adulterous  women  who  lust 
after  men:  the  women  who  are  a  section  of  the 
woman  do  not  care  for  men,  but  have  female 
attachments;  the  female  companions  are  of 
this  sort.  But  they  who  are  a  section  of  the  male 
follow  the  male,  and  while  they  are  young, 
being  slices  of  the  original  man,  [192]  they 
hang  about  men  and  embrace  them,  and  they 
are  themselves  the  best  of  boys  and  youths,  be 
cause  they  have  the  most  manly  nature.  Some 


indeed  assert  that  they  are  shameless,  but  this 
is  not  true;  for  they  do  not  act  thus  from  any 
want  of  shame,  but  because  they  are  valiant  and 
manly,  and  have  a  manly  countenance,  and  they 
embrace  that  which  is  like  them.  And  these 
when  they  grow  up  become  our  statesmen,  and 
these  only,  which  is  a  great  proof  of  the  truth  of 
what  I  am  saying.  When  they  reach  manhood 
they  are  lovers  of  youth,  and  are  not  naturally 
inclined  to  marry  or  beget  children, — if  at  all, 
they  do  so  only  in  obedience  to  the  law;  but 
they  are  satisfied  if  they  may  be  allowed  to  live 
with  one  another  unwedded;  and  such  a  nature 
is  prone  to  love  and  ready  to  return  love,  always 
embracing  that  which  is  akin  to  him.  And  when 
one  of  them  meets  with  his  other  half,  the  ac 
tual  half  of  himself,  whether  he  be  a  lover  of 
youth  or  a  lover  of  another  sort,  the  pair  are 
lost  in  an  amazement  of  love  and  friendship 
and  intimacy,  and  will  not  be  out  of  the  other's 
sight, as  I  may  say, even  for  a  moment:  these  are 
the  people  who  pass  their  whole  lives  together; 
yet  they  could  not  explain  what  they  desire 
of  one  another.  For  the  intense  yearning  which 
each  of  them  has  towards  the  other  docs  not 
appear  to  be  the  desire  of  lover's  intercourse, 
but  of  something  else  which  the  soul  of  either 
evidently  desires  and  cannot  tell,  and  of  which 
she  has  only  a  dark  and  doubtlul  presentiment. 
Suppose  Hephaestus,  with  his  instruments,  to 
come  to  the  pair  who  are  lying  side  by  side  and 
to  say  to  them,  "What  do  you  people  want  of 
one  another?"  they  would  be  unable  to  explain. 
And  suppose  further,  that  when  he  saw  their 
perplexity  he  said:  "Do  you  desire  to  be  wholly 
one;  always  day  and  night  to  be  in  one  another's 
company?  for  if  this  is  what  you  desire,  I  am 
ready  to  melt  you  into  one  and  let  you  grow  to 
gether,  so  that  being  two  you  shall  become  one, 
and  while  you  live  live  a  common  life  as  if  you 
were  a  single  man,  and  after  your  death  in  the 
world  below  still  be  one  departed  soul  instead 
of  two— I  ask  whether  this  is  what  you  lovingly 
desire,  and  whether  you  are  satisfied  to  attain 
this?' '—there  is  not  a  man  of  them  who  when 
he  heard  the  proposal  would  deny  or  would  not 
acknowledge  that  this  meeting  and  melting 
into  one  another,  this  becoming  one  instead  of 
two,  was  the  very  expression  of  his  ancient 
need/  And  the  reason  is  that  human  nature  was 
originally  one  and  we  were  a  whole,  //9£/ 
and  the  desire  and  pursuit  of  the  whole  is  called 
love.  There  was  a  time,  I  say,  when  we  were 
one,  but  now  because  of  the  wickedness  of  man 
kind  God  has  dispersed  us,  as  the  Arcadians 
1  Cf.  Aristotle,,  Politics,  il  4, 
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were  dispersed  into  villages  by  the  Lacedae 
monians.1  And  if  we  are  not  obedient  to  the 
gods,  there  is  a  danger  that  we  shall  be  split 
up  again  and  go  about  in  basso-relievo,  like  the 
profile  figures  having  only  half  a  nose  which 
are  sculptured  on  monuments,  and  that  we 
shall  be  like  tallies. 

Wherefore  let  us  exhort  all  men  to  piety,  that 
we  may  avoid  evil,  and  obtain  the  good,  of 
which  Love  is  to  us  the  lord  and  minister;  and 
let  no  one  oppose  him — he  is  the  enemy  of  the 
gods  who  oppose  him.  For  if  we  are  friends  of 
the  God  and  at  peace  with  him  we  shall  find 
our  own  true  loves,  which  rarely  happens  in 
this  world  at  present.  I  am  serious,  and  there 
fore  I  must  beg  Eryximachus  not  to  make  fun 
or  to  find  any  allusion  in  what  I  am  saying  to 
Pausanias  and  Agathon,  who,  as  I  suspect^  are 
both  of  the  manly  nature,  and  belong  to  the 
class  which  I  have  been  describing.  But  my 
words  have  a  wider  application — they  include 
men  and  women  everywhere;  and  I  believe  that 
if  our  loves  were  perfectly  accomplished,  and 
each  one  returning  to  his  primeval  nature  had 
his  original  true  love,  then  our  race  would  be 
happy.  And  if  this  would  be  best  of  all,  the  best 
in  the  next  degree  and  under  present  circum 
stances  must  be  the  nearest  approach  to  such  an 
union;  and  that  will  be  the  attainment  of  a 
congenial  love.  Wherefore,  if  we  would  praise 
him  who  has  given  to  us  the  benefit,  we  must 
praise  the  god  Love,  who  is  our  greatest  bene 
factor,  both  leading  us  in  this  life  back  to  our 
own  nature,  and  giving  us  high  hopes  for  the 
future,  for  he  promises  that  if  we  are  pious,  he 
will  restore  us  to  our  original  state,  and  heal 
us  and  make  us  happy  and  blessed.  This,  Ery 
ximachus,  is  my  discourse  of  love,  which,  al 
though  different  to  yours,  I  must  beg  you  to 
leave  unassailed  by  the  shafts  of  your  ridicule, 
in  order  that  each  may  have  his  turn;  each,  or 
rather  either,  for  Agathon  and  Socrates  are  the 
only  ones  left. 

Indeed,  I  am  not  going  to  attack  you,  said 
Eryximachus,  for  I  thought  your  speech  charm 
ing,  and  did  I  not  know  that  Agathon  and  Soc 
rates  are  masters  in  the  art  of  love,  I  should  be 
really  afraid  that  they  would  have  nothing  to 
say,  after  the  world  of  things  which  have  been 
said  already.  But,  for  all  that,  I  am  not  without 
hopes. 

[194]  Socrates  said:  You  played  your  part 
well,  Eryximachus;  but  if  you  were  as  I  am 
now,  or  rather  as  I  shall  be  when  Agathon  has 
spoken,  you  would,  indeed,  be  in  a  great  strait. 

1  Cf.  Aristotle,  Politics,  ii.  2,  1261  "24-30. 


You  want  to  cast  a  spell  over  me,  Socrates, 
said  Agathon,  in  the  hope  that  I  may  be  discon 
certed  at  the  expectation  raised  among  the  au 
dience  that  I  shall  speak  well. 

I  should  be  strangely  forgetful,  Agathon,  re 
plied  Socrates,  of  the  courage  and  magnanimity 
which  you  showed  when  your  own  composi 
tions  were  about  to  be  exhibited,  and  you  came 
upon  the  stage  with  the  actors  and  faced  the 
vast  theatre  altogether  undismayed,  if  I  thought 
that  your  nerves  could  be  fluttered  at  a  small 
party  of  friends. 

Do  you  think,  Socrates,  said  Agathon,  that 
my  head  is  so  full  of  the  theatre  as  not  to  know 
how  much  more  formidable  to  a  man  of  sense 
a  few  good  judges  are  than  many  fools? 

Nay,  replied  Socrates,  I  should  be  very  wrong 
in  attributing  to  you,  Agathon,  that  or  any  other 
want  of  refinement.  And  I  am  quite  aware  that 
if  you  happened  to  meet  with  any  whom  you 
thought  wise,  you  would  care  for  their  opinion 
much  more  than  for  that  of  the  many.  But  then 
we,  having  been  a  part  of  the  foolish  many  in 
the  theatre,  cannot  be  regarded  as  the  select 
wise;  though  I  know  that  if  you  chanced  to  be 
in  the  presence,  not  of  one  of  ourselves,  but  of 
some  really  wise  man,  you  would  be  ashamed 
of  disgracing  yourself  before  him — would  you 
not? 

Yes,  said  Agathon. 

But  before  the  many  you  would  not  be 
ashamed,  if  you  thought  that  you  were  doing 
something  disgraceful  in  their  presence? 

Here  Phaedrus  interrupted  them,  saying:  Do 
not  answer  him,  my  dear  Agathon;  for  if  he 
can  only  get  a  partner  with  whom  he  can  talk, 
especially  a  good-looking  one,  he  will  no  longer 
care  about  the  completion  of  our  plan.  Now  I 
love  to  hear  him  talk;  but  just  at  present  I 
must  not  forget  the  encomium  on  Love  which 
I  ought  to  receive  from  him  and  from  every 
one.  When  you  and  he  have  paid  your  tribute 
to  the  god,  then  you  may  talk. 

Very  good,  Phaedrus,  said  Agathon;  I  see 
no  reason  why  I  should  not  proceed  with  my 
speech,  as  I  shall  have  many  other  opportunities 
of  conversing  with  Socrates.  Let  me  say  first 
how  I  ought  to  speak,  and  then  speak: — 

The  previous  speakers,  instead  of  praising 
the  god  Love,  or  unfolding  his  nature,  appear 
to  have  congratulated  mankind  on  the  benefits 
which  he  confers  upon  them.  [195]  But  I 
would  rather  praise  the  god  first,  and  then 
speak  of  his  gifts;  this  is  always  the  right  way 
of  praising  everything.  May  I  say  without  irn- 
piety  or  offence,  that  of  all  the  blessed  gods  he 
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is  the  most  blessed  because  he  is  the  fairest 
and  best?  And  he  is  the  fairest:  for,  in  the  first 
place,  he  is  the  youngest,  and  of  his  youth  he 
is  himself  the  witness,  fleeing  out  of  the  way 
of  age,  who  is  swift  enough,  swifter  truly  than 
most  of  us  like: — Love  hates  him  and  will  not 
come  near  him;  but  youth  and  love  live  and 
move  together— -like  to  like,  as  the  proverb  says. 
Many  things  were  said  by  Phaedrus  about  Love 
in  which  I  agree  with  him;  but  I  cannot  agree 
that  he  is  older  than  lapetus  and  Kronos: — not 
so;  I  maintain  him  to  be  the  youngest  of  the 
gods,  and  youthful  ever.  The  ancient  doings 
among  the  gods  of  which  Hesiod  and  Parmen- 
ides  spoke,  if  the  tradition  of  them  be  true, 
were  done  of  Necessity  and  not  of  Love;  had 
Love  been  in  those  days,  there  would  have  been 
no  chaining  or  mutilation  of  the  gods,  or  other 
violence,  but  peace  and  sweetness,  as  there  is 
now  in  heaven,  since  the  rule  of  Love  began. 

Love  is  young  and  also  tender;  he  ought  to 
have  a  poet  like  Homer  to  describe  his  tender 
ness,  as  Homer  says  of  Ate,  that  she  is  a  god 
dess  and  tender: 

Her  feet  arc  tender,  for  she  sets  her  steps, 
Not  on  the  ground  but  on  the  heads  o]  men: 

herein  is  an  excellent  proof  of  her  tenderness, 
— that  she  walks  not  upon  the  hard  but  upon 
the  soft.  Let  us  adduce  a  similar  proof  of  the 
tenderness  of  Love;  for  he  walks  not  upon  the 
earth,  nor  yet  upon  the  skulls  of  men,  which 
are  not  so  very  soft,  but  in  the  hearts  and  souls 
of  both  gods  and  men,  which  are  of  all  things 
the  softest:  in  them  he  walks  and  dwells  and 
makes  his  home.  Not  in  every  soul  without 
exception,  for  where  there  is  hardness  he  de 
parts,  where  there  is  softness  there  he  dwells; 
and  nestling  always  with  his  feet  and  in  all 
manner  of  ways  in  the  softest  of  soft  places, 
how  can  he  be  other  than  the  softest  of  all 
things?  /xp6y  OF  a  truth  he  is  the  tcndercst 
as  well  as  the  youngest,  and  also  he  is  of  flexile 
form;  for  if  he  were  hard  and  without  flexure 
he  could  not  enfold  all  things,  or  wind  his  way 
into  and  out  of  every  soul  of  man  undiscovered. 
And  a  proof  of  his  flexibility  and  symmetry  of 
form  is  his  grace,  which  is  universally  admitted 
to  be  in  an  especial  manner  the  attribute  of 
Love;  ungrace  and  love  are  always  at  war  with 
one  another.  The  fairness  of  his  complexion  is 
revealed  by  his  habitation  among  the  flowers; 
for  he  dwells  not  amid  bloomlcss  or  fading 
beauties,  whether  o£  body  or  soul  or  aught  else, 
but  in  the  place  of  flowers  and  scents,  there  he 
sits  and  abides.  Concerning  the  beauty  of  the 


god  I  have  said  enough;  and  yet  there  remains 
much  more  which  I  might  say.  Of  his  virtue  I 
have  now  to  speak:  his  greatest  glory  is  that 
he  can  neither  do  nor  suffer  wrong  to  or  from 
any  god  or  any  man;  for  he  suffers  not  by  force 
if  he  suffers;  force  comes  not  near  him,  neither 
when  he  acts  does  he  act  by  force.  For  all  men 
in  all  things  serve  him  of  their  own  free  will, 
and  where  there  is  voluntary  agreement,  there, 
as  the  laws  which  are  the  lords  of  the  city  say, 
is  justice.  And  not  only  is  he  just  but  exceeding 
ly  temperate,  for  Temperance  is  the  acknowl 
edged  ruler  of  the  pleasures  and  desires,  and 
no  pleasure  ever  masters  Love;  he  is  their  mas 
ter  and  they  are  his  servants;  and  if  he  conquers 
them  he  must  be  temperate  indeed.  As  to  cour 
age,  even  the  God  of  War  is  no  match  for  him; 
he  is  the  captive  and  Love  is  the  lord,  for  love, 
the  love  of  Aphrodite,  masters  him,  as  the  tale 
runs;  and  the  master  is  stronger  than  the  serv 
ant.  And  if  he  conquers  the  bravest  of  all  others, 
he  must  be  himself  the  bravest. 

Of  his  courage  and  justice  and  temperance  I 
have  spoken,  but  I  have  yet  to  speak  of  his  wis 
dom;  and  according  to  the  measure  of  my  abil 
ity  I  must  try  to  do  my  best.  In  the  first  place 
he  is  a  poet  (and  here,  like  Eryximachus,  I 
magnify  my  art),  and  he  is  also  the  source  of 
poesy  in  others,  which  he  could  not  be  if  he 
were  not  himself  a  poet.  And  at  the  touch  of 
him  every  one  becomes  a  poet,  even  though  he 
had  no  music  in  him  before;  this  also  is  a  proof 
that  Love  is  a  good  poet  and  accomplished  in 
all  the  fine  arts;  for  no  one  can  give  to  another 
that  which  he  has  not  himself,  or  teach  that  of 
which  he  has  no  knowledge.  Who  will  deny 
that  the  creation  of  the  animals  is  his  doing? 
Arc  they  not  all  the  works  of  his  wisdom,  /  xyj] 
born  and  begotten  of  him?  And  as  to  the  artists, 
do  we  not  know  that  he  only  of  them  whom 
love  inspires  has  the  light  of  fume?— -he  whom 
Love  touches  not  walks  in  darkness.  The  arts 
of  medicine  and  archery  and  divination  were 
discovered  by  Apollo,  under  the  guidance  of 
love  and  desire;  so  that  he  too  is  a  disciple  of 
Love.  Also  the  melody  of  the  Muses,  the  metal 
lurgy  of  Hephaestus,  the  weaving  of  Athene, 
the  empire  of  Zeus  over  gods  and  men,  are  all 
due  to  Love,  who  was  the  inventor  of  them. 
And  so  Love  set  in  order  the  empire  of  the  gods 
— the  love  of  beauty,  as  is  evident,  for  with 
deformity  Love  has  no  concern,  In  the  days  of 
old,  as  I  began  by  saying,  dreadful  deeds  were 
clone  among  the  gods,  for  they  were  ruled  by 
Necessity;  but  now  since  the  birth  of  Love,  and 
from  the  Love  of  the  beautiful,  has  sprung 
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every  good  in  heaven  and  earth.  Therefore, 
Phaedrus,  I  say  of  Love  that  he  is  the  fairest 
and  best  in  himself,  and  the  cause  of  what  is 
fairest  and  best  in  all  other  things.  And  there 
comes  into  my  mind  a  line  of  poetry  in  which 
he  is  said  to  be  the  god  who 

Gives  peace  on  earth  and  calms  the  stormy  deep, 
Who  stills  the  winds  and  bids  the  sufferer  sleep. 

This  is  he  who  empties  men  of  disaffection  and 
fills  them  with  affection,  who  makes  them  to 
meet  together  at  banquets  such  as  these:  in 
sacrifices,  feasts,  dances,  he  is  our  lord — who 
sends  courtesy  and  sends  away  discourtesy,  who 
gives  kindness  ever  and  never  gives  unkind- 
ness;  the  friend  of  the  good,  the  wonder  of  the 
wise,  the  amazement  of  the  gods;  desired  by 
those  who  have  no  part  in  him,  and  precious 
to  those  who  have  the  better  part  in  him; 
parent  of  delicacy,  luxury,  desire,  fondness, 
softness,  grace;  regardful  of  the  good,  regard 
less  of  the  evil:  in  every  word,  work,  wish,  fear 
— saviour,  pilot,  comrade,  helper;  glory  of  gods 
and  men,  leader  best  and  brightest:  in  whose 
footsteps  let  every  man  follow,  sweetly  singing 
in  his  honour  and  joining  in  that  sweet  strain 
with  which  love  charms  the  souls  of  gods  and 
men.  Such  is  the  speech,  Phaedrus,  half-playful, 
yet  having  a  certain  measure  of  seriousness, 
which,  according  to  my  ability,  I  dedicate  to 
the  god. 

[igB]  When  Agathon  had  done  speaking, 
Aristodemus  said  that  there  was  a  general  cheer; 
the  young  man  was  thought  to  have  spoken  in 
a  manner  worthy  of  himself,  and  of  the  god. 
And  Socrates,  looking  at  Eryximachus,  said: 
Tell  me,  son  of  Acumenus,  was  there  not  rea 
son  in  my  fears?  and  was  I  not  a  true  prophet 
when  I  said  that  Agathon  would  make  a  won 
derful  oration,  and  that  I  should  be  in  a  strait? 

The  part  of  the  prophecy  which  concerns 
Agathon,  replied  Eryximachus,  appears  to  rne 
to  be  true;  but  not  the  other  part — that  you 
will  be  in  a  strait. 

Why,  my  dear  friend,  said  Socrates,  must  not 
I  or  any  one  be  in  a  strait  who  has  to  speak  after 
he  has  heard  such  a  rich  and  varied  discourse? 
I  am  especially  struck  with  the  beauty  of  the 
concluding  words — who  could  listen  to  them 
without  amazement?  When  I  reflected  on  the 
immeasurable  inferiority  of  my  own  powers,  I 
was  ready  to  run  away  for  shame,  if  there  had 
been  a  possibility  of  escape.  For  I  was  reminded 
of  Gorgias,  and  at  the  end  of  his  speech  I  fan 
cied  that  Agathon  was  shaking  at  me  the  Gor- 
ginian  or  Gorgonian  head  of  the  great  master 


of  rhetoric,  which  was  simply  to  turn  me  and 
my  speech  into  stone,  as  Homer  says,  and 
strike  me  dumb.  And  then  I  perceived  how 
foolish  I  had  been  in  consenting  to  take  my 
turn  with  you  in  praising  love,  and  saying  that 
I  too  was  a  master  of  the  art,  when  I  really 
had  no  conception  how  anything  ought  to  be 
praised.  For  in  my  simplicity  I  imagined  that 
the  topics  of  praise  should  be  true,  and  that  this 
being  presupposed,  out  of  the  true  the  speaker 
was  to  choose  the  best  and  set  them  forth  in 
the  best  manner.  And  I  felt  quite  proud,  think 
ing  that  I  knew  the  nature  of  true  praise,  and 
should  speak  well.  Whereas  I  now  see  that  the 
intention  was  to  attribute  to  Love  every  species 
of  greatness  and  glory,  whether  really  belong 
ing  to  him  or  not,  without  regard  to  truth  or 
falsehood — that  was  no  matter;  for  the  original 
proposal  seems  to  have  been  not  that  each  of 
you  should  really  praise  Love,  but  only  that  you 
should  appear  to  praise  him.  And  so  you  attrib 
ute  to  Love  every  imaginable  form  of  praise 
which  can  be  gathered  anywhere;  and  you  say 
that  "he  is  all  this,"  and  "the  cause  of  all  that,9' 
/"/pp7  making  him  appear  the  fairest  and  best 
of  all  to  those  who  know  him  not,  for  you  can 
not  impose  upon  those  who  know  him.  And  a 
noble  and  solemn  hymn  of  praise  have  you  re 
hearsed.  But  as  I  misunderstood  the  nature  of 
the  praise  when  I  said  that  I  would  take  my 
turn,  I  must  beg  to  be  absolved  from  the  prom 
ise  which  I  made  in  ignorance,  and  which  (as 
Euripides  would  say)  was  a  promise  of  the  lips 
and  not  of  the  mind.  Farewell  then  to  such  a 
strain:  for  I  do  not  praise  in  that  way;  no,  in 
deed,  I  cannot.  But  if  you  like  to  hear  the  truth 
about  love,  I  am  ready  to  speak  in  my  own 
manner,  though  I  will  not  make  myself  ridicu 
lous  by  entering  into  any  rivalry  with  you.  Say 
then,  Phaedrus,  whether  you  would  like  to 
have  the  truth  about  love,  spoken  in  any  words 
and  in  any  order  which  may  happen  to  come 
into  my  mind  at  the  time.  Will  that  be  agree 
able  to  you  ? 

Aristodemus  said  that  Phaedrus  and  the 
company  bid  him  speak  in  any  manner  which 
he  thought  best.  Then,  he  added,  let  me  have 
your  permission  first  to  ask  Agathon  a  few 
more  questions,  in  order  that  I  may  take  his 
admissions  as  the  premisses  of  my  discourse. 

I  grant  the  permission,  said  Phaedrus:  put 
your  questions.  Socrates  then  proceeded  as  fol 
lows: — 

In  the  magnificent  oration  which  you  have 
just  uttered,  I  think  that  you  were  right,  my 
dear  Agathon?  in  proposing  to  speak  of  the 
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nature  o£  Love  first  and  afterwards  of  his  works 
— that  is  a  way  of  beginning  which  I  very 
much  approve.  And  as  you  have  spoken  so  elo 
quently  of  his  nature,  may  I  ask  you  further, 
Whether  love  is  the  love  of  something  or  of 
nothing?  And  here  I  must  explain  myself:  I 
do  not  want  you  to  say  that  love  is  the  love 
of  a  father  or  the  love  of  a  mother — that  would 
be  ridiculous;  but  to  answer  as  you  would,  if  I 
asked  is  a  father  a  father  of  something?  to 
which  you  would  find  no  difficulty  in  replying, 
of  a  son  or  daughter:  and  the  answer  would  be 
right. 

Very  true,  said  Agathon. 

And  you  would  say  the  same  of  a  mother? 

He  assented. 

Yet  let  me  ask  you  one  more  question  in 
order  to  illustrate  my  meaning:  Is  not  a  brother 
to  be  regarded  essentially  as  a  brother  of  some 
thing? 

Certainly,  he  replied. 

That  is,  of  a  brother  or  sister? 

Yes,  he  saicl. 

And  now,  said  Socrates,  I  will  ask  about 
Love: — Is  Love  of  something  or  of  nothing? 

[200]  Of  something,  surely,  he  replied. 

Keep  in  mind  what  this  is,  and  tell  me  what 
I  want  to  know — whether  Love  desires  that  of 
which  love  is. 

Yes,  surely. 

And  does  he  possess,  or  does  he  not  possess, 
that  which  he  loves  and  desires? 

Probably  not,  I  should  say. 

Nay,  replied  Socrates,  I  would  have  you  con 
sider  whether  "necessarily"  is  not  rather  the 
word.  The  inference  that  he  who  desires  some 
thing  is  in  want  of  something,  and  that  he 
who  desires  nothing  is  in  want  of  nothing,  is 
in  my  judgment,  Agathon  absolutely  and  nec 
essarily  true.  What  do  you  think? 

I  agree  with  you,  said  Agathon. 

Very  good.  Would  he  who  is  great,  desire 
to  be  great,  or  he  who  is  strong,  desire  to  be 
strong? 

That  would  be  inconsistent  with  our  previ 
ous  admissions. 

True.  For  he  who  is  anything  cannot  want 
to  be  that  which  he  is? 

Very  true. 

And  yet,  added  Socrates,  if  a  man  being 
strong  desired  to  be  strong,  or  being  swift  de 
sired  to  be  swift,  or  being  healthy  desired  to  be 
healthy,  in  that  case  he  might  be  thought  to 
desire  something  which  he  already  has  or  is. 
I  give  the  example  in  order  that  we  may  avoid 
misconception.  For  the  possessors  of  these 


qualities,  Agathon,  must  be  supposed  to  have 
their  respective  advantages  at  the  time,  wheth 
er  they  choose  or  not;  and  who  can  desire 
that  which  he  has?  Therefore,  when  a  person 
says,  I  am  well  and  wish  to  be  well,  or  I  am 
rich  and  wish  to  be  rich,  and  I  desire  simply  to 
have  what  I  have — to  him  we  shall  reply :  "You, 
my  friend,  having  wealth  and  health  and 
strength,  want  to  have  the  continuance  of 
them;  for  at  this  moment,  whether  you  choose 
or  no,  you  have  them.  And  when  you  say,  I  de 
sire  that  which  I  have  and  nothing  else,  is  not 
your  meaning  that  you  want  to  have  what  you 
now  have  in  the  future?"  He  must  agree  with 
us — must  he  not ? 

He  must,  replied  Agathon. 

Then,  said  Socrates,  he  desires  that  what  he 
has  at  present  may  be  preserved  to  him  in  the 
future,  which  is  equivalent  to  saying  that  he 
desires  something  which  is  non-existent  to  him, 
and  which  as  yet  he  has  not  got. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

Then  he  and  every  one  who  desires,  desires 
that  which  he  has  not  already,  and  which  is 
future  and  not  present,  and  which  he  has  not, 
and  is  not,  and  of  which  he  is  in  want;— these 
are  the  sort  of  things  which  love  and  desire 
seek ? 

Very  true,  he  said. 

Then  now,  said  Socrates,  let  us  recapitulate 
the  argument.  First,  is  not  love  of  something, 
and  of  something  too  which  is  wanting  to  a 
man? 

[201]  Yes,  he  replied. 

Remember  further  what  you  said  in  your 
speech,  or  if  you  do  not  remember  I  will  re 
mind  you:  you  said  that  the  love  of  the  beauti 
ful  set  in  order  the  empire  o£  the  gods,  for  that 
of  deformed  things  there  is  no  love— -did  you 
not  say  something  of  that  kind? 

Yes,  said  Agathon. 

Yes,  my  friend,  and  the  remark  was  a  just 
one.  And  if  this  is  true,  Love  is  the  love  of 
beauty  and  not  of  deformity? 

He  assented. 

And  the  admission  has  been  already  made 
that  Love  is  of  something  which  a  man  wants 
and  has  not? 

True,  he  said. 

Then  Love  wants  and  has  not  beauty? 

Certainly,  he  replied. 

And  would  you  call  that  beautiful  which 
wants  and  docs  not  possess  beauty? 

Certainly  not. 

Then  would  you  still  say  that  love  is  beauti 
ful? 
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Agathon  replied:  I  fear  that  I  did  not  under 
stand  what  I  was  saying. 

You  made  a  very  good  speech,  Agathon,  re 
plied  Socrates;  but  there  is  yet  one  small  ques 
tion  which  I  would  fain  ask: — Is  not  the  good 
also  the  beautiful? 

Yes. 

Then  in  wanting  the  beautiful,  love  wants 
also  the  good  ? 

I  cannot  refute  you,  Socrates,  said  Agathon: 
— Let  us  assume  that  what  you  say  is  true. 

Say  rather,  beloved  Agathon,  that  you  can 
not  refute  the  truth;  for  Socrates  is  easily  re 
futed. 

And  now,  taking  my  leave  of  you,  I  will  re 
hearse  a  tale  of  love  which  I  heard  from  Dio- 
tima  of  Mantineia,  a  woman  wise  in  this  and  in 
many  other  kinds  of  knowledge,  who  in  the 
days  of  old,  when  the  Athenians  offered  sacri 
fice  before  the  coming  of  the  plague,  delayed 
the  disease  ten  years.  She  was  my  instructress  in 
the  art  of  love,  and  I  shall  repeat  to  you  what 
she  said  to  me,  beginning  with  the  admissions 
made  by  Agathon,  which  are  nearly  if  not 
quite  the  same  which  I  made  to  the  wise  wom 
an  when  she  questioned  me:  I  think  that  this 
will  be  the  easiest  way,  and  I  shall  take  both 
parts  myself  as  well  as  I  can.1  As  you,  Agathon, 
suggested,2 1  must  speak  first  of  the  being  and 
nature  of  Love,  and  then  of  his  works.  First  I 
said  to  her  in  nearly  the  same  words  which  he 
used  to  me,  that  Love  was  a  mighty  god,  and 
likewise  fair;  and  she  proved  to  me  as  I  proved 
to  him  that,  by  my  own  showing,  Love  was 
neither  fair  nor  good.  "What  do  you  mean, 
Diotima,"  I  said,  "is  love  then  evil  and  foul?" 
"Hush,1'  she  cried;  "must  that  be  foul  which  is 
not  fair?"  [202]  "Certainly,"  I  said.  "And  is 
that  which  is  not  wise,  ignorant?  do  you  not 
see  that  there  is  a  mean  between  wisdom  and 
ignorance?"  "And  what  may  that  be?"  I  said. 
"Right  opinion,"  she  replied;  "which,  as  you 
know,  being  incapable  of  giving  a  reason,  is 
not  knowledge  (for  how  can  knowledge  be 
devoid  of  reason?  nor  again,  ignorance,  for 
neither  can  ignorance  attain  the  truth),  but  is 
clearly  something  which  is  a  mean  between 
ignorance  and  wisdom."  "Quite  true,"  I  re 
plied.  "Do  not  then  insist,"  she  said,  "that  what 
is  not  fair  is  of  necessity  foul,  or  what  is  not 
good  evil;  or  infer  that  because  love  is  not  fair 
and  good  he  is  therefore  foul  and  evil;  for  he  is 
in  a  mean  between  them. ""Well, "I  said, "Love 
is  surely  admitted  by  all  to  be  a  great  god."  "By 

1  C£.  Gorgias,  505. 

2  Supra,  195. 


those  who  know  or  by  those  who  do  not 
know?"  "By  all."  "And  how,  Socrates,"  she 
said  with  a  smile,  "can  Love  be  acknowledged 
to  be  a  great  god  by  those  who  say  that  he  is 
not  a  god  at  all?"  "And  who  are  they?"  I  said. 
"You  and  I  are  two  of  them,"  she  replied. 
"How  can  that  be?"  I  said.  "It  is  quite  intelligi 
ble,"  she  replied;  "for  you  yourself  would  ac 
knowledge  that  the  gods  are  happy  and  fair — 
of  course  you  would — would  you  dare  to  say 
that  any  god  was  not?"  "Certainly  not,"  I  re 
plied.  "And  you  mean  by  the  happy,  those  who 
are  the  possessors  of  things  good  or  fair?" 
"Yes."  "And  you  admitted  that  Love,  because 
he  was  in  want,  desires  those  good  and  fair 
things  of  which  he  is  in  want?"  "Yes,  I  did." 
"But  how  can  he  be  a  god  who  has  no  portion 
in  what  is  either  good  or  fair?"  "Impossible." 
"Then  you  see  that  you  also  deny  the  divinity 
of  Love." 

"What  then  is  Love?"  I  asked;  "Is  he  mor 
tal?"  "No."  "What  then?"  "As  in  the  former 
instance,  he  is  neither  mortal  nor  immortal, 
but  in  a  mean  between  the  two."  "What  is  he, 
Diotima?"  "He  is  a  great  spirit  (Sat'fwov),  and 
like  all  spirits  he  is  intermediate  between  the 
divine  and  the  mortal."  "And  what,"  I  said, 
"is  his  power?"  "He  interprets,"  she  replied, 
"between  gods  and  men,  conveying  and  taking 
across  to  the  gods  the  prayers  and  sacrifices  of 
men,  and  to  men  the  commands  and  replies  of 
the  gods;  he  is  the  mediator  who  spans  the 
chasm  which  divides  them,  and  therefore  in 
him  all  is  bound  together,  and  through  him 
the  arts  of  the  prophet  and  the  priest,  [203] 
their  sacrifices  and  mysteries  and  charms,  and 
all  prophecy  and  incantation,  find  their  way. 
For  God  mingles  not  with  man;  but  through 
Love  all  the  intercourse  and  converse  of  god 
with  man,  whether  awake  or  asleep,  is  carried 
on.  The  wisdom  which  understands  this  is 
spiritual;  all  other  wisdom,  such  as  that  of  arts 
and  handicrafts,  is  mean  and  vulgar.  Now 
these  spirits  or  intermediate  powers  are  many 
and  diverse,  and  one  of  them  is  Love."  "And 
who,"  I  said,  "was  his  father,  and  who  his 
mother?"  "The  tale,"  she  said,  "will  take  time; 
nevertheless  I  will  tell  you.  On  the  birthday  of 
Aphrodite  there  was  a  feast  of  the  gods,  at 
which  the  god  Poros  or  Plenty,  who  is  the  son 
of  Metis  or  Discretion,  was  one  of  the  guests. 
When  the  feast  was  over,  Penia  or  Poverty,  as 
the  manner  is  on  such  occasions,  came  about 
the  doors  to  beg.  Now  Plenty,  who  was  the 
worse  for  nectar  (there  was  no  wine  in  those 
days),  went  into  the  garden  of  Zeus  and  fell 
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Into  a  heavy  sleep;  and  Poverty  considering  her 
own  straitened  circumstances,  plotted  to  have 
a  child  by  him,  and  accordingly  she  lay  down 
at  his  side  and  conceived  Love,  who  partly  be 
cause  he  is  naturally  a  lover  of  the  beautiful, 
and  because  Aphrodite  is  herself  beautiful, 
and  also  because  he  was  born  on  her  birthday, 
is  her  follower  and  attendant.  And  as  his 
parentage  is,  so  also  are  his  fortunes.  In  the  first 
place  he  is  always  poor,  and  anything  but  ten 
der  and  fair,  as  the  many  imagine  him;  and  he 
is  rough  and  squalid,  and  has  no  shoes,  nor  a 
house  to  dwell  in;  on  the  bare  earth  exposed 
he  lies  under  the  open  heaven,  in  the  streets, 
or  at  the  doors  of  houses,  taking  his  rest;  and 
like  his  mother  he  is  always  in  distress.  Like 
his  father  too,  whom  he  also  partly  resembles, 
he  is  always  plotting  against  the  fair  and  good; 
he  is  bold,  enterprising,  strong,  a  mighty  hunt 
er,  always  weaving  some  intrigue  or  other, 
keen  in  the  pursuit  of  wisdom,  fertile  in  re 
sources;  a  philosopher  at  all  times,  terrible  as 
an  enchanter,  sorcerer,  sophist.  He  is  by  nature 
neither  mortal  nor  immortal,  but  alive  and 
flourishing  at  one  moment  when  he  is  in  plenty, 
and  dead  at  another  moment,  and  again  alive 
by  reason  of  his  father's  nature.  But  that  which 
is  always  flowing  in  is  always  flowing  out,  and 
so  he  is  never  in  want  and  never  in  wealth; 
and,  further,  he  is  in  a  mean  between  ignorance 
and  knowledge.  The  truth  of  the  matter  is 
this:  No  god  is  a  philosopher  or  seeker  after 
wisdom,  for  he  is  wise  already;  nor  does  any 
man  who  is  wise  seek  after  wisdom.  Neither 
do  the  ignorant  seek  after  wisdom.  [204]  For 
herein  is  the  evil  of  ignorance,  that  he  who  is 
neither  good  nor  wise  is  nevertheless  satisfied 
with  himself:  he  has  no  desire  for  that  of  which 
he  feels  no  want."  "But  who  then,  Diotima," 
I  said,  "are  the  lovers  of  wisdom,  if  they  are 
neither  the  wise  nor  the  foolish?"  "A  child 
may  answer  that  question,"  she  replied;  "they 
are  those  who  arc  in  a  mean  between  the  two; 
Love  is  one  of  them.  For  wisdom  is  a  most 
beautiful  thing,  and  Love  is  of  the  beautiful; 
and  therefore  Love  is  also  a  philosopher  or 
lover  of  wisdom,  and  being  a  lover  of  wisdom 
is  in  a  mean  between  the  wise  and  the  igno 
rant.  And  of  this  too  his  birth  is  the  cause;  for 
his  father  is  wealthy  and  wise,  and  his  mother 
poor  and  foolish.  Such,  my  dear  Socrates,  is 
the  nature  of  the  spirit  Love.  The  error  in  your 
conception  of  him  was  very  natural,  and  as  I 
imagine  from  what  you  say,  has  arisen  out  of 
a  confusion  of  love  and  the  beloved,  which 
made  you  think  that  love  was  all  beautiful.  For 


the  beloved  is  the  truly  beautiful,  and  delicate, 
and  perfect,  and  blessed;  but  the  principle  of 
love  is  of  another  nature,  and  is  such  as  I  have 
described." 

I  said:  "O  thou  stranger  woman,  thou  sayest 
well;  but,  assuming  Love  to  be  such  as  you  say, 
what  is  the  use  of  him  to  men?"  "That,  Soc 
rates,"  she  replied,  "I  will  attempt  to  unfold: 
of  his  nature  and  birth  I  have  already  spoken; 
and  you  acknowledge  that  love  is  of  the  beauti 
ful.  But  some  one  will  say:  Of  the  beautiful  in 
what,  Socrates  and  Diotima? — or  rather  let 
me  put  the  question  more  clearly,  and  ask: 
When  a  man  loves  the  beautiful,  what  does  he 
desire?"  I  answered  her  "That  the  beautiful 
may  be  his."  "Still,"  she  said,  "the  answer  sug 
gests  a  further  question:  What  is  given  by  the 
possession  of  beauty?"  "To  what  you  have 
asked,"  I  replied,  "I  have  no  answer  ready." 
"Then,"  she  said,  "let  me  put  the  word  'good' 
in  the  place  of  the  beautiful,  and  repeat  the 
question  once  more:  If  he  who  loves  loves  the 
good,  what  is  it  then  that  he  loves?"  "The 
possession  of  the  good,"  I  said.  "And  what  does 
he  gain  who  possesses  the  good?  ""Happiness," 
I  replied;  "there  is  less  difficulty  in  answering 
that  question,"  [20$]  "Yes,"  she  said,  "the 
happy  are  made  happy  by  the  acquisition  of 
good  things.  Nor  is  there  any  need  to  ask  why 
a  man  desires  happiness;  the  answer  is  already 
final."  "You  are  right,"  I  said.  "And  is  this 
wish  and  this  desire  common  to  all  ?  and  do  all 
men  always  desire  their  own  good,  or  only 
some  men?— what  say  you?"  "All  men,"  I  re 
plied;  "the  desire  is  common  to  all."  "Why, 
then,"  she  rejoined,  "are  not  all  men,  Socrates, 
said  to  love,  but  only  some  of  them?  whereas 
you  say  that  all  men  arc  always  loving  the  same 
things,"  "I  myself  wonder,"  1  said,  "why  this 
is,"  "There  is  nothing  to  wonder  at,"  she  re 
plied;  "the  reason  is  that  one  part  of  love  is 
separated  off  and  receives  the  name  of  the 
whole,  but  the  other  parts  have  other  names." 
"Give  an  illustration,"  I  said.  She  answered  me 
as  follows:  "There  is  poetry,  which,  as  you 
know,  is  complex  and  manifold.  All  creation 
or  passage  of  non-being  into  being  is  poetry  or 
making,  and  the  processes  of  all  art  are  crea 
tive;  and  the  masters  of  arts  are  all  poets  or 
makers."  "Very  true."  "Still,"  she  said,  "you 
know  that  they  are  not  called  poets,  but  have 
other  names;  only  that  portion  of  the  art  which 
is  separated  ofl  from  the  rest,  and  is  concerned 
with  music  and  metre,  is  termed  poetry,  and 
they  who  possess  poetry  in  this  sense  of  the 
word  arc  called  poets."  "Very  true/*  I  said* 
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"And  the  same  holds  o£  love.  For  you  may  say 
generally  that  all  desire  of  good  and  happiness 
is  only  the  great  and  subtle  power  of  love;  but 
they  who  are  drawn  towards  him  by  any  other 
path,  whether  the  path  of  money-making  or 
gymnastics  or  philosophy,  are  not  called  lovers 
— the  name  of  the  whole  is  appropriated  to 
those  whose  affection  takes  one  form  only — 
they  alone  are  said  to  love,  or  to  be  lovers." 
"I  dare  say,"  I  replied,  "that  you  are  right." 
"Yes,"  she  added,  "and  you  hear  people  say 
that  lovers  are  seeking  for  their  other  half; 
but  I  say  that  they  are  seeking  neither  for  the 
half  of  themselves,  nor  for  the  whole,  unless 
the  half  or  the  whole  be  also  a  good.  And  they 
will  cut  off  their  own  hands  and  feet  and  cast 
them  away,  if  they  are  evil;  for  they  love  not 
what  is  their  own,  unless  perchance  there  be 
some  one  who  calls  what  belongs  to  him  the 
good,  [206]  and  what  belongs  to  another  the 
evil.  For  there  is  nothing  which  men  love  but 
the  good.  Is  there  anything?"  "Certainly,  I 
should  say,  that  there  is  nothing."  "Then,"  she 
said,  "the  simple  truth  is,  that  men  love  the 
good."  "Yes,"  I  said.  "To  which  must  be  added 
that  they  love  the  possession  of  the  good?" 
"Yes,  that  must  be  added."  "And  not  only  the 
possession,  but  the  everlasting  possession  of 
the  good?"  "That  must  be  added  too."  "Then 
love,"  she  said,  "may  be  described  generally 
as  the  love  of  the  everlasting  possession  of  the 
good?"  "That  is  most  true." 

"Then  if  this  be  the  nature  of  love,  can  you 
tell  me  further,"  she  said,  "what  is  the  manner 
of  the  pursuit?  what  are  they  doing  who  show 
all  this  eagerness  and  heat  which  is  called  love  ? 
and  what  is  the  object  which  they  have  in  view? 
Answer  me."  "Nay,  Diotima,"  I  replied,  "if  I 
had  known,  I  should  not  have  wondered  at 
your  wisdom,  neither  should  I  have  come  to 
learn  from  you  about  this  very  matter."  "Well," 
she  said,  "I  will  teach  you: — The  object  which 
they  have  in  view  is  birth  in  beauty,  whether 
of  body  or  soul."  "1  do  not  understand  you,"  I 
said;  "the  oracle  requires  an  explanation."  "I 
will  make  my  meaning  clearer,"  she  replied. 
"I  mean  to  say,  that  all  men  are  bringing  to  the 
birth  in  their  bodies  and  in  their  souls.  There 
is  a  certain  age  at  which  human  nature  is  de 
sirous  of  procreation — procreation  which  must 
be  in  beauty  and  not  in  deformity;  and  this 
procreation  is  the  union  of  man  and  woman, 
and  is  a  divine  thing;  for  conception  and  gen 
eration  are  an  immortal  principle  in  the  mortal 
creature,  and  in  the  inharmonious  they  can 
never  be.  But  the  deformed  is  always  inhar 


monious  with  the  divine,  and  the  beautiful 
harmonious.  Beauty,  then,  is  the  destiny  or 
goddess  of  parturition  who  presides  at  birth, 
and  therefore,  when  approaching  beauty,  the 
conceiving  power  is  propitious,  and  diffusive, 
and  benign,  and  begets  and  bears  fruit:  at  the 
sight  of  ugliness  she  frowns  and  contracts  and 
has  a  sense  of  pain,  and  turns  away,  and  shrivels 
up,  and  not  without  a  pang  refrains  from  con 
ception.  And  this  is  the  reason  why,  when  the 
hour  of  conception  arrives,  and  the  teeming 
nature  is  full,  there  is  such  a  flutter  and  ecstasy 
about  beauty  whose  approach  is  the  alleviation 
of  the  pain  of  travail.  For  love,  Socrates,  is  not, 
as  you  imagine,  the  love  of  the  beautiful  only." 
"What  then?"  "The  love  of  generation  and  of 
birth  in  beauty."  "Yes,"  I  said.  "Yes,  indeed," 
she  replied.  "But  why  of  generation?"  "Be 
cause  to  the  mortal  creature,  generation  is  a 
sort  of  eternity  and  immortality,"  she  replied; 
"and  if,  as  has  been  already  admitted,  love  is 
of  the  everlasting  possession  of  the  good,  all 
men  will  necessarily  desire  immortality  to 
gether  with  good:  [207]  Wherefore  love  is  of 
immortality." 

All  this  she  taught  me  at  various  times  when 
she  spoke  of  love.  And  I  remember  her  once 
saying  to  me,  "What  is  the  cause,  Socrates,  of 
love,  and  the  attendant  desire?  See  you  not 
how  all  animals,  birds,  as  well  as  beasts,  in  their 
desire  of  procreation,  are  in  agony  when  they 
take  the  infection  of  love,  which  begins  with 
the  desire  of  union;  whereto  is  added  the  care 
of  offspring,  on  whose  behalf  the  weakest  are 
ready  to  battle  against  the  strongest  even  to 
the  uttermost,  and  to  die  for  them,  and  will  let 
themselves  be  tormented  with  hunger  or  suf 
fer  anything  in  order  to  maintain  their  young. 
Man  may  be  supposed  to  act  thus  from  reason; 
but  why  should  animals  have  these  passionate 
feelings?  Can  you  teH  me  why?"  Again  I  re 
plied  that  I  did  not  know.  She  said  to  me:  "And 
do  you  expect  ever  to  become  a  master  in  the 
art  of  love,  if  you  do  not  know  this?"  "But  I 
have  told  you  already,  Diotima,  that  my  igno 
rance  is  the  reason  why  I  come  to  you;  for  I  am 
conscious  that  I  want  a  teacher;  tell  me  then 
the  cause  of  this  and  of  the  other  mysteries  of 
love."  "Marvel  not,"  she  said,  "if  you  believe 
that  love  is  of  the  immortal,  as  we  have  several 
times  acknowledged;  for  here  again,  and  on 
the  same  principle  too,  the  mortal  nature  is 
seeking  as  far  as  is  possible  to  be  everlasting 
and  immortal:  and  this  is  only  to  be  attained 
by  generation,  because  generation  always  leaves 
behind  a  new  existence  in  the  place  of  the  old. 
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Nay  even  in  the  life  of  the  same  individual 
there  is  succession  and  not  absolute  unity:  a 
man  is  called  the  same,  and  yet  in  the  short 
interval  which  elapses  between  youth  and  age, 
and  in  which  every  animal  is  said  to  have  life 
and  identity,  he  is  undergoing  a  perpetual 
process  of  loss  and  reparation — hair,  flesh, 
bones,  blood,  and  the  whole  body  are  always 
changing.  Which  is  true  not  only  of  the  body, 
but  also  of  the  soul,  whose  habits,  tempers, 
opinions,  desires,  pleasures,  pains,  fears,  never 
remain  the  same  in  any  one  of  us,  but  are 
always  coming  and  going;  and  equally  true  of 
knowledge,  and  what  is  still  more  surprising 
to  us  mortals,  [208]  not  only  do  the  sciences 
in  general  spring  up  and  decay,  so  that  in  re 
spect  of  them  we  are  never  the  same;  but  each 
of  them  individually  experiences  a  like  change. 
For  what  is  implied  in  the  word  'recollection,' 
but  the  departure  of  knowledge,  which  is  ever 
being  forgotten,  and  is  renewed  and  preserved 
by  recollection,  and  appears  to  be  the  same 
although  in  reality  new,  according  to  that  law 
of  succession  by  which  all  mortal  things  are 
preserved,  not  absolutely  the  same,  but  by  sub 
stitution,  the  old  worn-out  mortality  leaving 
another  new  and  similar  existence  behind — 
unlike  the  divine,  which  is  always  the  same 
and  not  another?  And  in  this  way,  Socrates,  the 
mortal  body,  or  mortal  anything,  partakes  of 
immortality;  but  the  immortal  in  another  way. 
Marvel  not  then  at  the  love  which  all  men  have 
of  their  offspring;  for  that  universal  love  and 
interest  is  for  the  sake  of  immortality." 

I  was  astonished  at  her  words,  and  said:  "Is 
this  really  true,  O  thou  wise  Diotima?"  And 
she  answered  with  all  the  authority  of  an  ac 
complished  sophist:  "Of  that,  Socrates,  you 
may  be  assured; — think  only  of  the  ambition 
of  men,  and  you  will  wonder  at  the  senseless 
ness  of  their  ways,  unless  you  consider  how 
they  are  stirred  by  the  love  of  an  immortality 
of  fame.  They  are  ready  to  run  all  risks  greater 
far  than  they  would  have  run  for  their  children, 
and  to  spend  money  and  undergo  any  sort  of 
toil,  and  even  to  die,  for  the  sake  of  leaving 
behind  them  a  name  which  shall  be  eternal. 
Do  you  imagine  that  Alcestis  would  have  died 
to  save  Adrnetus,  or  Achilles  to  avenge  Patro- 
clus,  or  your  own  Codrus  in  order  to  preserve 
the  kingdom  for  his  sons,  if  they  had  not 
imagined  that  the  memory  of  their  virtues, 
which  still  survives  among  us,  would  be  im 
mortal?  Nay,"  she  said,  "I  am  persuaded  that 
all  men  do  all  things,  and  the  better  they  arc 
the  more  they  do  them,  in  hope  of  the  glorious 


fame  of  immortal  virtue;  for  they  desire  the 
immortal. 

"Those  who  are  pregnant  in  the  body  only, 
betake  themselves  to  women  and  beget  chil 
dren — this  is  the  character  of  their  love;  their 
offspring,  as  they  hope,  will  preserve  their 
memory  and  give  them  the  blessedness  and 
immortality  which  they  desire  in  the  future. 
But  souls  which  are  pregnant — for  there  cer 
tainly  are  men  who  are  [209]  more  creative 
in  their  souls  than  in  their  bodies — conceive 
that  which  is  proper  for  the  soul  to  conceive 
or  contain.  And  what  are  these  conceptions?— 
wisdom  and  virtue  in  general.  And  such  crea 
tors  are  poets  and  all  artists  who  are  deserving 
of  the  name  inventor.  But  the  greatest  and  fair 
est  sort  of  wisdom  by  far  is  that  which  is  con 
cerned  with  the  ordering  of  states  and  families, 
and  which  is  called  temperance  and  justice. 
And  he  who  in  youth  has  the  seed  of  these  im 
planted  in  him  and  is  himself  inspired,  when 
he  comes  to  maturity  desires  to  beget  and  gen 
erate.  He  wanders  about  seeking  beauty  that 
he  may  beget  offspring— for  in  deformity  he 
will  beget  nothing — and  naturally  embraces 
the  beautiful  rather  than  the  deformed  body; 
above  all  when  he  finds  a  fair  and  noble  and 
well-nurtured  soul,  he  embraces  the  two  in  one 
person,  and  to  such  an  one  he  is  full  of  speech 
about  virtue  and  the  nature  and  pursuits  of  a 
good  man;  and  he  tries  to  educate  him;  and  at 
the  touch  of  the  beautiful  which  is  ever  present 
to  his  memory,  even  when  absent,  he  brings 
forth  that  which  he  had  conceived  long  before, 
and  in  company  with  him  tends  that  which  he 
brings  forth;  and  they  are  married  by  a  far 
nearer  tie  and  have  a  closer  friendship  than 
those  who  beget  mortal  children,  for  the  chil 
dren  who  are  their  common  offspring  are  fairer 
and  more  immortal.  Who,  when  he  thinks  of 
Homer  and  Ilcsiocl  and  other  great  poets, 
would  not  rather  have  their  children  than  or 
dinary  human  ones?  Who  would  not  emulate 
them  in  the  creation  of  children  such  as  theirs, 
which  have  preserved  their  memory  and  given 
them  everlasting  glory?  Or  who  would  not 
have  such  children  as  Lycurgus  left  behind  him 
to  be  the  saviours,  not  only  of  Lacedaemon,  but 
of  Hellas,  as  one  may  say?  There  is  Solon,  too, 
who  is  the  revered  father  of  Athenian  laws; 
and  many  others  therearein  many  other  places, 
both  among  I  lellenes  and  barbarians,  who  have 
given  to  the  world  many  noble  works,  and  have 
been  the  parents  of  virtue  of  every  kind;  and 
many  temples  have  been  raised  in  their  honour 
for  the  sake  of  children  such  as  theirs;  which 
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were  never  raised  in  honour  of  any  one,  for 
the  sake  of  his  mortal  children. 

"These  are  the  lesser  mysteries  of  love,  into 
which  even  you,  Socrates,  [210]  may  enter;  to 
the  greater  and  more  hidden  ones  which  are 
the  crown  of  these,  and  to  which,  if  you  pursue 
them  in  a  right  spirit,  they  will  lead,  I  know 
not  whether  you  will  be  able  to  attain.  But  I 
will  do  my  utmost  to  inform  you,  and  do  you 
follow  if  you  can.  For  he  who  would  proceed 
aright  in  this  matter  should  begin  in  youth  to 
visit  beautiful  forms;  and  first,  if  he  be  guided 
by  his  instructor  aright,  to  love  one  such  form 
only — out  of  that  he  should  create  fair  thoughts; 
and  soon  he  will  of  himself  perceive  that  the 
beauty  of  one  form  is  akin  to  the  beauty  of  an 
other;  and  then  if  beauty  of  form  in  general  is 
his  pursuit,  how  foolish  would  he  be  not  to 
recognize  that  the  beauty  in  every  form  is  one 
and  the  same!  And  when  he  perceives  this  he 
will  abate  his  violent  love  of  the  one,  which  he 
will  despise  and  deem  a  small  thing,  and  will 
become  a  lover  of  all  beautiful  forms;  in  the 
next  stage  he  will  consider  that  the  beauty  of 
the  mind  is  more  honourable  than  the  beauty 
of  the  outward  form.  So  that  if  a  virtuous  soul 
have  but  a  little  comeliness,  he  will  be  content 
to  love  and  tend  him,  and  will  search  out  and 
bring  to  the  birth  thoughts  which  may  improve 
the  young,  until  he  is  compelled  to  contemplate 
and  see  the  beauty  of  institutions  and  laws,  and 
to  understand  that  the  beauty  of  them  all  is  of 
one  family,  and  that  personal  beauty  is  a  trifle; 
and  after  laws  and  institutions  he  will  go  on 
to  the  sciences,  that  he  may  see  their  beauty, 
being  not  like  a  servant  in  love  with  the  beauty 
of  one  youth  or  man  or  institution,  himself  a 
slave  mean  and  narrow-minded,  but  drawing 
towards  and  contemplating  the  vast  sea  of 
beauty,  he  will  create  many  fair  and  noble 
thoughts  and  notions  in  boundless  love  of  wis 
dom;  until  on  that  shore  he  grows  and  waxes 
strong,  and  at  last  the  vision  is  revealed  to  him 
of  a  single  science,  which  is  the  science  of  beauty 
everywhere.  To  this  I  will  proceed;  please  to 
give  me  your  very  best  attention: 

"Fie  who  has  been  instructed  thus  far  in  the 
things  of  love,  and  who  has  learned  to  see  the 
beautiful  in  due  order  and  succession,  when 
he  comes  toward  the  end  will  suddenly  per 
ceive  a  nature  of  wondrous  beauty  (and  this, 
[211]  Socrates,  is  the  final  cause  of  all  our 
former  toils) — a  nature  which  in  the  first  place 
is  everlasting,  not  growing  and  decaying,  or 
waxing  and  waning;  secondly,  not  fair  in  one 
point  of  view  and  foul  in  another,  or  at  one 


time  or  in  one  relation  or  at  one  place  fair,  at 
another  time  or  in  another  relation  or  at  an 
other  place  foul,  as  if  fair  to  some  and  foul  to 
others,  or  in  the  likeness  of  a  face  or  hands  or 
any  other  part  of  the  bodily  frame,  or  in  any 
form  of  speech  or  knowledge,  or  existing  in 
any  other  being,  as  for  example,  in  an  animal, 
or  in  heaven,  or  in  earth,  or  in  any  other  place; 
but  beauty  absolute,  separate,  simple,  and  ever 
lasting,  which  without  diminution  and  with 
out  increase,  or  any  change,  is  imparted  to  the 
ever-growing  and  perishing  beauties  of  all  other 
things.  He  who  from  these  ascending  under 
the  influence  of  true  love,  begins  to  perceive 
that  beauty,  is  not  far  from  the  end.  And  the 
true  order  of  going,  or  being  led  by  another, 
to  the  things  of  love,  is  to  begin  from  the 
beauties  of  earth  and  mount  upwards  for  the 
sake  of  that  other  beauty,  using  these  as  steps 
only,  and  from  one  going  on  to  two,  and  from 
two  to  all  fair  forms,  and  from  fair  forms  to 
fair  practices,  and  from  fair  practices  to  fair 
notions,  until  from  fair  notions  he  arrives  at 
the  notion  of  absolute  beauty,  and  at  last  knows 
what  the  essence  of  beauty  is.  This,  my  dear 
Socrates,"  said  the  stranger  of  Mantineia,  "is 
that  life  above  all  others  which  man  should  live, 
in  the  contemplation  of  beauty  absolute;  a 
beauty  which  if  you  once  beheld,  you  would 
see  not  to  be  after  the  measure  of  gold,  and 
garments,  and  fair  boys  and  youths,  whose  pres 
ence  now  entrances  you;  and  you  and  many 
a  one  would  be  content  to  live  seeing  them  only 
and  conversing  with  them  without  meat  or 
drink,  if  that  were  possible — you  only  want  to 
look  at  them  and  to  be  with  them.  But  what  if 
man  had  eyes  to  see  the  true  beauty — the  divine 
beauty,  I  mean,  pure  and  clear  and  unalloyed, 
not  clogged  with  the  pollutions  of  mortality 
and  all  the  colours  and  vanities  of  human  life 
— thither  looking,  and  holding  converse  with 
the  true  beauty  simple  and  divine?  [212]  Re 
member  how  in  that  communion  only,  behold 
ing  beauty  with  the  eye  of  the  mind,  he  will  be 
enabled  to  bring  forth,  not  images  of  beauty, 
but  realities  (for  he  has  hold  not  of  an  image  but 
of  a  reality),  and  bringing  forth  and  nourish 
ing  true  virtue  to  become  the  friend  of  God 
and  be  immortal,  if  mortal  man  may.  Would 
that  be  an  ignoble  life?" 

Such,  Phaedrus — and  I  speak  not  only  to 
you,  but  to  all  of  you — were  the  words  of  Dio- 
tima;  and  I  am  persuaded  of  their  truth.  And 
being  persuaded  of  them,  I  try  to  persuade 
others,  that  in  the  attainment  of  this  end  hu 
man  nature  will  not  easily  find  a  helper  better 
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than  love.  And  therefore,  also,  I  say  that  every 
man  ought  to  honour  him  as  I  myself  honour 
him,  and  walk  in  his  ways,  and  exhort  others 
to  do  the  same1,  and  praise  the  power  and  spirit 
of  love  according  to  the  measure  of  my  ability 
now  and  ever. 

The  words  which  I  have  spoken,  you,  Phae- 
drus,  may  call  an  encomium  of  love,  or  any 
thing  else  which  you  please. 

When  Socrates  had  done  speaking,  the  com 
pany  applauded,  and  Aristophanes  was  begin 
ning  to  say  something  in  answer  to  the  allusion 
which  Socrates  had  made  to  his  own  speech,3 
when  suddenly  there  was  a  great  knocking  at 
the  door  of  the  house,  as  of  revellers,  and  the 
sound  of  a  flute-girl  was  heard.  Agathon  told 
the  attendants  to  go  and  see  who  were  the  in 
truders.  "If  they  are  friends  of  ours,"  he  said, 
"invite  them  in,  but  if  not,  say  that  the  drink 
ing  is  over."  A  little  while  afterwards  they 
heard  the  voice  of  Alcibiades  resounding  in  the 
court;  he  was  in  a  great  state  of  intoxication, 
and  kept  roaring  and  shouting  "Where  is  Aga 
thon?  Lead  me  to  Agathon,"  and  at  length, 
supported  by  the  flute-girl  and  some  of  his  at 
tendants,  he  found  his  way  to  them.  "Hail, 
friends,"  he  said,  appearing  at  the  door  crown 
ed  with  a  massive  garland  of  ivy  and  violets,  his 
head  flowing  with  ribands.  "Will  you  have  a 
very  drunken  man  as  a  companion  of  your 
revels?  Or  shall  I  crown  Agathon,  which  was 
my  intention  in  coming,  and  go  away?  For  I 
was  unable  to  come  yesterday,  and  therefore  3 
am  here  to-day,  carrying  on  my  head  these  rib 
ands,  that  taking  them  from  my  own  head, 
I  may  crown  the  head  of  this  fairest  and  wisest 
of  men,  as  I  may  be  allowed  to  call  him.  Will 
you  laugh  at  me  because  I  am  drunk?  Yet  I 
know  very  well  that  C  am  speaking  the  truth, 
/2ij]  although  you  may  laugh.  But  first  tell 
me;  if  I  come  in  shall  we  have  the  understand 
ing  of  which  I  spoke? a  Will  you  drink  with  me 
or  not?" 

The  company  were  vociferous  in  begging 
that  he  would  take  his  place  among  them,  and 
Agathon  specially  invited  him.  Thereupon  he 
was  led  in  by  the  people  who  were  with  him; 
and  as  he  was  being  led,  intending  to  crown 
Agathon,  he  took  the  ribands  Iroin  his  own 
head  and  held  them  in  front  of  his  eyes;  he 
was  thus  prevented  from  seeing  Socrates,  who 
made  way  for  him,  ami  Alcibiades  took  the 
vacant  place  between  Agaihon  and  Socrates, 

xCf.205, 

*  Supra,  212:  "Will  you  have  a  very  drunken 
man?"  etc. 


and  in  taking  the  place  he  embraced  Agathon 
and  crowned  him.  Take  off  his  sandals,  said 
Agathon,  and  let  him  make  a  third  on  the  same 
couch. 

By  all  means;  but  who  makes  the  third  part 
ner  in  our  revels?  said  Alcibiades,  turning 
round  and  starting  up  as  he  caught  sight  of 
Socrates.  By  Heracles,  he  said,  what  is  this? 
here  is  Socrates  always  lying  in  wait  for  me, 
and  always,  as  his  way  is,  coming  out  at  all 
sorts  of  unsuspected  places:  and  now,  what 
have  you  to  say  for  yourself,  and  why  are  you 
lying  here,  where  I  perceive  that  you  have  con 
trived  to  find  a  place,  not  by  a  joker  or  lover 
of  jokes,  like  Aristophanes,  but  by  the  fairest 
of  the  company? 

Socrates  turned  to  Agathon  and  said:  I  must 
ask  you  to  protect  me,  Agathon;  for  the  pas 
sion  of  this  man  has  grown  quite  a  serious  mat 
ter  to  me.  Since  I  became  his  admirer  1  have 
never  been  allowed  to  speak  to  any  other  fair 
one,  or  so  much  as  to  look  at  them.  If  I  do,  he 
goes  wild  with  envy  and  jealousy,  and  not  only 
abuses  me  but  can  hardly  keep  his  hands  off 
me,  and  at  this  moment  he  may  do  me  some 
harm.  Please  to  see  to  this,  and  either  reconcile 
me  to  him,  or,  if  he  attempts  violence,  protect 
me,  as  I  am  in  bodily  fear  of  his  mad  and  pas 
sionate  attempts. 

There  can  never  be  reconciliation  between 
you  and  me,  said  Alcibiades;  but  for  the  present 
I  will  defer  your  chastisement.  And  1  must  beg 
you,  Agathon,  to  give  me  back  some  of  the 
ribands  that  I  may  crown  the  marvellous  head 
of  this  universal  despot— I  would  not  have  him 
complain  of  me  for  crowning  you,  and  neglect 
ing  him,  who  in  conversation  is  the  conqueror 
of  all  mankind;  and  this  not  only  once,  as  you 
were  the  day  before  yesterday,  but  always. 
Whereupon,  taking  some  of  the  ribands,  he 
crowned  Socrates,  and  again  reclined. 

Then  he  said:  You  seem,  my  friends,  to  be 
sober,  which  is  a  thing  not  to  be  endured;  you 
must  drink— for  that  was  the  agreement  under 
which  T  was  admitted— and  I  elect  myself  mas 
ter  of  the  feast  until  you  are  well  drunk.  Let 
us  have  a  large  goblet,  Agathon,  or  rather,  he 
said,  addressing  the  attendant,  bring  me  that 
wine-cooler. The  wine-cooler  which  had  caught 
his  eye  was  a  vessel  holding  more  than  two 
quarts— this  he  filled  and  emptied,  /2////  and 
bade  the  attendant  (ill  it  again  for  Socrates.  Ob 
serve,  my  friends,  said  Alcibiades,  that  this  in 
genious  trick  of  mine  will  have  no  effect;  on 
Socrates,  for  he  can  drink  any  quantity  of  wine 
and  not  be  at  all  nearer  being  drunk,  Socrates 
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drank  the  cup  which  the  attendant  filled  for 
him. 

Eryximachus  said :  What  is  this,  Alcibiades  ? 
Are  we  to  have  neither  conversation  nor  sing 
ing  over  our  cups;  but  simply  to  drink  as  if  we 
were  thirsty? 

Alcibiades  replied:  Hail,  worthy  son  o£  a 
most  wise  and  worthy  sire ! 

The  same  to  you,  said  Eryximachus;  but 
what  shall  we  do? 

That  I  leave  to  you,  said  Alcibiades. 

The  wise  physician  sty-lied  our  wounds  to  heal 

shall  prescribe  and  we  will  obey.  What  do  you 
want  ? 

Well,  said  Eryximachus,  before  you  ap 
peared  we  had  passed  a  resolution  that  each  one 
of  us  in  turn  should  make  a  speech  in  praise  of 
love,  and  as  good  a  one  as  he  could:  the  turn 
was  passed  round  from  left  to  right;  and  as 
all  of  us  have  spoken,  and  you  have  not  spoken 
but  have  well  drunken,  you  ought  to  speak, 
and  then  impose  upon  Socrates  any  task  which 
you  please,  and  he  on  his  right  hand  neighbour, 
and  so  on. 

That  is  good,  Eryximachus,  said  Alcibiades; 
and  yet  the  comparison  of  a  drunken  man's 
speech  with  those  of  sober  men  is  hardly  fair; 
and  I  should  like  to  know,  sweet  friend,  wheth 
er  you  really  believe  what  Socrates  was  just 
now  saying;  for  I  can  assure  you  that  the  very 
reverse  is  the  fact,  and  that  if  I  praise  any  one 
but  himself  in  his  presence,  whether  God  or 
man,  he  will  hardly  keep  his  hands  off  me. 

For  shame,  said  Socrates, 

Hold  your  tongue,  said  Alcibiades,  for  by 
Poseidon,  there  is  no  one  else  whom  I  will  praise 
when  you  are  of  the  company. 

Well  then,  said  Eryximachus,  if  you  like 
praise  Socrates. 

What  do  you  think,  Eryximachus?  said  Al 
cibiades:  shall  I  attack  him  and  inflict  the  pun 
ishment  before  you  all? 

What  are  you  about?  said  Socrates;  are  you 
going  to  raise  a  laugh  at  my  expense?  Is  that 
the  meaning  of  your  praise? 

T  am  going  to  speak  the  truth,  if  you  will  per 
mit  me. 

I  not  only  permit,  but  exhort  you  to  speak 
the  truth. 

Then  I  will  begin  at  once,  said  Alcibiades, 
and  if  I  say  anything  which  is  not  true,  you 
may  interrupt  me  if  you  will,  and  say  "that  is 
a  He,"  though  my  intention  is  to  speak  the 
truth.  But  you  must  not  wonder  if  I  speak  any 
how  as  things  come  into  my  mind;  for  the 


fluent  and  orderly  enumeration  of  all  your 
singularities  is  not  a  task  which  is  easy  to  a 
man  in  my  condition. 

[215]  And  now,  my  boys,  I  shall  praise 
Socrates  in  a  figure  which  will  appear  to  him 
to  be  a  caricature,  and  yet  I  speak,  not  to  make 
fun  of  him,  but  only  for  the  truth's  sake,  I  say, 
that  he  is  exactly  like  the  busts  of  Silenus,  which 
are  set  up  in  the  statuaries'  shops,  holding  pipes 
and  flutes  in  their  mouths;  and  they  are  made 
to  open  in  the  middle,  and  have  images  of  gods 
inside  them.  I  say  also  that  he  is  like  Marsyas 
the  satyr.  You  yourself  will  not  deny,  Socrates, 
that  your  face  is  like  that  of  a  satyr.  Aye,  and 
there  is  a  resemblance  in  other  points  too.  For 
example,  you  are  a  bully,  as  I  can  prove  by  wit 
nesses,  if  you  will  not  confess.  And  are  you  not 
a  flute-player?  That  you  are,  and  a  performer 
far  more  wonderful  than  Marsyas.  He  indeed 
with  instruments  used  to  charm  the  souls  of 
men  by  the  powers  of  his  breath,  and  the 
players  of  his  music  do  so  still:  for  the  melodies 
of  Olympus1  are  derived  from  Marsyas  who 
taught  them,  and  these,  whether  they  are  play 
ed  by  a  great  master  or  by  a  miserable  flute-girl, 
have  a  power  which  no  others  have;  they  alone 
possess  the  soul  and  reveal  the  wants  of  those 
who  have  need  of  gods  and  mysteries,  because 
they  are  divine.  But  you  produce  the  same  effect 
with  your  words  only,  and  do  not  require  the 
flute;  that  is  the  difference  between  you  and 
him.  When  we  hear  any  other  speaker,  even  a 
very  good  one,  he  produces  absolutely  no  effect 
upon  us,  or  not  much,  whereas  the  mere  frag 
ments  of  you  and  your  words,  even  at  second 
hand,  and  however  imperfectly  repeated, 
amaze  and  possess  the  souls  of  every  man, 
woman,  and  child  who  comes  within  hearing  of 
them.  And  if  I  were  not  afraid  that  you  would 
think  me  hopelessly  drunk,  I  would  have  sworn 
as  well  as  spoken  to  the  influence  which  they 
have  always  had  and  still  have  over  me.  For  my 
heart  leaps  within  me  more  than  that  of  any 
Corybantian  reveller,  and  my  eyes  rain  tears 
when  I  hear  them.  And  I  observe  that  many 
others  are  affected  in  the  same  manner.  I  have 
heard  Pericles  and  other  great  orators,  and  I 
thought  that  they  spoke  well,  but  I  never  had 
any  similar  feeling;  my  soul  was  not  stirred  by 
them,  nor  was  I  angry  at  the  thought  of  my 
own  slavish  state.  But  this  Marsyas  has  often 
brought  me  to  such  a  pass,  that  I  have  felt  as 
if  I  could  hardly  endure  the  life  which  I  am 
leading  [216]  (this,  Socrates,  you  will  admit); 
and  I  am  conscious  that  if  I  did  not  shut  my 
1  Cf .  Aristotle,  Politics,  viii.  5.  1340*3-12. 
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ears  against  him,  and  fly  as  from  the  voice  of 
the  siren,  my  fate  would  be  like  that  of  others, 
— he  would  transfix  me,  and  I  should  grow 
old  sitting  at  his  feet.  For  he  makes  me  confess 
that  I  ought  not  to  live  as  I  do,  neglecting  the 
wants  of  my  own  soul,  and  busying  myself 
with  the  concerns  of  the  Athenians;  therefore  I 
hold  my  ears  and  tear  myself  away  from  him. 
And  he  is  the  only  person  who  ever  made  me 
ashamed,  which  you  might  think  not  to  be  in 
my  nature,  and  there  is  no  one  else  who  does 
the  same.  For  I  know  that  I  cannot  answer 
him  or  say  that  I  ought  not  to  do  as  he  bids, 
but  when  I  leave  his  presence  the  love  of  popu 
larity  gets  the  better  of  me.  And  therefore  I 
run  away  and  fly  from  him,  and  when  I  see 
him  I  am  ashamed  of  what  I  have  confessed  to 
him.  Many  a  time  have  I  wished  that  he  were 
dead,  and  yet  I  know  that  I  should  be  much 
more  sorry  than  glad,  if  he  were  to  die:  so  that 
I  am  at  my  wit's  end. 

And  this  is  what  I  and  many  others  have  suf 
fered  from  the  flute-playing  of  this  satyr.  Yet 
hear  me  once  more  while  I  show  you  how  exact 
the  image  is,  and  how  marvellous  his  power. 
For  let  me  tell  you;  none  of  you  know  him; 
but  T  will  reveal  him  to  you;  having  begun,  I 
must  go  on.  Sec  you  how  fond  he  is  of  the  fair? 
He  is  always  with  them  and  is  always  being 
smitten  by  them,  and  then  again  he  knows 
nothing  and  is  ignorant  of  all  things — such  is 
the  appearance  which  he  puts  on.  Is  he  not 
like  a  Silenus  in  this?  To  be  sure  he  is:  his 
outer  mask  is  the  carved  head  of  the  Silenus; 
but,  O  my  companions  in  drink,  when  he  is 
opened,  what  temperance  there  is  residing 
within !  Know  you  that  beauty  and  wealth  and 
honour,  at  which  the  many  wonder,  are  of  no 
account  with  him,  and  are  utterly  despised  by 
him:  he  regards  not  at  all  the  persons  who  are 
gifted  with  them;  mankind  are  nothing  to 
him;  all  his  life  is  spent  in  mocking  and  flout 
ing  at  them.  But  when  I  opened  him,  and 
looked  within  at  his  serious  purpose,  I  saw  in 
him  divine  and  golden  images  of  such  fasci 
nating  beauty  that  I  was  ready  to  do  in  a  / 2/77 
moment  whatever  Socrates  commanded:  they 
may  have  escaped  the  observation  of  others, but 
I  saw  them.  Now  I  fancied  that  he  was  serious 
ly  enamoured  of  my  beauty,  and  I  thought 
that  I  should  therefore  have  a  grand  opportu 
nity  of  hear  ing  him  tell  what  he  knew,  for  I  had 
a  wonderful  opinion  of  the  attractions  of  my 
youth.  In  the  prosecution  of  this  design,  when 
I  next  went  to  him,  I  sent  away  the  attendant 
who  usually  accompanied  me  (I  will  confess 


the  whole  truth,  and  beg  you  to  listen;  and  if 
I  speak  falsely,  do  you,  Socrates,  expose  the 
falsehood) .  Well,  he  and  I  were  alone  together, 
and  I  thought  that  when  there  was  nobody 
with  us,  I  should  hear  him  speak  the  language 
which  lovers  use  to  their  loves  when  they  are 
by  themselves,  and  I  was  delighted.  Nothing 
of  the  sort;  he  conversed  as  usual,  and  spent 
the  day  with  me  and  then  went  away.  After 
wards  I  challenged  him  to  the  palaestra;  and 
he  wrestled  and  closed  with  me  several  times 
when  there  was  no  one  present;  I  fancied  that 
I  might  succeed  in  this  manner.  Not  a  bit;  I 
made  no  way  with  him.  Lastly,  as  I  had  failed 
hitherto,  I  thought  that  I  must  take  stronger 
measures  and  attack  him  boldly,  and,  as  I  had 
begun,  not  give  him  up,  but  see  how  matters 
stood  between  him  and  me.  So  I  invited  him 
to  sup  with  me,  just  as  if  he  were  a  fair  youth, 
and  I  a  designing  lover,  lie  was  not  easily 
persuaded  to  come;  he  did,  however,  after  a 
while  accept  the  invitation,  and  when  he  came 
the  first  time,  he  wanted  to  go  away  at  once 
as  soon  as  supper  was  over,  and  1  had  not  the 
face  to  detain  him.  The  second  time,  still  in 
pursuance  of  my  design,  after  we  had  supped, 
I  went  on  conversing  far  into  the  night,  and 
when  he  wanted  to  go  away,  1  pretended  that 
the  hour  was  late  and  that  he  had  much  better 
remain.  So  he  lay  down  on  the  couch  next  to 
me,  the  same  on  which  he  had  supped,  and 
there  was  no  one  but  ourselves  sleeping  in  the 
apartment.  All  this  may  be  told  without  shame 
to  any  one.  But  what  follows  I  could  hardly 
tell  you  if  I  were  sober.  Yet  as  the  proverb  says, 
"In  vino  veritas,"  whether  with  boys,  or  with 
out  them;  and  therefore  I  must  speak.  Nor, 
again,  should  I  be  justified  in  concealing  the 
lofty  actions  of  Socrates  when  I  come  to  praise 
him.  Moreover  I  have  felt  the  serpent's  sting; 
and  he  who  has  suffered,  as  they  say,  is  willing 
to  tell  his  fellow-sulterers  only,  as  they  alone 
will  be  likely  to  understand  him,  / 2i8/  and 
will  not  be  extreme  in  judging  of  the  sayings 
or  doings  which  have  been  wrung  from  his 
agony.  For  I  have  been  bitten  by  a  more  than 
viper's  tooth;  I  have  known  in  my  soul,  or  in 
my  heart,  or  in  some  other  part,  that  worst  of 
pangs,  more  violent  in  ingenuous  youth  than 
any  serpent's  tooth,  the  pang  of  philosophy, 
which  will  make  a  man  say  or  do  anything. 
And  you  whom  I  see  around  me,  Phacdrus  and 
Agathon  and  Kryximachus  and  Pausanias  and 
Aristodemus  and  Aristophanes,  all  of  you,  and 
I  need  not  say  Socrates  himself,  have  had  ex 
perience  of  the  same  madness  and  passion  in 
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your  longing  after  wisdom.  Therefore  listen 
and  excuse  my  doings  then  and  my  sayings 
now.  But  let  the  attendants  and  other  profane 
and  unmannered  persons  close  up  the  doors 
of  their  ears. 

When  the  lamp  was  put  out  and  the  serv 
ants  had  gone  away,  I  thought  that  I  must  be 
plain  with  him  and  have  no  more  ambiguity. 
So  I  gave  him  a  shake,  and  I  said:  "Socrates, 
are  you  asleep?"  "No,"  he  said.  "Do  you  know 
what  I  am  meditating?"  "What  are  you  medi 
tating?"  he  said.  "I  think/'  I  replied,  "that  of 
all  the  lovers  whom  I  have  ever  had  you  are 
the  only  one  who  is  worthy  of  me,  and  you 
appear  to  be  too  modest  to  speak.  Now  I  feel 
that  I  should  be  a  fool  to  refuse  you  this  or  any 
other  favour,  and  therefore  I  come  to  lay  at 
your  feet  all  that  I  have  and  all  that  my  friends 
have,  in  the  hope  that  you  will  assist  me  in  the 
way  of  virtue,  which  I  desire  above  all  things, 
and  in  which  I  believe  that  you  can  help  me 
better  than  any  one  else.  And  I  should  certainly 
have  more  reason  to  be  ashamed  of  what  wise 
men  would  say  if  I  were  to  refuse  a  favour 
to  such  as  you,  than  of  what  the  world,  who 
are  mostly  fools,  would  say  of  me  if  I  granted 
it."  To  these  words  he  replied  in  the  ironical 
manner  which  is  so  characteristic  of  him: — 
"Alcibiades,  my  friend,  you  have  indeed  an 
elevated  aim  if  what  you  say  is  true,  and  if 
there  really  is  in  me  any  power  by  which  you 
may  become  better;  truly  you  must  see  in  me 
some  rare  beauty  of  a  kind  infinitely  higher 
than  any  which  I  see  in  you.  And  therefore,  if 
you  mean  to  share  with  me  and  to  exchange 
beauty  for  beauty,  you  will  have  greatly  the 
advantage  of  me;  you  will  gain  true  beauty  in 
return  for  appearance — like  Diomede,  [219] 
gold  in  exchange  lor  brass.  But  look  again, 
sweet  friend,  and  see  whether  you  are  not  de 
ceived  in  me.  The  mind  begins  to  grow  critical 
when  the  bodily  eye  fails,  and  it  will  be  a  long 
time  before  you  get  old."  Hearing  this,  I  said: 
"I  have  told  you  my  purpose,  which  is  quite 
serious,  and  do  you  consider  what  you  think 
best  for  you  and  me."  "That  is  good,"  he  said; 
"at  some  other  time  then  we  will  consider 
and  act  as  seems  best  about  this  and  about 
other  matters."  Whereupon,  I  fancied  that  he 
was  smitten,  and  that  the  words  which  I  had 
uttered  like  arrows  had  wounded  him,  and 
so  without  waiting  to  hear  more  I  got  up,  and 
throwing  my  coat  about  him  crept  under  his 
threadbare  cloak,  as  the  time  of  year  was 
winter,  and  there  I  lay  during  the  whole  night 
having  this  wonderful  monster  in  my  arms. 


This  again,  Socrates,  will  not  be  denied  by 
you.  And  yet,  notwithstanding  all,  he  was  so 
superior  to  my  solicitations,  so  contemptuous 
and  derisive  and  disdainful  of  my  beauty — 
which  really,  as  I  fancied,  had  some  attractions 
— hear,  O  judges;  for  judges  you  shall  be  of 
the  haughty  virtue  of  Socrates — nothing  more 
happened,  but  in  the  morning  when  I  awoke 
(let  all  the  gods  and  goddesses  be  my  wit 
nesses)  I  arose  as  from  the  couch  of  a  father  or 
an  elder  brother. 

What  do  you  suppose  must  have  been  my 
feelings,  after  this  rejection,  at  the  thought  of 
my  own  dishonour?  And  yet  I  could  not  help 
wondering  at  his  natural  temperance  and  self- 
restraint  and  manliness.  I  never  imagined  that 
I  could  have  met  with  a  man  such  as  he  is  in 
wisdom  and  endurance.  And  therefore  I  could 
not  be  angry  with  him  or  renounce  his  com 
pany,  any  more  than  I  could  hope  to  win  him. 
For  I  well  knew  that  if  Ajax  could  not  be 
wounded  by  steel,  much  less  he  by  money;  and 
my  only  chance  of  captivating  him  by  my  per 
sonal  attractions  had  failed.  So  I  was  at  my 
wit's  end;  no  one  was  ever  more  hopelessly  en 
slaved  by  another.  All  this  happened  before  he 
and  I  went  on  the  expedition  to  Potidaea;  there 
we  messed  together,  and  I  had  the  opportunity 
of  observing  his  extraordinary  power  of  sus 
taining  fatigue.  His  endurance  was  simply 
marvellous  when,  [2.2.0]  being  cut  off  from  our 
supplies,  we  were  compelled  to  go  without  food 
— on  such  occasions,  which  often  happen  in 
time  of  war,  he  was  superior  not  only  to  me 
but  to  everybody;  there  was  no  one  to  be  com 
pared  to  him.  Yet  at  a  festival  he  was  the  only 
person  who  had  any  real  powers  of  enjoy 
ment;  though  not  willing  to  drink,  he  could 
if  compell eel  beat  us  all  at  that, — wonderful  to 
relate!  no  human  being  had  ever  seen  Socrates 
drunk;  and  his  powers,  if  I  am  not  mistaken, 
will  be  tested  before  long.  His  fortitude  in  en 
during  cold  was  also  surprising.  There  was  a 
severe  frost,  for  the  winter  in  that  region  is 
really  tremendous,  and  everybody  else  either 
remained  indoors,  or  if  they  went  out  had  on 
an  amazing  quantity  of  clothes,  and  were  well 
shod,  and  had  their  feet  swathed  in  felt  and 
fleeces:  in  the  midst  of  this,  Socrates  with  his 
bare  feet  on  the  ice  and  in  his  ordinary  dress 
marched  better  than  the  other  soldiers  who 
had  shoes,  and  they  looked  daggers  at  him  be 
cause  he  seemed  to  despise  them. 

I  have  told  you  one  tale,  and  now  I  must 
tell  you  another,  which  is  worth  hearing, 
Of  the  doings  and  sufferings  of  the  enduring  man 
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while  he  was  on  the  expedition.  One  morning 
he  was  thinking  about  something  which  he 
could  not  resolve;  he  would  not  give  it  up,  but 
continued  thinking  from  early  dawn  until 
noon — there  he  stood  fixed  in  thought;  and  at 
noon  attention  was  drawn  to  him,  and  the 
rumour  ran  through  the  wondering  crowd  that 
Socrates  had  been  standing  and  thinking  about 
something  ever  since  the  break  of  day.  At  last, 
in  the  evening  after  supper,  some  lonians  out 
of  curiosity  (I  should  explain  that  this  was  not 
in  winter  but  in  summer),  brought  out  their 
mats  and  slept  in  the  open  air  that  they  might 
watch  him  and  see  whether  he  would  stand  all 
night.  There  he  stood  until  the  following  morn 
ing;  and  with  the  return  of  light  he  offered  up 
a  prayer  to  the  sun,  and  went  bis  way.1 1  will 
also  tell,  if  you  please — and  indeed  I  am  bound 
to  tell — of  his  courage  in  battle;  for  who  but 
he  saved  my  life?  Now  this  was  the  engage 
ment  in  which  I  received  the  prize  of  valour: 
for  I  was  wounded  and  he  would  not  leave  me, 
but  he  rescued  me  and  my  arms;  and  he  ought 
to  have  received  the  prize  of  valour  which  the 
generals  wanted  to  confer  on  me  partly  on  ac 
count  of  my  rank,  and  I  told  them  so  (this, 
again,  Socrates  will  not  impeach  or  deny),  but 
he  was  more  eager  than  the  generals  that  I  and 
not  he  should  have  the  prize.  There  was  an 
other  occasion  on  which  his  behaviour  was  very 
remarkable  [221  /—in  the  flight  of  the  army 
after  the  battle  o£  Del  him,  where  he  served 
among  the  heavy-armed — I  had  a  better  oppor 
tunity  of  seeing  him  than  at  Potidaca,  for  I  was 
myself  on  horseback,  and  therefore  compara 
tively  out  of  clanger.  lie  and  Laches  were  re 
treating,  for  the  troops  were  in  flight,  and  I  met 
them  and  told  them  not  to  be  discouraged,  and 
promised  to  remain  with  them;  and  there  you 
might  see  him,  Aristophanes,  as  you  describe/ 
justas  he  is  in  the  streets  of  Aihens,stalking  like 
a  pelican,  and  rolling  his  eyes,  calmly  contem 
plating  enemies  as  well  as  friends,  and  making 
very  intelligible  to  anybody,  even  from  a  dis 
tance,  that  whoever  attacked  him  would  be 
likely  to  meet  with  a  stout  resistance;  and  in 
this  way  he  and  his  companion  escaped — for 
this  is  the  sort  of  man  who  is  never  touched  in 
war;  those  only  are  pursued  who  are  running 
away  headlong.  I  particularly  observed  how 
superior  he  was  to  Laches  in  presence  of  mind. 
Many  are  the  marvels  which  I  might  narrate  in 
praise  of  Socrates;  most  of  his  ways  might  per 
haps  be  paralleled  in  another  man,  but  his 

1  C£.  supra,  175. 

2  Aristophanes,  Clouds,  362. 


absolute  unlikeness  to  any  human  being  that 
is  or  ever  has  been  is  perfectly  astonishing.  You 
may  imagine  Brasidas  and  others  to  have  been 
like  Achilles;  or  you  may  imagine  Nestor  and 
Antenor  to  have  been  like  Pericles;  and  the 
same  may  be  said  of  other  famous  men,  but 
of  this  strange  being  you  will  never  be  able 
to  find  any  likeness,  however  remote,  either 
among  men  who  now  are  or  who  ever  have 
been — other  than  that  which  I  have  already 
suggested  of  Silenus  and  the  satyrs;  and  they 
represent  in  a  figure  not  only  himself,  but  his 
words.  For,  although  I  forgot  to  mention  this 
to  you  before,  his  words  are  like  the  images 
of  Silenus  which  open;  they  are  ridiculous 
when  you  first  hear  them;  he  clothes  himself 
in  language  that  is  like  the  skin  of  the  wanton 
satyr — for  his  talk  is  of  pack-asses  and  smiths 
and  cobblers  and  curriers,  and  he  is  always 
repeating  the  same  things  in  the  same  words," 
so  that  any  ignorant  or  inexperienced  person 
might  feel  disposed  to  laugh  at  him;  [222]  but 
he  who  opens  the  bust  and  sees  what  is  within 
will  find  that  they  are  the  only  words  which 
have  a  meaning  in  them,  and  also  the  most 
divine,  abounding  in  fair  images  of  virtue,  and 
of  the  widest  comprehension,  or  rather  extend 
ing  to  the  whole  duty  of  a  good  and  honourable 
man. 

This,  friends,  is  my  praise  of  Socrates.  1  have 
added  my  blame  of  him  for  his  ill-treatment  of 
me;  and  he  has  ill  treated  not  only  me,  but 
Charmidcs  the  son  of  CJlaucon,  and  Jiuthy- 
demus  the  son  of  Diodes,  and  many  others  in 
the  same  way— beginning  as  their  lover  he  has 
ended  by  making  them  pay  their  addresses  to 
him.  Wherefore  1  say  to  you,  Agathon,  "Be 
not  deceived  by  him;  learn  from  me  and  take 
warning,  and  do  not  be  a  fool  and  learn  by  ex 
perience,  as  the  proverb  says." 

When  Alcibiades  had  finished,  there  was  a 
laugh  at  his  outspokenness;  for  he  seemed  to 
be  still  in  love  with  Socrates.  You  are  sober, 
Alcibiades,  said  Socrates,  or  you  would  never 
have  gone  so  far  about  to  hide  the  purpose  of 
yotir  satyr's  praises,  for  all  this  long  story  is 
only  an  ingenious  circumlocution,  of  which  the 
point  comes  in  by  the  way  at  the  end;  you  want 
to  get  up  a  quarrel  between  rue  and  Agathon, 
and  your  notion  is  that  I  ought  to  love  you  and 
nobody  else,  and  that  you  and  you  only  ought 
to  love  Agathon,  But  the  plot  of  this  Satyric  or 
Silenic  drama  has  been  detected,  and  you  must 
not  allow  him,  Agathon,  to  set  us  at  variance, 

I  believe  you  are  right,  said  Agathon,  and  1 
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am  disposed  to  think  that  his  intention  in  plac 
ing  himself  between  you  and  me  was  only  to 
divide  us;  hut  he  shall  gain  nothing  by  that 
move;  for  I  will  go  and  lie  on  the  couch  next 
to  you. 

Yes,  yes,  replied  Socrates,  by  all  means  come 
here  and  lie  on  the  couch  below  me. 

Alas,  said  Alcibiades,  how  I  am  fooled  by 
this  man;  he  is  determined  to  get  the  better  of 
me  at  every  turn.  I  do  beseech  you,  allow  Aga- 
thon  to  lie  between  us. 

Certainly  not,  said  Socrates,  as  you  praised 
me,  and  I  in  turn  ought  to  praise  my  neigh 
bour  on  the  right,  he  will  be  out  of  order  in 
praising  me  again  when  he  ought  rather  to  be 
praised  by  me,  and  I  must  entreat  you  to  con 
sent  to  this,  and  not  be  jealous,  for  I  have  a 
great  desire  to  praise  the  youth.  [22.3] 

Hurrah !  cried  Agathon,  I  will  rise  instantly, 
that  I  may  be  praised  by  Socrates. 

The  usual  way,  said  Alcibiades;  where  Soc 
rates  is,  no  one  else  has  any  chance  with  the 
fair;  and  now  how  readily  has  he  invented  a 
specious  reason  for  attracting  Agathon  to  him 
self. 

Agathon  arose  In  order  that  he  might  take 
his  place  on  the  couch  by  Socrates,  when  sud 
denly  a  band  of  revellers  entered,  and  spoiled 
the  order  of  the  banquet.  Some  one  who  was 


going  out  having  left  the  door  open,  they  had 
found  their  way  in,  and  made  themselves  at 
home;  great  confusion  ensued,  and  every  one 
was  compelled  to  drink  large  quantities  of 
wine.  Aristodernus  said  that  Eryximachus, 
Phaedrus,  and  others  went  away — he  himself 
fell  asleep,  and  as  the  nights  were  long  took  a 
good  rest:  he  was  awakened  towards  daybreak 
by  a  crowing  of  cocks,  and  when  he  awoke,  the 
others  were  either  asleep,  or  had  gone  away; 
there  remained  only  Socrates,  Aristophanes, 
and  Agathon,  who  were  drinking  out  of  a  large 
goblet  which  they  passed  round,  and  Socrates 
was  discoursing  to  them.  Aristodernus  was 
only  half  awake,  and  he  did  not  hear  the  be 
ginning  of  the  discourse;  the  chief  thing  which 
he  remembered  was  Socrates  compelling  the 
other  two  to  acknowledge  that  the  genius  of 
comedy  was  the  same  with  that  of  tragedy,  and 
that  the  true  artist  in  tragedy  was  an  artist  in 
comedy  also.  To  this  they  were  constrained  to 
assent,  being  drowsy,  and  not  quite  following 
the  argument.  And  first  of  all  Aristophanes 
dropped  off,  then,  when  the  day  was  already 
dawning,  Agathon.  Socrates,  having  laid  them 
to  sleep,  rose  to  depart;  Aristodenius,  as  his 
manner  was,  following  him.  At  the  Lyceum  he 
took  a  bath,  and  passed  the  day  as  usual.  In  the 
evening  he  retired  to  rest  at  his  own  home. 
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eno.  CAN  you  tell  me,  Socrates,  whether 
virtue  is  acquired  by  teaching  or  by  practice;  or 
if  neither  by  teaching  nor  practice,  then  wheth 
er  it  comes  to  man  by  nature,  or  in  what  other 
way? 

Socrates.  O  Meno,  there  was  a  time  when 
the  Thessalians  were  famous  among  the  other 
Hellenes  only  for  their  riches  and  their  riding; 
but  now,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  they  are  equally 
famous  for  their  wisdom,  especially  at  Larisa, 
which  is  the  native  city  of  your  friend  Aristip- 
pus.  And  this  is  Gorgias*  doing;  for  when  he 
came  there,  the  flower  of  the  Aicuadae,  among 
them  your  admirer  Aristippus,  and  the  other 
chiefs  of  the  Thessalians,  fell  in  love  with  his 
wisdom.  And  he  has  taught  you  the  habit  of 
answering  questions  in  a  grand  and  bold  style, 
which  becomes  those  who  know,  and  is  the 
style  in  which  he  himself  answers  all  comers; 
and  any  Hellene  who  likes  may  ask  him  any 
thing.  How  different  is  our  lot!  my  dear  Meno. 
Iji]  Here  at  Athens  there  is  a  dearth  of  the 
commodity,  and  all  wisdom  seems  to  have 
emigrated  from  us  to  you.  I  am  certain  that  if 
you  were  to  ask  any  Athenian  whether  virtue 
was  natural  or  acquired,  he  would  laugh  in 
your  face,  and  say:  "Stranger,  you  have  far  too 
good  an  opinion  of  me,  if  you  think  that  1  can 
answer  your  question.  For  I  literally  do  not 
know  what  virtue  is,  and  much  less  whether 
it  is  acquired  by  teaching  or  not."  And  I  my 
self,  Meno,  living  as  1  do  in  this  region  of  pov 
erty,  am  as  poor  as  the  rest  of  the  world; 
and  I  confess  with  shame  that  I  know  literally 
nothing  about  virtue;  and  when  I  do  not 
know  the  "quid"  of  anything  how  can  I  know 
the  "quale"?  How,  if  I  knew  nothing  at  all  of 


Meno,  could  I  tell  if  he  was  fair,  or  the  opposite 
of  fair;  rich  and  noble,  or  the  reverse  of  rich 
and  noble  ?  Do  you  think  that  I  could  ? 

Men.  No,  Indeed.  But  are  you  in  earnest, 
Socrates,  in  saying  that  you  do  not  know  what 
virtue  is?  And  am  I  to  carry  back  this  report  of 
you  to  Thcssaly  ? 

Soc.  Not  only  that,  my  dear  boy,  but  you 
may  say  further  that  I  have  never  known  of 
any  one  else  who  did,  in  my  judgment. 

Men.  Then  you  have  never  met  Gorgias 
when  he  was  at  Athens? 

Soc.  Yes,  I  have. 

Men.  And  did  you  not  think  that  he  knew? 

Soc.  I  have  not  a  good  memory,  Mono,  and 
therefore  1  cannot  now  tell  what  I  thought  of 
him  at  the  time.  And  I  clare  say  that  he  did 
know,  and  that  you  know  what  he  said :  please, 
therefore,  to  remind  me  of  what  he  said;  or,  if 
you  would  rather,  tell  me  your  own  view;  for 
I  suspect  that  you  and  he  think  much  alike. 

Men.  Very  true, 

Soc.  Then  as  he  is  not  here,  never  mind  him, 
and  do  you  tell  me:  By  the  gods,  Meno,  be  gen 
erous,  and  tell  me  what  you  say  that  virtue  is; 
for  I  shall  be  truly  delighted  to  find  that  I  have 
been  mistaken,  and  that  you  and  Gorgias  do 
really  have  this  knowledge;  although  I  have 
been  just  saying  that  I  have  never  found  any 
body  who  had. 

Men.  There  will  be  no  difficulty,  Socrates,  in 
answering  your  question.  Let  us  take  first  the 
virtue  of  a  man-— he  should  know  how  to  ad 
minister  the  state,  and  in  the  administration  of 
it  to  benefit  his  friends  and  harm  his  enemies; 
and  he  must  also  be  careful  not  to  suffer  harm 
himself.  A  woman's  virtue,  if  you  wish  to 
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know  about  that,  may  also  be  easily  described: 
her  duty  is  to  order  her  house,  and  keep  what 
is  indoors,  and  obey  her  husband.  Every  age, 
every  condition  of  life,  young  or  old,  male  or 
female,  bond  or  free,  [72]  has  a  different  vir 
tue:  there  are  virtues  numberless,  and  no  lack 
of  definitions  of  them;  for  virtue  is  relative  to 
the  actions  and  ages  of  each  of  us  in  all  that  we 
do.  And  the  same  may  be  said  of  vice,  Socrates.1 

Soc.  How  fortunate  I  am,  Meno!  When  I  ask 
you  for  one  virtue,  you  present  me  with  a 
swarm  of  them,2  which  are  in  your  keeping. 
Suppose  that  I  carry  on  the  figure  of  the  swarm, 
and  ask  of  you,  What  is  the  nature  of  the  bee? 
and  you  answer  that  there  are  many  kinds  of 
bees,  and  I  reply:  But  do  bees  differ  as  bees,  be 
cause  there  are  many  and  different  kinds  of 
them;  or  are  they  not  rather  to  be  distinguished 
by  some  other  quality,  as  for  example  beauty, 
size,  or  shape?  How  would  you  answer  rne? 

Men.  I  should  answer  that  bees  do  not  differ 
from  one  another,  as  bees. 

Soc.  And  if  I  went  on  to  say:  That  is  what  I 
desire  to  know,  Meno;  tell  me  what  is  the  qual 
ity  in  which  they  do  not  differ,  but  are  all  alike; 
— would  you  be  able  to  answer? 

Men.  I  should. 

Soc.  And  so  of  the  virtues,  however  many 
and  different  they  may  be,  they  have  all  a  com 
mon  nature  which  makes  them  virtues;  and  on 
this  he  who  would  answer  the  question,  "What 
is  virtue?"  would  do  well  to  have  his  eye  fixed: 
Do  you  understand? 

Men.  I  am  beginning  to  understand;  but  I 
do  not  as  yet  take  hold  of  the  question  as  I 
could  wish. 

Soc.  When  you  say,  Meno,  that  there  is  one 
virtue  of  a  man,  another  of  a  woman,  another 
of  a  child,  and  so  on,  does  this  apply  only  to 
virtue,  or  would  you  say  the  same  of  health, 
and  size,  and  strength?  Or  is  the  nature  of 
health  always  the  same,  whether  in  man  or 
woman  ? 

Men.  I  should  say  that  health  is  the  same, 
both  in  man  and  woman. 

Soc.  And  is  not  this  true  of  size  and  strength  ? 
If  a  woman  is  strong,  she  will  be  strong  by  rea 
son  of  the  same  form  and  of  the  same  strength 
subsisting  in  her  which  there  is  in  the  man.  I 
mean  to  say  that  strength,  as  strength,  whether 
of  man  or  woman,  is  the  same.  Is  there  any  dif 
ference  ? 

Men.  I  think  not. 

[j-*]  Soc.  And  will  not  virtue,  as  virtue,  be 

1  Cf.  Aristotle,  Politics,  i.  13,  i26oft23-28, 
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the  same,  whether  in  a  child  or  in  a  grown-up 
person,  in  a  woman  or  in  a  man? 

Men.  I  cannot  help  feeling,  Socrates,  that  this 
case  is  different  from  the  others. 

Soc.  But  why?  Were  you  not  saying  that  the 
virtue  of  a  man  was  to  order  a  state,  and  the 
virtue  of  a  woman  was  to  order  a  house  ? 

Men.  I  did  say  so, 

Soc.  And  can  either  house  or  state  or  any 
thing  be  well  ordered  without  temperance  and 
without  justice? 

Men.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  Then  they  who  order  a  state  or  a  house 
temperately  or  justly  order  them  with  temper 
ance  and  justice? 

Men.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Then  both  men  and  women,  if  they  are 
to  be  good  men  and  women,  must  have  the 
same  virtues  of  temperance  and  justice? 

Men.  True. 

Soc.  And  can  either  a  young  man  or  an  elder 
one  be  good,  if  they  are  intemperate  and  un 
just? 

Men.  They  cannot. 

Soc.  They  must  be  temperate  and  just? 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  Then  all  men  are  good  in  the  same  way, 
and  by  participation  in  the  same  virtues? 

Men.  Such  is  the  inference. 

Soc.  And  they  surely  would  not  have  been 
good  in  the  same  way,  unless  their  virtue  had 
been  the  same  ? 

Men.  They  would  not. 

Soc.  Then  now  that  the  sameness  of  all  virtue 
has  been  proven,  try  and  remember  what  you 
and  Gorgias  say  that  virtue  is. 

Men.  Will  you  have  one  definition  of  them 
all? 

Soc.  That  is  what  I  am  seeking. 

Men.  If  you  want  to  have  one  definition  of 
them  all,  I  know  not  what  to  say,  but  that  vir 
tue  is  the  power  of  governing  mankind. 

Soc.  And  does  this  definition  of  virtue  in 
clude  all  virtue?  Is  virtue  the  same  in  a  child 
and  in  a  slave,  Meno  ?  Can  the  child  govern  his 
father,  or  the  slave  his  master;  and  would  he 
who  governed  be  any  longer  a  slave? 

Men.  }  think  not,  Socrates. 

Soc.  No,  indeed;  there  would  be  small  reason 
in  that.  Yet  once  more,  fair  friend;  according 
to  you,  virtue  is  "the  power  of  governing";  but 
do  you  not  add  "justly  and  not  unjustly"? 

Men.  Yes,  Socrates;  I  agree  there;  for  justice 
is  virtue. 

Soc.  Would  you  say  "virtue,"  Meno,  or  "a 
virtue"? 
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Men.  What  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  I  mean  as  I  might  say  about  anything; 
that  a  round,  for  example,  is  "a  figure"  and  not 
simply  "figure,"  and  I  should  adopt  this  mode 
of  speaking,  because  there  are  other  figures. 

Men.  Quite  right;  and  that  is  just  what  I  am 
saying  about  virtue — that  there  are  other  vir 
tues  as  well  as  justice. 

[yd]  Soc.  What  are  they  ?  tell  me  the  names 
of  them,  as  I  would  tell  you  the  names  of  the 
•other  figures  if  you  asked  me. 

Men.  Courage  and  temperance  and  wisdom 
and  magnanimity  are  virtues;  and  there  are 
many  others. 

Soc.  Yes,  Mcno;  and  again  we  are  in  the 
same  case:  in  searching  after  one  virtue  we 
have  found  many,  though  not  in  the  same  way 
as  before;  but  we  have  been  unable  to  find 
the  common  virtue  which  runs  through  them 
all. 

Men.  Why,  Socrates,  even  now  I  am  not  able 
to  follow  you  in  the  attempt  to  get  at  one  com 
mon  notion  of  virtue  as  of  other  things. 

Soc.  No  wonder;  but  I  will  try  to  get  nearer 
if  I  can,  for  you  know  that  all  things  have  a 
common  notion.  Suppose  now  that  some  one 
asked  you  the  question  which  I  asked  before: 
Meno,  he  would  say,  what  is  figure?  And  if 
you  answered  "roundness,"  he  would  reply  to 
you,  in  my  way  of  speaking,  by  asking  whether 
you  would  say  that  roundness  is  "figure"  or  "a 
figure";  and  you  would  answer  "a  figure." 

Men.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  for  this  reason — that  there  are 
other  figures? 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  if  he  proceeded  to  ask,  What  other 
figures  are  there?  you  would  have  told  him. 

Men.  I  should, 

Soc.  And  if  he  similarly  asked  what  colour 
Is,  and  you  answered  whiteness,  and  the  ques 
tioner  rejoined,  Would  you  say  that  whiteness 
is  colour  or  a  col  our?  you  would  reply,  A  colour, 
because  there  are  other  colours  as  well. 

Men.  I  should. 

Soc.  And  if  he  had  said,  Tell  me  what  they 
are?-— -you  would  have  told  him  of  other  col 
ours  which  are  colours  just  as  much  as  white 
ness. 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  suppose  that  he  were  to  pursue  the 
matter  in  my  way,  he  would  say:  Ever  and 
anon  we  are  landed  in  particulars,  but  this  is 
not  what  I  want;  tell  me  then,  since  you  call 
them  by  a  common  name,  and  say  that  they 
are  all  figures,  even  when,  opposed  to  one  an 


other,  what  is  that  common  nature  which  you 
designate  as  figure — which  contains  straight 
as  well  as  round,  and  is  no  more  one  than  the 
other — that  would  be  your  mode  of  speaking? 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  in  speaking  thus,  you  do  not  mean 
to  say  that  the  round  is  round  any  more  than 
straight,  or  the  straight  any  more  straight  than 
round  ? 

Men.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  You  only  assert  that  the  round  figure  is 
not  more  a  figure  than  the  straight,  or  the 
straight  than  the  round? 

Men.  Very  true, 

Soc.  To  what  then  do  we  give  the  name  of 
figure  ?  Try  and  answer.  Suppose  that  when  a 
person  asked  you  this  question  either  about 
figure  or  colour,  you  were  to  reply,  Man,  I  do 
not  understand  what  you  want,  [j$]  or  know 
what  you  are  saying;  he  would  look  rather 
astonished  and  say:  Do  you  not  understand 
that  I  am  looking  for  the  "simile  in  multis"? 
And  then  he  might  put  the  question  in  an 
other  form:  Meno,  he  might  say,  what  is  that 
"simile  in  multis"  which  you  call  figure.,  and 
which  includes  not  only  round  and  straight 
figures,  but  all?  Could  you  not  answer  that 
question,  Meno?  1  wish  that  you  would  try; 
the  attempt  will  be  good  practice  with  a  view 
to  the  answer  about  virtue. 

Men.  I  would  rather  that  you  should  answer, 
Socrates. 

Soc.  Shall  I  indulge  you? 

Men.  By  all  means. 

Soc.  And  then  you  will  tell  me  about  virtue? 

Men.  I  will, 

Soc.  Then  I  must  do  my  best,  for  there  is  a 
prize  to  be  won, 

Men.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Well,  I  will  try  and  explain  to  you  what 
figure  is.  What  do  you  say  to  this  answer?-— 
Figure  is  the  only  thing  which  always  follows 
colour.  Will  you  be  satisfied  with  it,  as  I  am 
sure  that  I  should  be,  if  you  would  let  me  have 
a  similar  definition  of  virtue? 

Men.  I  Jut,  Socrates,,  it  is  such  a  simple  an 
swer. 

Soc,  Why  simple? 

Men.  Because,  according  to  you,  figure  is 
that  which  always  follows  colour, 

(Soc.  (/ranted.) 

Men.  But  if  a  person  were  to  say  that  he 
does  not  know  what  colour  is,  any  more  than 
what  figure  is— what  sort  of  answer  would  you 
have  given  him? 

Soc.  I  should  have  told  him  the  truth.  And  if 
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he  were  a  philosopher  of  the  eristic  and  antag 
onistic  sort,  I  should  say  to  him:  You  have  my 
answer,  and  if  I  am  wrong,  your  business  is  to 
take  up  the  argument  and  refute  me.  But  if  we 
were  friends,  and  were  talking  as  you  and  I 
are  now.  I  should  reply  in  a  milder  strain  and 
more  in  the  dialectician's  vein;  that  is  to  say, 
I  should  not  only  speak  the  truth,  but  I  should 
make  use  of  premisses  which  the  person  inter 
rogated  would  be  willing  to  admit.  And  this 
is  the  way  in  which  I  shall  endeavour  to  ap 
proach  you.  You  will  acknowledge,  will  you 
not,  that  there  is  such  a  thing  as  an  end,  or 
termination,  or  extremity? — all  which  words  I 
use  in  the  same  sense,  although  I  am  aware  that 
Prodicus  might  draw  distinctions  about  them: 
but  still  you,  I  am  sure,  would  speak  of  a  thing 
as  ended  or  terminated — that  is  all  which  I  am 
saying — not  anything  very  difficult. 

Men.  Yes,  I  should;  and  I  believe  that  I  un 
derstand  your  meaning. 

7*767  Soc.  And  you  would  speak  of  a  surface 
and  also  of  a  solid,  as  for  example  in  geometry. 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  Well  then,  you  are  now  in  a  condition 
to  understand  my  definition  of  figure.  I  define 
figure  to  be  that  in  which  the  solid  ends;  or, 
more  concisely,  the  limit  of  solid. 

Men.  And  now,  Socrates,  what  is  colour? 

Soc.  You  are  outrageous,  Meno,  in  thus  plagu 
ing  a  poor  old  man  to  give  you  an  answer,  when 
you  will  not  take  the  trouble  of  remembering 
what  is  Gorgias'  definition  of  virtue. 

Men.  When  you  have  told  me  what  I  ask,  I 
will  tell  you,  Socrates. 

Soc.  A  man  who  was  blindfolded  has  only  to 
hear  you  talking,  and  he  would  know  that  you 
are  a  fair  creature  and  have  still  many  lovers. 

Men.  Why  do  you  think  so? 

Soc.  Why,  because  you  always  speak  in  im 
peratives:  like  all  beauties  when  they  are  in 
their  prime,  you  are  tyrannical;  and  also,  as  I 
suspect,  you  have  found  out  that  I  have  a  weak 
ness  for  the  fair,  and  therefore  to  humour  you 
I  must  answer. 

Men.  Please  do. 

Soc.  Would  you  like  me  to  answer  you  after 
the  manner  of  Gorgias,  which  is  familiar  to 
you? 

Men.  I  should  like  nothing  better. 

Soc.  Do  not  he  and  you  and  Empedocles  say 
that  there  are  certain  effluences  of  existence? 

Men.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  passages  into  which  and  through 
which  the  effluences  pass  ? 

Men.  Exactly. 


Soc.  And  some  of  the  effluences  fit  into  the 
passages,  and  some  of  them  are  too  small  or  too 
large? 

Men.  True. 

Soc.  And  there  is  such  a  thing  as  sight? 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  now,  as  Pindar  says,  "read  my 
meaning": — colour  is  an  effluence  of  form,  com 
mensurate  with  sight,  and  palpable  to  sense. 

Men.  That,  Socrates,  appears  to  me  to  be  an 
admirable  answer. 

Soc.  Why,  yes,  because  it  happens  to  be  one 
which  you  have  been  in  the  habit  of  hearing: 
and  your  wit  will  have  discovered,  I  suspect, 
that  you  may  explain  in  the  same  way  the  na 
ture  of  sound  and  smell,  and  of  many  other 
similar  phenomena. 

Men.  Quite  true, 

Soc.  The  answer,  Meno,  was  in  the  orthodox 
solemn  vein,  and  therefore  was  more  acceptable 
to  you  than  the  other  answer  about  figure. 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  yet,  O  son  of  Alexidemus,  I  cannot 
help  thinking  that  the  other  was  the  better;  and 
I  am  sure  that  you  would  be  of  the  same  opin 
ion,  if  you  would  only  stay  and  be  initiated, 
and  were  not  compelled,  as  you  said  yesterday, 
to  go  away  before  the  mysteries. 

Men.  But  I  will  stay,  Socrates,  if  you  will 
give  me  many  such  answers.  [jj] 

Soc.  Well  then,  for  my  own  sake  as  well  as 
for  yours,  I  will  do  my  very  best;  but  I  am 
afraid  that  I  shall  not  be  able  to  give  you  very 
many  as  good:  and  now,  in  your  turn,  you  are 
to  fulfil  your  promise,  and  tell  me  what  virtue 
is  in  the  universal;  and  do  not  make  a  singular 
into  a  plural,  as  the  facetious  say  of  those  who 
break  a  thing,  but  deliver  virtue  to  me  whole 
and  sound,  and  not  broken  into  a  number  of 
pieces:  I  have  given  you  the  pattern. 

Men.  Well  then,  Socrates,  virtue,  as  I  take  it, 
is  when  he,  who  desires  the  honourable,  is  able 
to  provide  it  for  himself;  so  the  poet  says,  and 
I  say  too — 

Virtue  is  the  desire  oj  things  honourable  and  the 
power  oj  attaining  them, 

Soc.  And  does  he  who  desires  the  honourable 
also  desire  the  good? 

Men.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Then  are  there  some  who  desire  the  evil 
and  others  who  desire  the  good?  Do  not  all 
men,  my  dear  sir,  desire  good? 

Men.  I  think  not. 

Soc.  There  are  some  who  desire  evil? 

Men.  Yes. 
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Soc.  Do  you  mean  that  they  think  the  evils 
which  they  desire,  to  be  good;  or  do  they  know 
that  they  are  evil  and  yet  desire  them? 

Men.  Both,  I  think. 

Soc.  And  do  you  really  imagine,  Meno,  that 
a  man  knows  evils  to  be  evils  and  desires  them 
notwithstanding  ? 

Men.  Certainly  I  do. 

Soc.  And  desire  is  of  possession? 

Men.  Yes,  of  possession. 

Soc.  And  does  he  think  that  the  evils  will  do 
good  to  him  who  possesses  them,  or  does  he 
know  that  they  will  do  him  harm  ? 

Men.  There  are  some  who  think  that  the 
evils  will  do  them  good,  and  others  who  know 
that  they  will  do  them  harm. 

Soc.  And,  in  your  opinion,  do  those  who 
think  that  they  will  do  them  good  know  that 
they  are  evils? 

Men.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  Is  it  not  obvious  that  those  who  are  igno 
rant  of  their  nature  do  not  desire  them;  but 
they  desire  what  they  suppose  to  be  goods  al 
though  they  are  really  evils;  and  if  they  are  mis 
taken  and  suppose  the  evils  to  be  good  they 
really  desire  goods  ? 

Men.  Yes,  in  that  case. 

Soc.  Well,  and  do  those  who,  as  you  say,  de 
sire  evils,  and  think  that  evils  are  hurtful  to 
the  possessor  of  them,  know  that  they  will  be 
hurt  by  them? 

Men.  They  must  know  it. 

[j8]  Soc,  And  must  they  not  suppose  that 
those  who  are  hurt  are  miserable  in  proportion 
to  the  hurt  which  is  inflicted  upon  them? 

Men.  How  can  it  be  otherwise? 

Soc.  But  are  not  the  miserable  ill-fated? 

Men.  Yes,  indeed. 

Soc.  And  does  any  one  desire  to  be  miserable 
and  ill-fated? 

Men.  I  should  say  not,  Socrates. 

Soc.  But  if  there  is  no  one  who  desires  to  be 
miserable,  there  is  no  one,  Meno,  who  desires 
evil;  for  what  is  misery  but  the  desire  and  pos 
session  of  evil? 

Men.  That  appears  to  be  the  truth,  Socrates, 
and  I  admit  that  nobody  desires  evil. 

Soc.  And  yet,  were  you  not  saying  just  now 
that  virtue  is  the  desire  and  power  of  attaining 
good  ? 

Men.  Yes,  I  did  say  so. 

Soc.  But  if  this  be  affirmed,  then  the  desire 
of  good  is  common  to  all,  and  one  man  is  no 
better  than  another  in  that  respect? 

Men.  True. 

Soc.  And  if  one  man  is  not  better  than  an 


other  in  desiring  good,  he  must  be  better  in  the 
power  of  attaining  it? 

Men.  Exactly. 

Soc.  Then,  according  to  your  definition,  vir 
tue  would  appear  to  be  the  power  of  attaining 
good  ? 

Men.  I  entirely  approve,  Socrates,  of  the  man 
ner  in  which  you  now  view  this  matter. 

Soc.  Then  let  us  see  whether  what  you  say 
is  true  from  another  point  of  view;  for  very 
likely  you  may  be  right: — You  affirm  virtue  to 
be  the  power  of  attaining  goods? 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  the  goods  which  you  mean  are  such 
as  health  and  wealth  and  the  possession  of  gold 
and  silver,  and  having  office  and  honour  in  the 
state — those  are  what  you  would  call  goods? 

Men.  Yes,  I  should  include  all  those. 

Soc.  Then,  according  to  Meno,  who  is  the 
hereditary  friend  of  the  great  king,  virtue  is 
the  power  of  getting  silver  and  gold;  and  would 
you  add  that  they  must  be  gained  piously,  just 
ly,  or  do  you  deem  this  to  be  of  no  consequence? 
And  is  any  mode  of  acquisition,  even  if  unjust 
and  dishonest,  equally  to  be  deemed  virtue? 

Men.  Not  virtue,  Socrates,  but  vice. 

Soc.  Then  justice  or  temperance  or  holiness, 
or  some  other  part  of  virtue,  as  would  appear, 
must  accompany  the  acquisition,  and  without 
them  the  mere  acquisition  of  good  will  not  be 
virtue. 

Men.  Why,  how  can  there  be  virtue  without 
these? 

Soc.  And  the  non-acquisition  of  gold  and 
silver  in  a  dishonest  manner  for  oneself  or  an 
other,  or  in  other  words  the  want  of  them,  may 
be  equally  virtue? 

Men.  True. 

Soc.  Then  the  acquisition  of  such  goods  is 
no  more  virtue  than  the  non-acquisition  and 
want  of  them,  but  whatever  is  accompanied  by 
justice  or  honesty  is  virtue,  [jg]  and  whatever 
is  devoid  of  justice  is  vice. 

Men.  It  cannot  be  otherwise,  in  my  judgment. 

Soc.  And  were  we  not  saying  just  now  that 
justice,  temperance,  and  the  like,  were  each  of 
them  a  part  of  virtue? 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  so,  Meno,  this  is  the  way  in  which 
you  mock  me. 

Men.  Why  do  you  say  that,  Socrates? 

Soc.  Why,  because  I  asked  you  to  deliver  vir 
tue  into  my  hands  whole  and  unbroken,  and  I 
gave  you  a  pattern  according  to  which  you 
were  to  frame  your  answer;  and  you  have  for 
gotten  already,  and  tell  me  that  virtue  is  the 
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power  of  attaining  good  justly,  or  with  justice; 
and  justice  you  acknowledge  to  be  a  part  of 
virtue. 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  Then  it  follows  from  your  own  admis 
sions,  that  virtue  is  doing  what  you  do  with  a 
part  of  virtue;  for  justice  and  the  like  are  said 
by  you  to  be  parts  of  virtue. 

Men.  What  of  that? 

Soc.  What  of  that'  Why,  did  not  I  ask  you  to 
tell  me  the  nature  of  virtue  as  a  whole?  And 
you  are  very  far  from  telling  me  this;  but  de 
clare  every  action  to  be  virtue  which  is  done 
with  a  part  of  virtue;  as  though  you  had  told 
me  and  I  must  already  know  the  whole  of  vir 
tue,  and  this  too  when  frittered  away  into  little 
pieces.  And,  therefore,  my  dear  Meno,  I  fear 
that  I  must  begin  again  and  repeat  the  same 
question:  What  is  virtue?  for  otherwise,  I  can 
only  say,  that  every  action  done  with  a  part  of 
virtue  is  virtue;  what  else  is  the  meaning  of  say 
ing  that  every  action  done  with  justice  is  vir 
tue?  Ought  I  not  to  ask  the  question  over  again; 
for  can  anyone  who  does  not  know  virtue  know 
a  part  of  virtue  ? 

Men,  No;  I  do  not  say  that  he  can. 

Soc.  Do  you  remember  how,  in  the  example 
of  figure,  we  rejected  any  answer  given  in 
terms  which  were  as  yet  unexplained  or  un 
admitted? 

Men.  Yes,  Socrates;  and  we  were  quite  right 
m  doing  so. 

Soc.  But  then,  my  friend,  do  not  suppose  that 
we  can  explain  to  any  one  the  nature  of  virtue 
as  a  whole  through  some  unexplained  portion 
of  virtue,  or  anything  at  all  in  that  fashion;  we 
should  only  have  to  ask  over  again  the  old  ques 
tion,  What  is  virtue?  Am  I  not  right? 

Men.  I  believe  that  you  are. 

Soc.  Then  begin  again,  and  answer  me. 
What,  according  to  you  and  your  friend  Gor- 
gias,  is  the  definition  of  virtue  ? 

Men.  O  Socrates,  I  used  to  be  told,  before  I 
knew  you,  that  you  were  always  doubting  your 
self  and  making  others  doubt;  [80]  and  now 
you  are  casting  your  spells  over  me,  and  I  am 
simply  getting  bewitched  and  enchanted,  and 
am  at  my  wits'  end.  And  i£  I  may  venture  to 
make  a  jest  upon  you,  you  seem  to  me  both  in 
your  appearance  and  in  your  power  over  others 
to  be  very  like  the  flat  torpedo  fish,  who  torpi- 
fies  those  who  come  near  him  and  touch  him, 
as  you  have  now  torpified  me,  I  think.  For  my 
soul  and  my  tongue  are  really  torpid,  and  I  do 
not  know  how  to  answer  you;  and  though  I 
have  been  delivered  of  an  infinite  variety  of 


speeches  about  virtue  before  now,  and  to  many 
persons — and  very  good  ones  they  were,  as  I 
thought — at  this  moment  I  cannot  even  say 
what  virtue  is.  And  I  think  that  you  are  very 
wise  in  not  voyaging  and  going  away  from 
home,  for  if  you  did  in  other  places  as  you  do 
in  Athens,  you  would  be  cast  into  prison  as  a 
magician. 

Soc.  You  are  a  rogue,  Meno,  and  had  all  but 
caught  me. 

Men.  What  do  you  mean,  Socrates? 

Soc.  I  can  tell  why  you  made  a  simile  about 
me. 

Men.  Why? 

Soc.  In  order  that  I  might  make  another 
simile  about  you.  For  I  know  that  all  pretty 
young  gentlemen  like  to  have  pretty  similes 
made  about  them — as  well  they  may — but  I 
shall  not  return  the  compliment.  As  to  my  be 
ing  a  torpedo,  if  the  torpedo  is  torpid  as  well 
as  the  cause  of  torpidity  in  others,  then  indeed 
I  am  a  torpedo,  but  not  otherwise;  for  I  per 
plex  others,  not  because  I  am  clear,  but  because 
I  am  utterly  perplexed  myself.  And  now  I  know 
not  what  virtue  is,  and  you  seem  to  be  in  the 
same  case,  although  you  did  once  perhaps 
know  before  you  touched  me.  However,  I  have 
no  objection  to  join  with  you  in  the  enquiry. 

Men.  And  how  will  you  enquire,  Socrates, 
into  that  which  you  do  not  know?  What  will 
you  put  forth  as  the  subject  of  enquiry?  And 
if  you  find  what  you  want,  how  will  you  ever 
know  that  this  is  the  thing  which  you  did  not 
know  ? 

Soc.  I  know,  Meno,  what  you  mean;  but  just 
see  what  a  tiresome  dispute  you  are  introduc 
ing.  You  argue  that  a  man  cannot  enquire 
either  about  that  which  he  knows,  or  about 
that  which  he  does  not  know;  for  if  he  knows, 
he  has  no  need  to  enquire;  and  if  not,  he  can 
not;  for  he  does  not  know  the  very  subject 
about  which  he  is  to  enquire.1 

[81]  Men.  Well,  Socrates,  and  is  not  the  ar 
gument  sound? 

Soc.  I  think  not. 

Men.  Why  not? 

Soc.  I  will  tell  you  why:  I  have  heard  from 
certain  wise  men  and  women  who  spoke  of 
things  divine  that — 

Men.  What  did  they  say? 

Soc.  They  spoke  of  a  glorious  truth,  as  I  con 
ceive. 

Men.  What  was  it?  and  who  were  they? 

Soc.  Some  of  them  were  priests  and  priestesses, 
who  had  studied  how  they  might  be  able  to 

1  Cf.  Aristotle,  Posterior  Analytics,  I.  L  71*  26-31. 
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give  a  reason  o£  their  profession:  there  have 
been  poets  also,  who  spoke  of  these  things  by 
inspiration,  like  Pindar,  and  many  others  who 
were  inspired.  And  they  say — mark,  now,  and 
see  whether  their  words  are  true — they  say  that 
the  soul  of  man  is  immortal,  and  at  one  time 
has  an  end,  which  is  termed  dying,  and  at  an 
other  time  is  born  again,  but  is  never  destroyed. 
And  the  moral  is,  that  a  man  ought  to  live  al 
ways  in  perfect  holiness.  "For  in  the  ninth  year 
Persephone  sends  the  soulsof  those  from  whom 
she  has  received  the  penalty  of  ancient  crime 
bac\  again  -from  beneath  into  the  light  of  the 
sun  above, and  these  are  they  who  become  noble 
J(ings  and  mighty  men  and  great  in  wisdom 
and  are  called  saintly  heroes  in  after  ages!1  The 
soul,  then,  as  being  immortal,  and  having  been 
born  again  many  times,  and  having  seen  all 
things  that  exist,  whether  in  this  world  or  in 
the  world  below,  has  knowledge  of  them  all; 
and  it  is  no  wonder  that  she  should  be  able  to 
call  to  remembrance  all  that  she  ever  knew 
about  virtue,  and  about  everything;  for  as  all  na 
ture  is  akin,  and  the  soul  has  learned  all  things, 
there  is  no  difficulty  in  her  eliciting  or  as  men 
say  learning,  out  of  a  single  recollection  all  the 
rest,  if  a  man  is  strenuous  and  docs  not  faint; 
for  all  enquiry  and  all  learning  is  but  recollec 
tion.  And  therefore  we  ought  not  to  listen  to 
this  sophistical  argument  about  the  impossibil 
ity  of  enquiry:  for  it  will  make  us  idle,  and  is 
sweet  only  to  the  sluggard;  but  the  other  say 
ing  will  make  us  active  and  inquisitive.  In  that 
confiding,  I  will  gladly  enquire  with  you  into 
the  nature  of  virtue. 

Men.  Yes,  Socrates;  but  what  do  you  mean 
by  saying  that  we  do  not  learn,  and  that  what 
we  call  learning  is  only  a  process  of  recollec 
tion?  Can  you  teach  me  how  this  is? 

Soc.  I  told  you,  Mono,  just  now  that  you  were 
a  rogue,  and  now  you  ask  whether  1  can  teach 
you,  when  1  am  saying  that  there  is  no  teaching, 
[82]  but  only  recollection;  and  thus  you  im 
agine  that  you  will  involve  me  in  a  contradic 
tion. 

Men.  Indeed,  Socrates,  I  protest  that  I  had 
no  such  intention.  1  only  asked  the  question 
from  habit;  but  if  you  can  prove  to  me  that  what 
you  say  is  true,  I  wish  that  you  would. 

Soc.  It  will  be  no  easy  matter,  but  I  will  try 
to  please  you  to  the  utmost  of  my  power.  Sup 
pose  that  you  call  one  of  your  numerous  attend 
ants,  that  I  may  demonstrate  on  him. 

Men.  Certainly.  Come  hither,  boy. 

Soc.  He  is  Greek,  and  speaks  Greek,  does  he 
not? 


Men.  Yes,  indeed;  he  was  born  in  the  house. 

Soc.  Attend  now  to  the  questions  which  I 
ask  him,  and  observe  whether  he  learns  of  me 
or  only  remembers. 

Men.  I  will. 

Soc.  Tell  me,  boy,  do  you  know  that  a  figure 
like  this  is  a  square? 

Boy.  I  do. 

Soc.  And  you  know  that  a  square  figure  has 
these  four  lines  equal  ? 

Boy.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  these  lines  which  I  have  drawn 
through  the  middle  of  the  square  are  also 
equal? 

Boy.  Yes. 

Soc.  A  square  may  be  of  any  size? 

Boy.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  if  one  side  of  the  figure  be  of  two 
feet,  and  the  other  side  be  of  two  feet,  how 
much  will  the  whole  be?  Let  me  explain:  if 
in  one  direction  the  space  was  of  two  ieet,  and 
in  the  other  direction  of  one  foot,  the  whole 
would  be  of  two  feet  taken  once? 

Boy.  Yes. 

Soc.  But  since  this  side  is  also  of  two  feet, 
there  are  twice  two  feet? 

Boy.  There  are. 

Soc.  Then  the  square  is  of  twice  two  feet? 

Boy.  Yes, 

Soc.  And  how  many  are  twice  two  feet? 
count  and  tell  me, 

Boy.  Four,  Socrates. 

Soc.  And  might  there  not  be  another  square 
twice  as  large  as  this,  and  having  like  this  the 
lines  equal? 

Boy.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  of  how  many  feet  will  that  be? 

Boy.  Of  eight  feet. 

Soc.  And  now  try  and  tell  me  the  length  of 
the  line  which  forms  the  side  of  that  double 
square:  this  is  two  feet— what  will  that  be? 

Boy.  Clearly,  Socrates,  it  will  be  double. 

Soc.  Do  you  observe,  Meno,  that  1  am  not 
teaching  the  boy  anything,  but  only  asking  him 
quesStions;  and  now  he  fancies  that  he  knows 
how  long  a  line  is  necessary  in  order  to  pro 
duce  a  figure  of  eight  square  feet;  does  he  not? 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  does  he  really  know? 

Men.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  He  only  guesses  that  because  the  square 
is  double,  the  line  is  double. 

Men.  True. 

Soc.  Observe  him  while  he  recalls  the  steps 
in  regular  order.  (To  the  Boy.)  [83!  Tell  me, 
boy,  do  you  assert  that  a  double  space  comes 
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from  a  double  line?  Remember  that  I  am  not 
speaking  of  an  oblong,  but  of  a  figure  equal 
every  way,  and  twice  the  size  of  this — that  is 
to  say  of  eight  feet;  and  I  want  to  know  whether 
you  still  say  that  a  double  square  comes  from 
a  double  line? 

Boy.  Yes. 

Soc.  But  does  not  this  line  become  doubled 
if  we  add  another  such  line  here? 

Boy.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  four  such  lines  will  make  a  space 
containing  eight  feet? 

Boy.  Yes. 

Soc.  Let  us  describe  such  a  figure:  Would 
you  not  say  that  this  is  the  figure  of  eight  feet? 

Boy.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  are  there  not  these  four  divisions 
in  the  figure,  each  of  which  is  equal  to  the 
figure  of  four  feet? 

Boy.  True. 

Soc.  And  is  not  that 
four  times  four? 

Boy.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  four  times  is 
not  double? 

Boy.  No,  indeed. 

Soc.  But  how  much? 

Boy.    Four    times    as 
much. 

Soc.  Therefore  the  double  line,  boy,  has  given 
a  space,  not  twice,  but  four  times  as  much. 

Boy.  True. 

Soc.  Four  times  four  are  sixteen — are  they 
not? 

Boy.  Yes. 

Soc.  What  line  would  give  you  a  space  of 
eight  feet,  as  this  gives  one  of  sixteen  feet; — do 
you  see  ? 

Boy.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  the  space  of  four  feet  is  made  from 
this  half  line? 

Boy.  Yes. 

Soc.  Good;  and  is  not  a  space  of  eight  feet 
twice  the  size  of  this,  and  half  the  size  of  the 
other? 

Boy.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Such  a  space,  then,  will  be  made  out  of 
a  line  greater  than  this  one,  and  less  than  that 
one? 

Boy.  Yes;  I  think  so. 

Soc.  Very  good;  I  like  to  hear  you  say  what 
you  think.  And  now  tell  me,  is  not  this  a  line 
of  two  feet  and  that  of  four  ? 

Boy.  Yes. 

Soc.  Then  the  line  which  forms  the  side  of 
eight  feet  ought  to  be  more  than  this  line  of 


two  feet,  and  less  than  the  other  of  four  feet? 

Boy.  It  ought. 

Soc.  Try  and  see  if  you  can  tell  me  how  much 
it  will  be. 

Boy.  Three  feet. 

Soc.  Then  if  we  add  a  half  to  this  line  of 
two,  that  will  be  the  line  of  three.  Here  are 
two  and  there  is  one;  and  on  the  other  side, 
here  are  two  also  and  there  is  one:  and  that 
makes  the  figure  of  which  you  speak? 

Boy.  Yes. 

Soc.  But  if  there  are  three  feet  this  way  and 
three  feet  that  way,  the  whole  space  will  be 
three  times  three  feet? 

Boy.  That  is  evident. 

Soc.  And  how  much  are  three  times  three 
feet? 

Boy.  Nine. 

Soc.  And  how  much  is  the  double  of  four? 

Boy.  Eight. 

Soc.  Then  the  figure  of  eight  is  not  made  out 
of  a  line  of  three  ? 

Boy.  No. 

[84]  Soc.  But  from  what  line? — tell  me 
exactly;  and  if  you  would  rather  not  reckon,, 
try  and  show  me  the  line. 

Boy.  Indeed,  Socrates,  I  do  not  know. 

Soc.  Do  you  see,  Meno,  what  advances  he  has; 
made  in  his  power  of  recollection?  He  did  not 
know  at  first,  and  he  does  not  know  now,  what 
is  the  side  of  a  figure  of  eight  feet:  but  then  he 
thought  that  he  knew,  and  answered  confident 
ly  as  if  he  knew,  and  had  no  difficulty;  now  he 
has  a  difficulty,  and  neither  knows  nor  fancies 
that  he  knows. 

Men.  True. 

Soc.  Is  he  not  better  off  in  knowing  his  igno 
rance  ? 

Men.  I  think  that  he  is. 

Soc.  If  we  have  made  him  doubt,  and  given 
him  the  "torpedo's  shock/'  have  we  done  him 
any  harm? 

Men.  I  think  not. 

Soc.  We  have  certainly,  as  would  seem,  as 
sisted  him  in  some  degree  to  the  discovery  of 
the  truth;  and  now  he  will  wish  to  remedy  his 
ignorance,  but  then  he  would  have  been  ready 
to  tell  all  the  world  again  and  again  that  the 
double  space  should  have  a  double  side. 

Men.  True. 

Soc.  But  do  you  suppose  that  he  would  ever 
have  enquired  into  or  learned  what  he  fancied 
that  he  knew,  though  he  was  really  ignorant 
of  it,  until  he  had  fallen  into  perplexity  under 
the  idea  that  he  did  not  know,  and  had  desired 
to  know? 
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Men.  I  think  not,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Then  he  was  the  better  for  the  torpedo's 
touch? 

Men.  I  think  so. 

Soc.  Mark  now  the  farther  development.  I 
shall  only  ask  him,  and  not  teach  him,  and  he 
shall  share  the  enquiry  with  me:  and  do  you 
watch  and  see  if  you  find  me  telling  or  explain 
ing  anything  to  him,  instead  of  eliciting  his 
opinion.  Tell  me,  boy,  is  not  this  a  square  of 
four  feet  which  I  have  drawn? 

Boy.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  now  I  add  another  square  equal 
to  the  former  one? 

Boy.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  a  third,  which  is  equal  to  either  of 
them? 

Boy.  Yes. 

Soc.  Suppose  that  we  fill  up  the  vacant 
corner? 

Boy.  Very  good. 

Soc.  Here,  then,  there  are  four  equal  spaces? 

Boy.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  how  many  times  larger  is  this  space 
than  this  other? 

Boy.  Four  times. 

Soc.  But  it  ought  to  have  been  twice  only, 
as  you  will  remember. 

Boy.  True. 

Soc.  And  does  not  this  line,  reaching  from 
corner  to  corner,  bisect  each  of  these  spaces? 

[85] 

Boy.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  are  there  not  here  four  equal  lines 
which  contain  this  space? 

Boy.  There  are. 

Soc.  Look  and  see  how  much  this  space 
is. 

Boy.  I  do  not  understand. 

Soc.  Has  not  each  interior  line  cut  off  half 
of  the  four  spaces? 

Boy.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  how  many  spaces  are  there  in  this 
section? 

Boy.  Four. 

Soc.  And  how  many  in  this? 

Boy.  Two. 

Soc.  And  four  is  how  many  times  two? 

Boy.  Twice. 

Soc.  And  this  space  is  of  how  many  feet? 

Boy.  Of  eight  feet. 

Soc.  And  from  what  line  do  you  get  this 
figure? 

Boy.  From  this. 

Soc.  That  is,  from  the  line  which  extends 
from  corner  to  corner  of  the  figure  of  four  feet? 


Boy.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  that  is  the  line  which  the  learned 
call  the  diagonal.  And  if  this  is  the  proper  name, 
then  you,  Meno's  slave,  are  prepared  to  affirm 
that  the  double  space  is  the  square  of  the  di 
agonal  ? 

Boy.  Certainly,  Socrates. 

Soc.  What  do  you  say  of  him,  Meno  ?  Were 
not  all  these  answers  given  out  of  his  own 
head? 

Men.  Yes,  they  were  all  his  own. 

Soc.  And  yet,  as  we  were  just  now  saying,  he 
did  not  know? 

Men.  True. 

Soc.  But  still  he  had  in  him  those  notions  of 
his — had  he  not? 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  Then  he  who  does  not  know  may  still 
have  true  notions  of  that  which  he  does  not 
know? 

Men.  He  has. 

Soc.  And  at  present  these  notions  have  just 
been  stirred  up  in  him,  as  in  a  dream;  but  if 
he  were  frequently  asked  the  same  questions, 
in  different  forms,  he  would  know  as  well  as 
any  one  at  last? 

Men.  T  dare  say. 

Soc.  Without  any  one  teaching  him  he  will 
recover  his  knowledge  for  himself,  if  he  is  only 
asked  questions? 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  this  spontaneous  recovery  of  knowl 
edge  in  him  is  recollection? 

Men.  True. 

Soc.  And  this  knowledge  which  he  now  has 
must  he  not  either  have  acquired  or  always 
possessed  ? 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  But  if  he  always  possessed  this  knowl 
edge  he  would  always  have  known;  or  if  he 
has  acquired  the  knowledge  he  could  not  have 
acquired  it  in  this  life,  unless  he  has  been 
taught  geometry;  for  he  may  be  made  to  do 
the  same  with  all  geometry  and  every  other 
branch  of  knowledge.  Now,  has  any  one  ever 
taught  him  all  this  ?  You  must  know  about  him, 
if,  as  you  say,  he  was  born  and  bred  in  your 
house. 

Men.  And  I  arn  certain  that  no  one  ever  did 
teach  him. 

Soc.  And  yet  he  has  the  knowledge? 

Men.  The  fact,  Socrates,  is  undeniable. 

Soc.  But  if  he  did  not  acquire  the  knowledge 
in  this  life,  then  he  must  have  had  and  learned 
it  at  some  other  time?  /S6] 

Men.  Clearly  he  must. 
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Soc.  Which  must  have  been  the  time  when 
he  was  not  a  man? 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  if  there  have  been  always  true 
thoughts  in  him,  both  at  the  time  when  he  was 
and  was  not  a  man,  which  only  need  to  be 
awakened  into  knowledge  by  putting  questions 
to  him,  his  soul  must  have  always  possessed 
this  knowledge,  for  he  always  either  was  or 
was  not  a  man? 

Men.  Obviously. 

Soc.  And  if  the  truth  of  all  things  always 
existed  in  the  soul,  then  the  soul  is  immortal. 
Wherefore  be  of  good  cheer,  and  try  to  recol 
lect  what  you  do  not  know,  or  rather  what  you 
do  not  remember. 

Men.  I  feel,  somehow,  that  I  like  what  you 
are  saying. 

Soc.  And  I,  Meno,  like  what  I  am  saying. 
Some  things  I  have  said  of  which  I  am  not  al 
together  confident.  But  that  we  shall  be  better 
and  braver  and  less  helpless  if  we  think  that  we 
ought  to  enquire,  than  we  should  have  been  if 
we  indulged  in  the  idle  fancy  that  there  was 
no  knowing  and  no  use  in  seeking  to  know 
what  we  do  not  know; — that  is  a  theme  upon 
which  I  am  ready  to  fight,  in  word  and  deed, 
to  the  utmost  of  my  power. 

Men.  There  again,  Socrates,  your  words  seem 
to  me  excellent. 

Soc.  Then,  as  we  are  agreed  that  a  man  should 
enquire  about  that  which  he  does  not  know, 
shall  you  and  I  make  an  effort  to  enquire  to 
gether  into  the  nature  of  virtue? 

Men.  By  all  means,  Socrates.  And  yet  I 
would  much  rather  return  to  my  original  ques 
tion,  Whether  in  seeking  to  acquire  virtue  we 
should  regard  it  as  a  thing  to  be  taught,  or  as 
a  gift  of  nature,  or  as  coming  to  men  in  some 
other  way? 

Soc.  Had  I  the  command  of  you  as  well  as 
of  myself,  Meno,  I  would  not  have  enquired 
whether  virtue  is  given  by  instruction  or  not, 
until  we  had  first  ascertained  "what  it  is."  But 
as  you  think  only  of  controlling  me  who  am 
your  slave,  and  never  of  controlling  yourself, — 
such  being  your  notion  of  freedom,  I  must 
yield  to  you,  for  you  are  irresistible.  And  there 
fore  I  have  now  to  enquire  into  the  qualities  of 
a  thing  of  which  I  do  not  as  yet  know  the  na 
ture.  At  any  rate,  will  you  condescend  a  little, 
and  allow  the  question  "Whether  virtue  is  given 
by  instruction,  or  in  any  other  way,"  to  be  ar 
gued  upon  hypothesis?  [87]  As  the  geometri 
cian,  when  he  is  asked  whether  a  certain  triangle 
is  capable  of  being  inscribed  in  a  certain  circle, 


will  reply:  "I  cannot  tell  you  as  yet;  but  I  will 
offer  a  hypothesis  which  may  assist  us  in  form 
ing  a  conclusion:  If  the  figure  be  such  that  when 
you  have  produced  a  given  side  of  it,  the  given 
area  of  the  triangle  falls  short  by  an  area  corre 
sponding  to  the  part  produced,  then  one  conse 
quence  follows,  and  if  this  is  impossible  then 
some  other;  and  therefore  I  wish  to  assume  a 
hypothesis  before  I  tell  you  whether  this  tri 
angle  is  capable  of  being  inscribed  in  the  circle": 
— that  is  a  geometrical  hypothesis.  And  we  too, 
as  we  know  not  the  nature  and  qualities  of  vir 
tue,  must  ask,  whether  virtue  is  or  is  not  taught, 
under  a  hypothesis:  as  thus,  if  virtue  is  of  such 
a  class  of  mental  goods,  will  it  be  taught  or 
not?  Let  the  first  hypothesis  be  that  virtue  is  or 
is  not  knowledge, — in  that  case  will  it  be  taught 
or  not?  or,  as  we  were  just  now  saying,  "re 
membered"?  For  there  is  no  use  in  disputing 
about  the  name.  But  is  virtue  taught  or  not? 
or  rather,  does  not  everyone  see  that  knowledge 
alone  is  taught? 

Men.  I  agree. 

Soc.  Then  if  virtue  is  knowledge,  virtue  will 
be  taught? 

Men.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Then  now  we  have  made  a  quick  end  of 
this  question:  if  virtue  is  of  such  a  nature, it  will 
be  taught;  and  if  not,  not? 

Men.  Certainly. 

Soc.  The  next  question  is,  whether  virtue  is 
knowledge  or  of  another  species  ? 

Men.  Yes,  that  appears  to  be  the  question 
which  comes  next  in  order. 

Soc.  Do  we  not  say  that  virtue  is  a  good? — 
This  is  a  hypothesis  which  is  not  set  aside. 

Men.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Now,  if  there  be  any  sort  of  good  which 
is  distinct  from  knowledge,  virtue  may  be  that 
good;  but  if  knowledge  embraces  all  good,  then 
we  shall  be  right  in  thinking  that  virtue  is 
knowledge? 

Men.  True. 

Soc.  And  virtue  makes  us  good? 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  if  we  are  good,  then  we  are  profit 
able;  for  all  good  things  are  profitable? 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  Then  virtue  is  profitable? 

Men.  That  is  the  only  inference. 

Soc.  Then  now  let  us  see  what  are  the  things 
which  severally  profit  us.  Health  and  strength, 
and  beauty  and  wealth — these,  and  the  like  of 
these,  we  call  profitable? 

Men.  True. 

[88]  Soc.  And  yet  these  things  may  also 
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sometimes  do  us  harm:  would  you  not  think  so? 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  what  is  the  guiding  principle  which 
makes  them  profitable  or  the  reverse?  Are  they 
not  profitable  when  they  are  rightly  used,  and 
hurtful  when  they  are  not  rightly  used? 

Men.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Next,  let  us  consider  the  goods  of  the 
soul:  they  are  temperance,  justice,  courage, 
quickness  of  apprehension,  memory,  magna 
nimity,  and  the  like? 

Men.  Surely. 

Soc.  And  such  of  these  as  are  not  knowledge, 
but  of  another  sort,  are  sometimes  profitable 
and  sometimes  hurtful;  as,  for  example,  cour 
age  wanting  prudence,  which  is  only  a  sort  of 
confidence?  When  a  man  has  no  sense  he  is 
harmed  by  courage,  but  when  he  has  sense  he 
is  profited? 

Men.  True. 

Soc.  And  the  same  may  be  said  of  temper 
ance  and  quickness  of  apprehension;  whatever 
things  are  learned  or  done  with  sense  are  profit 
able,  but  when  done  without  sense  they  are 
hurtful? 

Men.  Very  true. 

Soc,  And  in  general,  all  that  the  soul  at 
tempts  or  endures,  when  under  the  guidance 
of  wisdom,  ends  in,  happiness;  but  when  she 
is  under  the  guidance  of  folly,  in  the  opposite? 

Men.  That  appears  to  be  true. 

Soc.  If  then  virtue  is  a  quality  of  the  soul,  and 
is  admitted  to  be  profitable,  it  must  be  wisdom 
or  prudence,  since  none  of  the  things  of  the 
soul  are  either  profitable  or  hurtful  in  them 
selves,  but  they  are  all  made  profitable  or  hurt 
ful  by  the  addition  of  wisdom  or  of  folly;  and 
therefore  if  virtue  is  profitable,  virtue  must  be 
a  sort  of  wisdom  or  prudence? 

Men.  I  quite  agree. 

Soc.  And  the  other  goods,  such  as  wealth  and 
the  like,  of  which  we  were  just  now  saying  that 
they  are  sometimes  good  and  sometimes  evil, 
do  not  they  also  become  profitable  or  hurtful, 
accordingly  as  the  soul  guides  and  uses  them 
rightly  or  wrongly;  just  as  the  things  of  the 
soul  herself  are  benefited  when  under  the 
guidance  of  wisdom  and  harmed  by  folly? 

Men.  True. 

Soc.  And  the  wise  soul  guides  them  rightly, 
and  the  foolish  soul  wrongly, 

Men.  Yes, 

Soc*  And  is  not  this  universally  true  of  hu 
man  nature?  All  other  things  hang  upon  the 
soul,  and  the  things  of  the  soul  herself  hang 
upon  wisdom,  [89]  if  they  arc  to  be  good;  and 


so  wisdom  is  inferred  to  be  that  which  profits 
— and  virtue,  as  we  say,  is  profitable? 

Men.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  thus  we  arrive  at  the  conclusion 
that  virtue  is  either  wholly  or  partly  wisdom? 

Men.  I  think  that  what  you  are  saying,  Soc 
rates,  is  very  true. 

Soc.  But  if  this  is  true,  then  the  good  are  not 
by  nature  good? 

Men.  I  think  not. 

Soc.  If  they  had  been,  there  would  assuredly 
have  been  discerners  of  characters  among  us 
who  would  have  known  our  future  great  men; 
and  on  their  showing  we  should  have  adopted 
them,  and  when  we  had  got  them,  we  should 
have  kept  them  in  the  citadel  out  of  the  way  of 
harm,  and  set  a  stamp  upon  them  far  rather 
than  upon  a  piece  of  gold,  in  order  that  no  one 
might  tamper  with  them;  and  when  they  grew 
up  they  would  have  been  useful  to  the  state? 

Men.  Yes,  Socrates,  that  would  have  been 
the  right  way. 

Soc.  But  if  the  good  are  not  by  nature  good, 
are  they  made  good  by  instruction? 

Men.  There  appears  to  be  no  other  alterna 
tive,  Socrates.  On  the  supposition  that  virtue 
is  knowledge,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  vir 
tue  is  taught. 

Soc.  Yes,  indeed;  but  what  if  the  supposition 
is  erroneous? 

Men.  I  certainly  thought  just  now  that  we 
were  right. 

Soc.  Yes,  Meno;  but  a  principle  which  has 
any  soundness  should  stand  firm,  not  only  just 
now,  but  always. 

Men.  Well;  and  why  are  you  so  slow  of  heart 
to  believe  that  knowledge  is  virtue? 

Soc.  I  will  try  and  tell  you  why,  Meno*  I  do 
not  retract  the  assertion  that  if  virtue  is  knowl 
edge  it  may  be  taught;  but  I  fear  that  I  have 
some  reason  in  doubting  whether  virtue  is 
knowledge:  for  consider  now  and  say  whether 
virtue,  and  not  only  virtue  but  anything  that 
is  taught,  must  not  have  teachers  and  disciples? 

Men.  Surely. 

Soc.  And  conversely,  may  not  the  art  of 
which  neither  teachers  nor  disciples  exist  be 
assumed  to  be  incapable  of  being  taught? 

Men.  True;  but  do  you  think  that  there  are 
no  teachers  of  virtue? 

Soc.  I  have  certainly  often  enquired  whether 
there  were  any,  and  taken  great  pains  to  find 
them,  and  have  never  succeeded;  and  many 
have  assisted  me  in  the  search,  and  they  were 
the  persons  whom  I  thought  the  most  likely  to 
know.  Here  at  the  moment  when  he  is  wanted 
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we  fortunately  have  sitting  by  us  Anytus,  [go] 
the  very  person  of  whom  we  should  make  en 
quiry;  to  him  then  let  us  repair.  In  the  first 
place,  he  is  the  son  of  a  wealthy  and  wise 
father,  Anthemion,  who  acquired  his  wealth, 
not  by  accident  or  gift,  like  Ismenias  the  The- 
ban  (who  has  recentiy  made  himself  as  rich 
as  Poly  crates),  but  by  his  own  skill  and  indus 
try,  and  who  is  a  well-conditioned,  modest  man, 
not  insolent,  or  over-bearing,  or  annoying; 
moreover,  this  son  of  his  has  received  a  good 
education,  as  the  Athenian  people  certainly  ap 
pear  to  think,  for  they  choose  him  to  fill  the 
highest  offices.  And  these  are  the  sort  of  men 
from  whom  you  are  likely  to  learn  whether 
there  are  any  teachers  of  virtue,  and  who  they 
are.  Please,  Anytus,  to  help  me  and  your  friend 
Meno  in  answering  our  question,  Who  are  the 
teachers?  Consider  the  matter  thus:  If  we 
wanted  Meno  to  be  a  good  physician,  to  whom 
should  we  send  him?  Should  we  not  send  him 
to  the  physicians? 

Any.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Or  if  we  wanted  him  t6  be  a  good  cob 
bler,  should  we  not  send  him  to  the  cobblers? 

Any.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  so  forth? 

Any.  Yes. 

Soc.  Let  me  trouble  you  with  one  more  ques 
tion.  When  we  say  that  we  should  be  right  in 
sending  him  to  the  physicians  if  we  wanted 
him  to  be  a  physician,  do  we  mean  that  we 
should  be  right  in  sending  him  to  those  who 
profess  the  art,  rather  than  to  those  who  do  not, 
and  to  those  who  demand  payment  for  teach 
ing  the  art,  and  profess  to  teach  it  to  any  one 
who  will  come  and  learn?  And  if  these  were 
our  reasons,  should  we  not  be  right  in  sending 
him? 

Any.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  might  not  the  same  be  said  of  flute- 
playing,  and  of  the  other  arts?  Would  a  man 
who  wanted  to  make  another  a  flute-player  re 
fuse  to  send  him  to  those  who  profess  to  teach 
the  art  for  money,  and  be  plaguing  other  per 
sons  to  give  him  instruction,  who  are  not  pro 
fessed  teachers  and  who  never  had  a  single  dis 
ciple  in  that  branch  of  knowledge  which  he 
wishes  him  to  acquire — would  not  such  con 
duct  be  the  height  of  folly? 

Any.  Yes,  by  Zeus,  and  of  ignorance  too. 

[91]  Soc.  Very  good.  And  now  you  are  in  a 
position  to  advise  with  me  about  my  friend 
Meno.  He  has  been  telling.me,  Anytus,  that  he 
desires  to  attain  that  kind  of  wisdom  and  vir 
tue  by  which  men  order  the  state  or  the  house, 


and  honour  their  parents,  and  know  when  to 
receive  and  when  to  send  away  citizens  and 
strangers,  as  a  good  man  should.  Now,  to 
whom  should  he  go  in  order  that  he  may  learn 
this  virtue?  Does  not  the  previous  argument 
imply  clearly  that  we  should  send  him  to  those 
who  profess  and  avouch  that  they  are  the  com 
mon  teachers  of  all  Hellas,  and  are  ready  to  im 
part  instruction  to  any  one  who  likes,  at  a  fixed 
price  ? 

Any.  Whom  do  you  mean,  Socrates? 

Soc.  You  surely  know,  do  you  not,  Anytus, 
that  these  are  the  people  whom  mankind  call 
Sophists? 

Any.  By  Heracles,  Socrates,  forbear!  I  only 
hope  that  no  friend  or  kinsman  or  acquaintance 
of  mine,  whether  citizen  or  stranger,  will  ever 
be  so  mad  as  to  allow  himself  to  be  corrupted 
by  them;  for  they  are  a  manifest  pest  and  cor 
rupting  influences  to  those  who  have  to  do  with 
them. 

Soc.  What,  Anytus?  Of  all  the  people  who 
profess  that  they  know  how  to  do  men  good, 
do  you  mean  to  say  that  these  are  the  only  ones 
who  not  only  do  them  no  good,  but  positively 
corrupt  those  who  are  entrusted  to  them,  and 
in  return  for  this  disservice  have  the  face  to  de 
mand  money?  Indeed,  I  cannot  believe  you; 
for  I  know  of  a  single  man,  Protagoras,  who 
made  more  out  of  his  craft  than  the  illustrious 
Pheidias,  who  created  such  noble  works,  or 
any  ten  other  statuaries.  How  could  that  be?  A 
mender  of  old  shoes,  or  patcher  up  of  clothes, 
who  made  the  shoes  or  clothes  worse  than  he 
received  them,  could  not  have  remained  thirty 
days  undetected,  and  would  very  soon  have 
starved;  whereas  during  more  than  forty  years, 
Protagoras  was  corrupting  all  Hellas,  and  send 
ing  his  disciples  from  him  worse  than  he  re 
ceived  them,  and  he  was  never  found  out.  For, 
if  I  am  not  mistaken,  he  was  about  seventy 
years  old  at  his  death,  forty  of  which  were 
spent  in  the  practice  of  his  profession;  and  dur 
ing  all  that  time  he  had  a  good  reputation, 
which  to  this  day  he  retains:  and  not  only  Pro 
tagoras,  but  many  others  are  well  spoken  of; 
some  who  lived  before  him,  and  others  who  are 
still  living.  ^927  Now,  when  you  say  that  they 
deceived  and  corrupted  the  youth,  are  they  to 
be  supposed  to  have  corrupted  them  conscious 
ly  or  unconsciously?  Can  those  who  were 
deemed  by  many  to  be  the  wisest  men  of 
Hellas  have  been  out  of  their  rninds? 

Any.  Out  of  their  minds!  No,  Socrates;  the 
young  men  who  gave  their  money  to  them  were 
out  of  their  minds,  and  their  relations  and 
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guardians  who  entrusted  their  youth  to  the 
care  of  these  men  were  still  more  out  of  their 
minds,  and  most  of  all,  the  cities  who  allowed 
them  to  come  in,  and  did  not  drive  them  out, 
citizen  and  stranger  alike. 

Soc.  Has  any  of  the  Sophists  wronged  you, 
Anytus?  What  makes  you  so  angry  with  them? 

Any.  No,  indeed,  neither  I  nor  any  of  my 
belongings  has  ever  had,  nor  would  I  suffer 
them  to  have,  anything  to  do  with  them. 

Soc.  Then  you  are  entirely  unacquainted 
with  them? 

Any.  And  I  have  no  wish  to  be  acquainted. 

Soc.  Then,  my  dear  friend,  how  can  you  know 
whether  a  thing  is  good  or  bad  of  which  you 
are  wholly  ignorant? 

Any.  Quite  well;  I  am  sure  that  I  know  what 
manner  of  men  these  are,  whether  I  am  ac 
quainted  with  them  or  not. 

Soc.  You  must  be  a  diviner,  Anytus,  for  I 
really  cannot  make  out,  judging  from  your  own 
words,  how,  if  you  are  not  acquainted  with 
them,  you  know  about  them.  But  I  am  not 
enquiring  of  you  who  are  the  teachers  who  will 
corrupt  Meno  (let  them  be,  if  you  please,  the 
Sophists) ;  I  only  ask  you  to  tell  him  who  there 
is  in  this  great  city  who  will  teach  him  how  to 
become  eminent  in  the  virtues  which  I  was 
just  now  describing.  He  is  the  friend  of  your 
family,  and  you  will  oblige  him. 

Any.  Why  do  you  not  tell  him  yourself? 

Soc.  I  have  told  him  whom  I  supposed  to  be 
the  teachers  of  these  things;  but  I  learn  from 
you  that  I  am  utterly  at  fault,  and  I  dare  say 
that  you  are  right.  And  now  I  wish  that  you,  on 
your  part,  would  tell  me  to  whom  among  the 
Athenians  he  should  go.  Whom  would  you 
name? 

Any.  Why  single  out  individuals?  Any  Athe 
nian  gentleman,  taken  at  random,  if  he  will 
mind  him,  will  do  far  more  good  to  him  than 
the  Sophists* 

Soc.  And  did  those  gentlemen  grow  of  them 
selves;  and  without  having  been  taught  by  any 
one,  were  they  nevertheless  able  to  teach  others 
that  which  they  had  never  learned  themselves? 

[93] 

Any.  I  imagine  that  they  learned  of  the  pre 
vious  generation  of  gentlemen,  Have  there  not 
been  many  good  men  in  this  city  ? 

Soc.  Yes,  certainly,  Anytus;  and  many  good 
statesmen  also  there  always  have  been  and  there 
are  still,  in  the  city  of  Athens.  But  the  question 
is  whether  they  were  also  good  teachers  of  their 
own  virtue; — not  whether  there  are,  or  have 
been,  good  men  in  this  part  of  the  world,  but 


whether  virtue  can  be  taught,  is  the  question 
which  we  have  been  discussing.  Now,  do  we 
mean  to  say  that  the  good  men  of  our  own  and 
of  other  times  knew  how  to  impart  to  others 
that  virtue  which  they  had  themselves;  or  is 
virtue  a  thing  incapable  of  being  communicated 
or  imparted  by  one  man  to  another?  That  is 
the  question  which  I  and  Meno  have  been  ar 
guing.  Look  at  the  matter  in  your  own  way: 
Would  you  not  admit  that  Themistocles  was 
a  good  man? 

Any.  Certainly;  no  man  better. 

Soc.  And  must  not  he  then  have  been  a  good 
teacher,  if  any  man  ever  was  a  good  teacher,  of 
his  own  virtue? 

Any.  Yes,  certainly, — if  he  wanted  to  be  so. 

Soc.  But  would  he  not  have  wanted?  He 
would,  at  any  rate,  have  desired  to  make  his 
own  son  a  good  man  and  a  gentleman;  he  could 
not  have  been  jealous  of  him,  or  have  intention 
ally  abstained  from  imparting  to  him  his  own 
virtue.  Did  you  never  hear  that  he  made  his 
son  Cleophantus  a  famous  horseman;  and  had 
him  taught  to  stand  upright  on  horseback  and 
hurl  a  javelin,  and  to  do  many  other  marvellous 
things;  and  in  anything  which  could  be  learned 
from  a  master  he  was  well  trained  ?  Have  you 
not  heard  from  our  elders  of  him? 

Any.  I  have. 

Soc.  Then  no  one  could  say  that  his  son 
showed  any  want  of  capacity? 

Any.  Very  likely  not, 

Soc.  But  did  any  one,  old  or  young,  ever  say 
in  your  hearing  that  Cleophantus,  son  of  The 
mistocles,  was  a  wise  or  good  man,  as  his  fa 
ther  was? 

Any.  I  have  certainly  never  heard  any  one 
say  so. 

Soc.  And  if  virtue  could  have  been  taught, 
would  his  father  Themistocles  have  sought  to 
train  him  in  these  minor  accomplishments,  and 
allowed  him  who,  as  you  must  remember,  was 
his  own  son,  to  be  no  better  than  his  neigh 
bours  in  those  qualities  in  which  he  himself 
excelled? 

Any.  Indeed,  indeed,  T  think  not. 

Soc.  Here  was  a  teacher  of  virtue  whom  you 
admit  to  be  among  the  best  men  of  the  past. 
/*9^7  Let  us  take  another,-— Arktides,  the  son 
of  Lysimachus:  would  you  not  acknowledge 
that  he  was  a  good  man? 

Any.  To  be  sure  I  should. 

Soc.  And  did  not  he  train  his  son  Lysimachus 
better  than  any  other  Athenian  in  all  that  could 
be  done  for  him  by  the  help  of  masters?  But 
what  has  been  the  result?  Is  he  a  bit  better 
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than  any  other  mortal?  He  is  an  acquaintance 
of  yours,  and  you  see  what  he  is  like.  There  is 
Pericles,  again,  magnificent  in  his  wisdom; 
and  he,  as  you  are  aware,  had  two  sons,  Paralus 
and  Xanthippus. 

Any.  I  know. 

Soc.  And  you  know,  also,  that  he  taught  them 
to  be  unrivalled  horsemen,  and  had  them 
trained  in  music  and  gymnastics  and  all  sorts 
of  arts — in  these  respects  they  were  on  a  level 
with  the  best — and  had  he  no  wish  to  make 
good  men  of  them?  Nay,  he  must  have  wished 
it.  But  virtue,  as  I  suspect,  could  not  be  taught. 
And  that  you  may  not  suppose  the  incompetent 
teachers  to  be  only  the  meaner  sort  of  Athe 
nians  and  few  in  number,  remember  again  that 
Thucydides  had  two  sons,  Melesias  and  Steph- 
anus,  whom,  besides  giving  them  a  good  edu 
cation  in  other  things,  he  trained  in  wrestling, 
and  they  were  the  best  wrestlers  in  Athens: 
one  of  them  he  committed  to  the  care  of  Xan- 
thias,  and  the  other  of  Eudorus,  who  had  the 
reputation  of  being  the  most  celebrated  wres 
tlers  of  that  day.  Do  you  remember  them? 

Any.  I  have  heard  of  them. 

Soc.  Now,  can  there  be  a  doubt  that  Thucyd 
ides,  whose  children  were  taught  things  for 
which  he  had  to  spend  money,  would  have 
taught  them  to  be  good  men,  which  would 
have  cost  him  nothing,  if  virtue  could  have 
been  taught?  Will  you  reply  that  he  was  a 
mean  man,  and  had  not  many  friends  among 
the  Athenians  and  allies?  Nay,  but  he  was  of 
a  great  family,  and  a  man  of  influence  at  Athens 
and  in  all  Hellas,  and,  if  virtue  could  have  been 
taught,  he  would  have  found  out  some  Athe 
nian  or  foreigner  who  would  have  made  good 
men  of  his  sons,  if  he  could  not  himself  spare 
the  time  from  cares  of  state.  Once  more,  I  sus 
pect,  friend  Anytus,  that  virtue  is  not  a  thing 
which  can  be  taught? 

Any.  Socrates,  I  think  that  you  are  too  ready 
to  speak  evil  of  men:  and,  if  you  will  take  my 
advice,  I  would  recommend  you  to  be  careful. 
Perhaps  there  is  no  city  in  which  it  is  not  easier 
to  do  men  harm  than  to  do  them  good,  [95] 
and  this  is  certainly  the  case  at  Athens,  as  I 
believe  that  you  know. 

Soc.  O  Meno,  I  think  that  Anytus  is  in  a  rage. 
And  he  may  well  be  in  a  rage,  for  he  thinks,  in 
the  first  place,  that  I  am  defaming  these  gentle 
men;  and  in  the  second  place,  he  is  of  opinion 
that  he  is  one  of  them  himself.  But  some  day 
he  will  know  what  is  the  meaning  of  defama 
tion,  and  if  he  ever  does,  he  will  forgive  me. 
Meanwhile  I  will  return  to  you,  Meno;  for  I 


suppose  that  there  are  gentlemen  in  your  re 
gion  too? 

Men.  Certainly  there  are. 

Soc.  And  are  they  willing  to  teach  the  young? 
and  do  they  profess  to  be  teachers?  and  do  they 
agree  that  virtue  is  taught? 

Men.  No  indeed,  Socrates,  they  are  anything 
but  agreed;  you  may  hear  them  saying  at  one 
time  that  virtue  can  be  taught,  and  then  again 
the  reverse. 

Soc.  Can  we  call  those  teachers  who  do  not 
acknowledge  the  possibility  of  their  own  voca 
tion  ? 

Men.  I  think  not,  Socrates. 

Soc.  And  what  do  you  think  of  these  Sophists, 
who  are  the  only  professors  ?  Do  they  seem  to 
you  to  be  teachers  of  virtue? 

Men.  I  often  wonder,  Socrates,  that  Gorgias 
is  never  heard  promising  to  teach  virtue:  and 
when  he  hears  others  promising  he  only  laughs 
at  them;  but  he  thinks  that  men  should  be 
taught  to  speak. 

Soc.  Then  do  you  not  think  that  the  Sophists 
are  teachers? 

Men.  I  cannot  tell  you,  Socrates;  like  the  rest 
of  the  world,  I  am  in  doubt,  and  sometimes  I 
think  that  they  are  teachers  and  sometimes  not. 

Soc.  And  are  you  aware  that  not  you  only 
and  other  politicians  have  doubts  whether  vir 
tue  can  be  taught  or  not,  but  that  Theognis  the 
poet  says  the  very  same  thing? 

Men.  Where  does  he  say  so? 

Soc.  In  these  elegiac  verses: 

Eat  and  dnnf^  and  sit  with  the  mighty ,  and 
make  yourself  agreeable  to  them;  Jor  from  the 
good  you  will  learn  what  is  good,  but  if  you  mix 
with  the  bad  you  will  lose  the  intelligence  which 
you  already  have. 

Do  you  observe  that  here  he  seems  to  imply 
that  virtue  can  be  taught? 

Men.  Clearly. 

Soc.  But  in  some  other  verses  he  shifts  about 
and  says: 

//  understanding  could  be  created  and  put  into 
a  man,  then  they  [who  were  able  to  perform  this 
feat]  would  have  obtained  great  rewards. 

And  again: — [96] 

Never  would  a  bad  son  have  sprung  from  a  good 
sire,  for  he  would  have  heard  the  voice  of  instruc 
tion;  but  not  by  teaching  will  you  ever  ma^e  a 
bad  man  into  a  good  one. 

And  this,  as  you  may  remark,  is  a  contradiction 
of  the  other. 
Men.  Clearly. 


188 


DIALOGUES  OF  PLATO 


Soc.  And  is  there  anything  else  of  which  the 
professors  are  affirmed  not  only  not  to  be 
teachers  of  others,  but  to  be  ignorant  them 
selves,  and  bad  at  the  knowledge  of  that  which 
they  are  professing  to  teach?  or  is  there  any 
thing  about  which  even  the  acknowledged 
"gentlemen"  are  sometimes  saying  that  "this 
thing  can  be  taught,"  and  sometimes  the  op 
posite?  Can  you  say  that  they  are  teachers  in 
any  true  sense  whose  ideas  are  in  such  con 
fusion? 

Men.  I  should  say,  certainly  not. 

Soc.  But  if  neither  the  Sophists  nor  the  gen 
tlemen  are  teachers,  clearly  there  can  be  no 
other  teachers? 

Men.  No. 

Soc.  And  if  there  are  no  teachers,  neither  are 
there  disciples? 

Men,  Agreed, 

Soc.  And  we  have  admitted  that  a  thing  can 
not  be  taught  of  which  there  are  neither  teach 
ers  nor  disciples? 

Men.  We  have. 

Soc.  And  there  are  no  teachers  of  virtue  to  be 
found  anywhere? 

Men.  There  are  not. 

Soc.  And  if  there  are  no  teachers,  neither  are 
there  scholars? 

Men.  That,  I  think,  is  true. 

Soc.  Then  virtue  cannot  be  taught? 

Men.  Not  if  we  are  right  in  our  view.  But  I 
cannot  believe,  Socrates,  that  there  are  no  good 
men:  And  if  there  are,  how  did  they  come  into 
existence? 

Soc.  I  am  afraid,  Me  no,  that  you  and  I  are 
not  good  for  much,  and  that  Gorgias  has  been 
as  poor  an  educator  of  you  as  Prodicus  has  been 
of  me.  Certainly  we  shall  have  to  look  to  our 
selves,  and  try  to  find  some  one  who  will  help 
in  some  way  or  other  to  improve  us.  This  T  say, 
because  I  observe  that  in  the  previous  discus 
sion  none  of  us  remarked  that  right  and  good 
action  is  possible  to  man  under  other  guidance 
than  that  of  knowledge  (morrj//^); — and  in 
deed  if  this  be  denied,  there  is  no  seeing  how 
there  can  be  any  good  men  at  all. 

Men.  How  do  you  mean,  Socrates? 

Soc.  I  mean  that  good  men  are  necessarily 
useful  or  profitable,  [yj]  Were  we  not  right 
in  admitting  this?  It  must  be  so, 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  in  supposing  that  they  will  be  use 
ful  only  if  they  are  true  guides  to  us  of  action 
•r—there  we  were  also  right? 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  But  when  we  said  that  a  man  cannot  be 


a  good  guide  unless  he  have  knowledge  (<j>p6v- 
970-15),  in  this  we  were  wrong. 

Men.  What  do  you  mean  by  the  word 
"right"? 

Soc.  I  will  explain.  If  a  man  knew  the  way 
to  Larisa,  or  anywhere  else,  and  went  to  the 
place  and  led  others  thither,  would  he  not  be 
a  right  and  good  guide? 

Men.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  a  person  who  had  a  right  opinion 
about  the  way,  but  had  never  been  and  did  not 
know,  might  be  a  good  guide  also,  might  he 
not? 

Men.  Certainly, 

Soc.  And  while  he  has  true  opinion  about 
that  which  the  other  knows,  he  will  be  just  as 
good  a  guide  if  he  thinks  the  truth,  as  he  who 
knows  the  truth? 

Men.  Exactly. 

Soc.  Then  true  opinion  is  as  good  a  guide 
to  correct  action  as  knowledge;  and  that  was 
the  point  which  we  omitted  in  our  speculation 
about  the  nature  of  virtue,  when  we  said  that 
knowledge  only  is  the  guide  of  right  action; 
whereas  there  is  also  right  opinion. 

Men.  True. 

Soc.  Then  right  opinion  is  not  less  useful 
than  knowledge? 

Men.  The  difference,  Socrates,  is  only  that 
he  who  has  knowledge  will  always  be  right; 
but  he  who  has  right  opinion  will  sometimes  be 
right,  and  sometimes  not. 

Soe.  What  do  you  mean?  Can  he  be  wrong 
who  has  right  opinion,  so  long  as  he  has  right 
opinion? 

Men.  I  admit  the  cogency  of  your  argument, 
and  therefore,  Socrates,  1  wonder  that  knowl 
edge  should  be  preferred  to  right  opinion — or 
why  they  should  ever  differ. 

Soc,  And  shall  I  explain  this  wonder  to  you? 

Men.  Do  tell  me. 

Soc.  You  would  not  wonder  if  you  had  ever 
observed  the  images  of  Daedalus;  but  perhaps 
you  have  not  got  them  in  your  country? 

Men.  What  have  they  to  do  with  the  ques 
tion  ? 

Soe.  Because  they  require  to  be  fastened  in 
order  to  keep  them,  and  if  they  are  not  fas 
tened  they  will  play  truant  and  run  away, 

Men.  Well,  what  of  that? 

Soc.  I  mean  to  say  that  they  are  not  very  val 
uable  possessions  if  they  are  at  liberty,  for  they 
will  walk  off  like  runaway  slaves;  but  when 
fastened,  they  are  of  great  value,  for  they  are 
really  beautiful  works  of  art,  [98 J  Now  this  is 
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an  illustration  of  the  nature  of  true  opinions: 
while  they  abide  with  us  they  are  beautiful  and 
fruitful,  but  they  run  away  out  of  the  human 
soul,  and  do  not  remain  long,  and  therefore 
they  are  not  of  much  value  until  they  are  fas 
tened  by  the  tie  of  the  cause;  and  this  fastening 
of  them,  friend  Meno,  is  recollection,  as  you 
and  I  have  agreed  to  call  it.  But  when  they  are 
bound,  in  the  first  place,  they  have  the  nature 
of  knowledge;  and,  in  the  second  place,  they 
are  abiding.  And  this  is  why  knowledge  is  more 
honourable  and  excellent  than  true  opinion, 
because  fastened  by  a  chain. 

Men.  What  you  are  saying,  Socrates,  seems 
to  be  very  like  the  truth. 

Soc.  I  too  speak  rather  in  ignorance;  I  only 
conjecture.  And  yet  that  knowledge  differs 
from  true  opinion  is  no  matter  of  conjecture 
with  me.  There  are  not  many  things  which  I 
profess  to  know,  but  this  is  most  certainly  one 
of  them. 

Men.  Yes,  Socrates;  and  you  are  quite  right 
in  saying  so. 

Soc.  And  am  I  not  also  right  in  saying  that 
true  opinion  leading  the  way  perfects  action 
quite  as  well  as  knowledge? 

Men.  There  again,  Socrates,  I  think  you  are 
right. 

Soc.  Then  right  opinion  is  not  a  whit  in 
ferior  to  knowledge,  or  less  useful  in  action; 
nor  is  the  man  who  has  right  opinion  inferior 
to  him  who  has  knowledge? 

Men.  True. 

Soc.  And  surely  the  good  man  has  been  ac 
knowledged  by  us  to  be  useful  ? 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  Seeing  then  that  men  become  good  and 
useful  to  states,  not  only  because  they  have 
knowledge,  but  because  they  have  right  opin 
ion,  and  that  neither  knowledge  nor  right 
opinion  is  given  to  man  by  nature  or  acquired 
by  him — (do  you  imagine  either  of  them  to 
be  given  by  nature? 

Men.  Not  I.) 

Soc.  Then  if  they  are  not  given  by  nature, 
neither  are  the  good  by  nature  good? 

Men.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  And  nature  being  excluded,  then  came 
the  question  whether  virtue  is  acquired  by 
teaching? 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  If  virtue  was  wisdom  for  knowledge], 
then,  as  we  thought,  it  was  taught? 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  if  it  was  taught  it  was  wisdom? 

Men.  Certainly. 


Soc.  And  if  there  were  teachers,  it  might  be 
taught;  and  if  there  were  no  teachers,  not? 

Men.  True. 

Soc.  But  surely  we  acknowledged  that  there 
were  no  teachers  of  virtue  ? 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc .  Then  we  acknowledged  that  it  was  not 
taught,  and  was  not  wisdom? 

Men.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  yet  we  admitted  that  it  was  a  good  ? 

Men.  Yes. 

/997  Soc.  And  the  right  guide  is  useful  and 
good? 

Men.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  the  only  right  guides  are  knowl 
edge  and  true  opinion — these  are  the  guides 
of  man;  for  things  which  happen  by  chance  are 
not  under  the  guidance  of  man:  but  the  guides 
of  man  are  true  opinion  and  knowledge. 

Men.  I  think  so  too. 

Soc.  But  if  virtue  is  not  taught,  neither  is 
virtue  knowledge. 

Men.  Clearly  not. 

Soc.  Then  of  two  good  and  useful  things, 
one,  which  is  knowledge,  has  been  set  aside, 
and  cannot  be  supposed  to  be  our  guide  in 
political  life. 

Men.  I  think  not. 

Soc.  And  therefore  not  by  any  wisdom,  and 
not  because  they  were  wise,  did  Themistocles 
and  those  others  of  whom  Any tus  spoke  govern 
states.  This  was  the  reason  why  they  were  un 
able  to  make  others  like  themselves — because 
their  virtue  was  not  grounded  on  knowledge. 

Men.  That  is  probably  true,  Socrates. 

Soc.  But  if  not  by  knowledge,  the  only  alter 
native  which  remains  is  that  statesmen  must 
have  guided  states  by  right  opinion,  which  is 
in  politics  what  divination  is  in  religion;  for 
diviners  and  also  prophets  say  many  things 
truly,  but  they  know  not  what  they  say. 

Men.  So  I  believe. 

Soc.  And  may  we  not,  Meno,  truly  call  those 
men  "divine"  who,  having  no  understanding, 
yet  succeed  in  many  a  grand  deed  and  word  ? 

Men.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Then  we  shall  also  be  right  in  calling 
divine  those  whom  we  were  just  now  speaking 
of  as  diviners  and  prophets,  including  the 
whole  tribe  of  poets.  Yes,  and  statesmen  above 
all  may  be  said  to  be  divine  and  illumined,  be 
ing  inspired  and  possessed  of  God,  in  which 
condition  they  say  many  grand  things,  not 
knowing  what  they  say, 

Men.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  the  women  too,  Meno,  call  good 
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men  divine — do  they  not?  and  the  Spartans, 
when  they  praise  a  good  man,  say  "that  he  is 
a  divine  man." 

Men.  And  I  think,  Socrates,  that  they  are 
right;  although  very  likely  our  friend  Anytus 
may  take  offence  at  the  word. 

Soc.  I  do  not  care;  as  for  Anytus,  there  will 
be  another  opportunity  of  talking  with  him. 
To  sum  up  our  enquiry — the  result  seems  to 
be,  if  we  are  at  all  right  in  our  view,  that  vir 
tue  is  neither  natural  nor  acquired,  [100]  but 
an  instinct  given  by  God  to  the  virtuous.  Nor  is 
the  instinct  accompanied  by  reason,  unless 
there  may  be  supposed  to  be  among  statesmen 
some  one  who  is  capable  of  educating  states 
men.  And  if  there  be  such  an  one,  he  may  be 


said  to  be  among  the  living  what  Homer  says 
thatTiresias  was  among  the  dead,  "he  alone  has 
understanding;  but  the  rest  are  flitting  shades"; 
and  he  and  his  virtue  in  like  manner  will  be  a 
reality  among  shadows. 

Men.  That  is  excellent,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Then,  Meno,  the  conclusion  is  that  vir 
tue  comes  to  the  virtuous  by  the  gift  of  God. 
But  we  shall  never  know  the  certain  truth 
until,  before  asking  how  virtue  is  given,  we 
enquire  into  the  actual  nature  of  virtue.  I  fear 
that  I  must  go  away.,  but  do  you,  now  that  you 
are  persuaded  yourself,  persuade  our  friend 
Anytus.  And  do  not  let  him  be  so  exasperated; 
if  you  can  conciliate  him,  you  will  have  done 
good  service  to  the  Athenian  people. 
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[2]  Euthyphro.Wvm  haveyouleft  theLyceum, 
Socrates?  and  what  are  you  doing  in  the  Porch 
of  the  King  Archon  ?  Surely  you  cannot  be  con 
cerned  in  a  suit  before  the  King,  like  myself? 

Socrates.  Not  in  a  suit,  Euthyphro;  impeach 
ment  is  the  word  which  the  Athenians  use. 

Euth.Who.tl  I  suppose  that  some  one  has  been 
prosecuting  you,  for  I  cannot  believe  that  you 
are  the  prosecutor  of  another. 

Soc.  Certainly  not. 

Euth.  Then  some  one  else  has  been  prosecut 
ing  you? 

Soc.  Yes. 

Euth.  And  who  is  he? 

Soc.  A  young  man  who  is  little  known,  Eu 
thyphro;  and  I  hardly  know  him:  his  name  is 
Meletus,  and  he  is  of  the  deme  of  Pitthis. 
Perhaps  you  may  remember  his  appearance;  he 
has  a  beak,  and  long  straight  hair,  and  a  beard 
which  is  ill  grown. 

Euth.  No,  I  do  not  remember  him,  Socrates. 
But  what  is  the  charge  which  he  brings  against 
you? 

Soc.  What  is  the  charge?  Well,  a  very  serious 
charge,  which  shows  a  good  deal  of  character 
in  the  young  man,  and  for  which  he  is  certain 
ly  not  to  be  despised.  He  says  he  knows  how  the 
youth  are  corrupted  and  who  are  their  corrup- 
tors.  I  fancy  that  he  must  be  a  wise  man,  and 
seeing  that  I  am  the  reverse  of  a  wise  man,  he 
has  found  me  out,  and  is  going  to  accuse  me  of 
corrupting  his  young  friends.  And  of  this  our 
mother  the  state  is  to  be  the  judge.  Of  all  our 
political  men  he  is  the  only  one  who  seems  to 
me  to  begin  in  the  right  way,  with  the  cultivation 
of  virtue  in  youth;  like  a  good  husbandman, 
he  makes  the  young  shoots  his  first  care,  and 


/"j7  clears  away  us  who  are  the  destroyers  of 
them.  This  is  only  the  first  step;  he  will  after 
wards  attend  to  the  elder  branches;  and  if  he 
goes  on  as  he  has  begun,  he  will  be  a  very  great 
public  benefactor. 

Euth.  I  hope  that  he  may;  but  I  rather  fear, 
Socrates,  that  the  opposite  will  turn  out  to  be 
the  truth.  My  opinion  is  that  in  attacking  you 
he  is  simply  aiming  a  blow  at  the  foundation  of 
the  state.  But  in  what  way  does  he  say  that  you 
corrupt  the  young? 

Soc.  He  brings  a  wonderful  accusation  against 
me,  which  at  first  hearing  excites  surprise:  he 
says  that  I  am  a  poet  or  maker  of  gods,  and  that 
I  invent  new  gods  and  deny  the  existence  of  old 
ones;  this  is  the  ground  of  his  indictment. 

Euth.  I  understand,  Socrates;  he  means  to  at 
tack  you  about  the  familiar  sign  which  occasion 
ally,  as  you  say,  comes  to  you.  He  thinks  that 
you  are  a  neologian,  and  he  is  going  to  have 
you  up  before  the  court  for  this.  He  knows  that 
such  a  charge  is  readily  received  by  the  world, 
as  I  myself  know  too  well;  for  when  I  speak  in 
the  assembly  about  divine  things,  and  foretell 
the  future  to  them,  they  laugh  at  me  and  think 
me  a  madman.  Yet  every  word  that  I  say  is  true. 
But  they  are  jealous  of  us  all;  and  we  must  be 
brave  and  go  at  them. 

Soc.  Their  laughter,  friend  Euthyphro,  is  not 
a  matter  of  much  consequence.  For  a  man  may 
be  thought  wise;  but  the  Athenians,  I  suspect, 
do  not  much  trouble  themselves  about  him  un 
til  he  begins  to  impart  his  wisdom  to  others; 
and  then  for  some  reason  or  other,  perhaps,  as 
you  say,  from  jealousy,  they  are  angry. 

Euth.  I  am  never  likely  to  try  their  temper  in 
this  way. 
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Soc.  I  dare  say  not,  for  you  are  reserved  in 
your  behaviour,  and  seldom  impart  your  wis 
dom.  But  I  have  a  benevolent  habit  of  pouring 
out  myself  to  everybody,  and  would  even  pay 
for  a  listener,  and  I  am  afraid  that  the  Atheni 
ans  may  think  me  too  talkative.  Now  if,  as  I 
was  saying,  they  would  only  laugh  at  me,  as 
you  say  that  they  laugh  at  you,  the  time  might 
pass  gaily  enough  in  the  court;  but  perhaps  they 
may  be  in  earnest,  and  then  what  the  end  will 
be  you  soothsayers  only  can  predict. 

Euth.  I  dare  say  that  the  affair  will  end  in 
nothing,  Socrates,  and  that  you  will  win  your 
cause;  and  I  think  that  I  shall  win  my  own. 

Soc.  And  what  is  your  suit,  Euthyphro?  are 
you  the  pursuer  or  the  defendant? 

Euth.  I  am  the  pursuer. 

Soc.  Of  whom? 

[<\]  Euth.  You  will  think  me  mad  when  I 
tell  you. 

Soc.  Why,  has  the  fugitive  wings  ? 

Euth.  Nay,  he  is  not  very  volatile  at  his  time 
of  life. 

Soc.  Who  is  he? 

Euth.  My  father. 

Soc.  Your  father!  my  good  man? 

Euth.Yts. 

Soc.  And  of  what  is  he  accused? 

Euth.  Of  murder,  Socrates. 

Soc.  By  the  powers,  Euthyphro!  how  little 
does  the  common  herd  know  of  the  nature  of 
right  and1  truth.  A  man  must  be  an  extraordi 
nary  man,  and  have  made  great  strides  in  wis 
dom,  before  he  could  have  seen  his  way  to 
bring  such  an  action. 

Euth.  Indeed,  Socrates,  he  must. 

Soc.  I  suppose  that  the  man  whom  your  fa 
ther  murdered  was  one  of  your  relatives— clear 
ly  he  was;  for  if  he  had  been  a  stranger  you 
would  never  have  thought  of  prosecuting  him. 

Euth.  I  am  amused,  Socrates,  at  your  mak 
ing  a  distinction  between  one  who  is  a  rela 
tion  and  one  who  is  not  a  relation;  for  surely 
the  pollution  is  the  same  in  either  case,  if  you 
knowingly  associate  with  the  murderer  when 
you  otight  to  clear  yourself  and  him  by  proceed 
ing  against  him.  The  real  question  is  whether 
the  murdered  man  has  been  justly  slain.  If  just 
ly,  then  your  duty  is  to  let  the  matter  alone;  but 
if  unjustly,  then  even  if  the  murderer  lives  un 
der  the  same  roof  with  you  and  eats  at  the  same 
table,  proceed  against  him.  Now  the  man  who 
is  dead  was  a  poor  dependant  of  mine  who 
worked  for  us  as  a  field  labourer  on  our  farm 
in  Naxos,  and  one  day  in  a  fit  of  drunken  pas 
sion  he  got  into  a  quarrel  with  one  of  our  do 


mestic  servants  and  slew  him.  My  father  bound 
him  hand  and  foot  and  threw  him  into  a  ditch, 
and  then  sent  to  Athens  to  ask  of  a  diviner 
what  he  should  do  with  him.  Meanwhile  he 
never  attended  to  him  and  took  no  care  about 
him,  for  he  regarded  him  as  a  murderer;  and 
thought  that  no  great  harm  would  be  done 
even  if  he  did  die.  Now  this  was  just  what  hap 
pened.  For  such  was  the  effect  of  cold  and  hun 
ger  and  chains  upon  him,  that  before  the  mes 
senger  returned  from  the  diviner,  he  was  dead. 
And  my  father  and  family  are  angry  with  me  for 
taking  the  part  of  the  murderer  and  prosecut 
ing  my  father.  They  say  that  he  did  not  kill  him, 
and  that  if  he  did,  the  dead  man  was  but  a  mur 
derer,  and  I  ought  not  to  take  any  notice,  for 
that  a  son  is  impious  who  prosecutes  a  father. 
Which  shows,  Socrates,  how  little  they  know 
what  the  gods  think  about  piety  and  impiety. 

Soc.  Good  heavens,  Euthyphro!  and  is  your 
knowledge  of  religion  and  of  things  pious  and 
impious  so  very  exact,  that,  supposing  the  cir 
cumstances  to  be  as  you  state  them,  you  are  not 
afraid  lest  you  too  may  be  doing  an  impious 
thing  in  bringing  an  action  against  your  father? 

Euth.Tht  best  of  Euthyphro,  and  that  which 
distinguishes  him,  Socrates,  /5/  from  other 
men,  is  his  exact  knowledge  of  all  such  matters. 
What  should  I  be  good  for  without  it? 

Soc.  Rare  friend!  I  think  that  I  cannot  do  bet 
ter  than  be  your  disciple.  Then  before  the  trial 
with  Meletus  comes  on  I  shall  challenge  him, 
and  say  that  I  have  always  had  a  great  interest 
in  religious  questions,  and  now,  as  he  charges 
me  with  rash  imaginations  and  innovations  in 
religion,  I  have  become  your  disciple.  You,  Me 
letus,  as  I  shall  say  to  him,  acknowledge  Euthy 
phro  to  be  a  great  theologian,  and  sound  in  his 
opinions;  and  if  you  approve  of  him  you  ought 
to  approve  of  me,  and  not  have  me  into  court; 
but  if  you  disapprove,  you  should  begin  by  in 
dicting  him  who  is  my  teacher,  and  who  will  be 
the  ruin,  not  of  the  young,  but  of  the  old;  that 
is  to  say,  of  myself  whom  he  instructs,  and  of 
his  old  father  whom  he  admonishes  and  chastis 
es.  And  if  Meletus  refuses  to  listen  to  me,  but 
will  go  on,  and  will  not  shift  the  indictment 
from  me  to  you,  I  cannot  do  better  than  repeat 
this  challenge  in  the  court. 

Euth.  Yes,  indeed,  Socrates;  and  if  he  at 
tempts  to  indict  me  I  am  mistaken  if  I  do  not 
find  a  flaw  in  him;  the  court  shall  have  a  great 
deal  more  to  say  to  him  than  to  me. 

Soc.  And  I,  my  dear  friend,  knowing  this,  am 
desirous  of  becoming  your  disciple.  For  I  ob 
serve  that  no  one  appears  to  notice  you-— not 
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even  this  Meletus;  but  his  sharp  eyes  have 
found  me  out  at  once,  and  he  has  indicted  me 
for  impiety.  And  therefore,  I  adjure  you  to  tell 
me  the  nature  of  piety  and  impiety,  which  you 
said  that  you  knew  so  well,  and  of  murder,  and 
of  other  offences  against  the  gods.  What  are 
they?  Is  not  piety  in  every  action  always  the 
same  ?  and  impiety.,  again — is  it  not  always  the 
opposite  of  piety,  and  also  the  same  with  itself, 
having,  as  impiety,  one  notion  which  includes 
whatever  is  impious  ? 

Euth.  To  be  sure,  Socrates. 

Soc.  And  what  is  piety,  and  what  is  impiety? 

Euth.  Piety  is  doing  as  I  am  doing;  that  is  to 
say,  prosecuting  any  one  who  is  guilty  of  mur 
der,  sacrilege,  or  of  any  similar  crime — wheth 
er  he  be  your  father  or  mother,  or  whoever  he 
may  be — that  makes  no  difference;  and  not  to 
prosecute  them  is  impiety.  And  please  to  con 
sider,  Socrates,  what  a  notable  proof  I  will  give 
you  of  the  truth  of  my  words,  a  proof  which  I 
have  already  given,  to  others: — of  the  principle, 
I  mean,  that  the  impious,  whoever  he  may  be, 
ought  not  to  go  unpunished.  For  do  not  men 
regard  Zeus  as  the  best  and  most  righteous  of 
the  gods?  [6] — and  yet  they  admit  that  he 
bound  his  father  (Cronos)  because  he  wicked 
ly  devoured  his  sons,  and  that  he  too  had  pun 
ished  his  own  father  (Uranus)  for  a  similar 
reason,  in  a  nameless  manner.  And  yet  when  I 
proceed  against  my  father,  they  are  angry  with 
me.  So  inconsistent  are  they  in  their  way  of 
talking  when  the  gods  are  concerned,  and  when 
I  am  concerned. 

Soc.  May  not  this  be  the  reason,  Euthyphro, 
why  I  am  charged  with  impiety — that  I  can 
not  away  with  these  stories  about  the  gods?  and 
therefore  I  suppose  that  people  think  me  wrong. 
But,  as  you  who  are  well  informed  about  them 
approve  of  them,  I  cannot  do  better  than  assent 
to  your  superior  wisdom.  What  else  can  I  say, 
confessing  as  I  do,  that  I  know  nothing  about 
them?  Tell  me,  for  the  love  of  Zeus,  whether 
you  really  believe  that  they  are  true. 

Euth.  Yes,  Socrates;  and  things  more  won 
derful  still,  of  which  the  world  is  in  ignorance. 

Soc.  And  do  you  really  believe  that  the  gods 
fought  with  one  another,  and  had  dire  quarrels, 
battles,  and  the  like,  as  the  poets  say,  and  as  you 
may  see  represented  in  the  works  of  great 
artists?  The  temples  are  full  of  them;  and  no 
tably  the  robe  of  Athene,  which  is  carried  up 
to  the  Acropolis  at  the  great  Panathenaea,  is 
embroidered  with  them.  Are  all  these  tales  of 
the  gods  true,  Euthyphro? 

Euth.  Yes,  Socrates;  and,  as  I  was  saying,  I 


can  tell  you,  if  you  would  like  to  hear  them, 
many  other  things  about  the  gods  which  would 
quite  amaze  you. 

Soc.  I  dare  say;  and  you  shall  tell  me  them  at 
some  other  time  when  I  have  leisure.  But  just 
at  present  I  would  rather  hear  from  you  a  more 
precise  answer,  which  you  have  not  as  yet 
given,  my  friend,  to  the  question,  What  is 
"piety"?  When  asked,  you  only  replied,  Doing 
as  you  do,  charging  your  father  with  murder. 

Euth.  And  what  I  said  was  true,  Socrates. 

Soc.  No  doubt,  Euthyphro;  but  you  would 
admit  that  there  are  many  other  pious  acts? 

Euth.  There  are. 

Soc.  Remember  that  I  did  not  ask  you  to 
give  me  two  or  three  examples  of  piety,  but  to 
explain  the  general  idea  which  makes  all  pious 
things  to  be  pious.  Do  you  not  recollect  that 
there  was  one  idea  which  made  the  impious  im 
pious,  and  the  pious  pious? 

Euth.  I  remember. 

Soc.  Tell  me  what  is  the  nature  of  this  idea, 
and  then  I  shall  have  a  standard  to  which  I  may 
look,  and  by  which  I  may  measure  actions, 
whether  yours  or  those  of  any  one  else,  and 
then  I  shall  be  able  to  say  that  such  and  such 
an  action  is  pious,  such  another  impious. 

Euth.  I  will  tell  you,  if  you  like. 

Soc.  I  should  very  much  like. 

Euth.  Piety,  then,  is  that  which  is  dear  to  the 
gods,  and  impiety  is  that  which  is  not  dear  to 
them. 

[j]  Soc.  Very  good,  Euthyphro ;  you  have  now 

fiven  me  the  sort  of  answer  which  I  wanted, 
ut  whether  what  you  say  is  true  or  not  I  can 
not  as  yet  tell,  although  I  make  no  doubt  that 
you  will  prove  the  truth  of  your  words. 

Euth.  Of  course. 

Soc.  Come,  then,  and  let  us  examine  what 
we  are  saying.  That  thing  or  person  which  is 
dear  to  the  gods  is  pious,  and  that  thing  or 
person  which  is  hateful  to  the  gods  is  impious, 
these  two  being  the  extreme  opposites  of  one 
another.  Was  not  that  said? 

Euth.  It  was. 

Soc.  And  well  said? 

Euth.  Yes,  Socrates,  I  thought  so;  it  was  cer 
tainly  said. 

Soc.  And  further,  Euthyphro,  the  gods  were 
admitted  to  have  enmities  and  hatreds  and  dif 
ferences? 

Euth.  Yes,  that  was  also  said. 

Soc.  And  what  sort  of  difference  creates 
enmity  and  anger?  Suppose  for  example  that 
you  and  I,  my  good  friend,  differ  about  a  num 
ber;  do  differences  of  this  sort  make  us  enemies 
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and  set  us  at  variance  with  one  another?  Do  we 
not  go  at  once  to  arithmetic,  and  put  an  end  to 
them  by  a  sum? 
Euth.  True. 

Soc.  Or  suppose  that  we  differ  about  magni 
tudes,  do  we  not  quickly  end  the  differences  by 
measuring? 

Euth.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  we  end  a  controversy  about  heavy 
and  light  by  resorting  to  a  weighing  machine? 

Euth.  To  be  sure. 

Soc.  But  what  differences  are  there  which 
cannot  be  thus  decided,  and  which  therefore 
make  us  angry  and  set  us  at  enmity  with  one 
another?  I  dare  say  the  answer  does  not  occur 
to  you  at  the  moment,  and  therefore  I  will  sug 
gest  that  these  enmities  arise  when  the  matters 
of  difference  are  the  just  and  unjust,  good  and 
evil,  honourable  and  dishonourable.  Are  not 
these  the  points  about  which  men  differ,  and 
about  which  when  we  are  unable  satisfactorily 
to  decide  our  differences,  you  and  I  and  all  of 
us  quarrel,  when  we  do  quarrel? 

Euth.  Yes,  Socrates,  the  nature  of  the  dif 
ferences  about  which  we  quarrel  is  such  as  you 
describe. 

Soc.  And  the  quarrels  of  the  gods,  noble 
Euthyphro,  when  they  occur,  are  of  a  like 
nature? 

Euth.  Certainly  they  are. 

Soc.  They  have  differences  of  opinion,  as 
you  say,  about  good  and  evil,  just  and  unjust, 
honourable  and  dishonourable:  there  would 
have  been  no  quarrels  among  them,  if  there  had 
been  no  such  differences — would  there  now? 

Euth.  You  are  quite  right. 

Soc.  Does  not  every  man  love  that  which  he 
deems  noble  and  just  and  good,  and  hate  the 
opposite  of  them? 

Euth.  Very  true. 

Soc.  But,  as  you  say,  people  regard  the  same 
things,  some  as  just  and  others  as  unjust, — 
about  these  they  dispute;  and  so  there  arise 
wars  and  fightings  among  them.  [8] 

Euth.  Very  true. 

Soc.  Then  the  same  things  are  hated  by  the 
gods  and  loved  by  the  gods,  and  are  both  hate 
ful  and  dear  to  them? 

Euth.  True. 

Soc.  And  upon  this  view  the  same  things, 
Euthyphro,  will  be  pious  and  also  impious? 

Euth.  So  I  should  suppose, 

Soc.  Then,  my  friend,!  remark  with  surprise 
that  you  have  not  answered  the  question  which 
I  asked.  For  I  certainly  did  not  ask  you  to  tell 
me  what  action  is  both  pious  and  impious:  but 


now  it  would  seem  that  what  is  loved  by  the 
gods  is  also  hated  by  them.  And  therefore, 
Euthyphro,  in  thus  chastising  your  father  you 
may  very  likely  be  doing  what  is  agreeable  to 
Zeus  but  disagreeable  to  Cronos  or  Uranus,  and 
what  is  acceptable  to  Hephaestus  but  unaccept 
able  to  Here,  and  there  may  be  other  gods 
who  have  similar  differences  of  opinion. 

Euth. But  I  believe,  Socrates, that  all  the  gods 
would  be  agreed  as  to  the  propriety  of  punish 
ing  a  murderer:  there  would  be  no  difference 
of  opinion  about  that. 

Soc.  Well,  but  speaking  of  men,  Euthyphro, 
did  you  ever  hear  any  one  arguing  that  a  mur 
derer  or  any  sort  of  evil-doer  ought  to  be  let 
off? 

Euth.  I  should  rather  say  that  these  are  the 
questions  which  they  are  always  arguing,  es 
pecially  in  courts  of  law:  they  commit  all  sorts 
of  crimes,  and  there  is  nothing  which  they  will 
not  do  or  say  in  their  own  defence. 

Soc.  But  do  they  admit  their  guilt,  Euthy 
phro,  and  yet  say  that  they  ought  not  to  be 
punished? 

Euth.  No;  they  do  not. 

Soc.  Then  there  are  some  things  which  they 
do  not  venture  to  say  and  do:  for  they  do  not 
venture  to  argue  that  the  guilty  are  to  be  un 
punished,  but  they  deny  their  guilt,  do  they 
not? 

Euth.  Yes. 

Soc.  Then  they  do  not  argue  that  the  evil 
doer  should  not  be  punished,  but  they  argue 
about  the  fact  of  who  the  evil-doer  is,  and  what 
he  did  and  when? 

Euth.  True. 

Soc.  And  the  gods  are  in  the  same  case,  if  as 
you  assert  they  quarrel  about  just  and  unjust, 
and  some  of  them  say  while  others  deny  that 
injustice  is  done  among  them,  For  surely  nei 
ther  God  nor  man  will  ever  venture  to  say  that 
the  doer  of  injustice  is  not  to  be  punished? 

Euth.  That  is  true,  Socrates,  in  the  main. 

Soc.  But  they  join  issue  about  the  particulars 
— gods  and  men  alike;  and,  if  they  dispute  at 
all,  they  dispute  about  some  act  which  is  called 
in  question,  and  which  by  some  is  affirmed  to 
be  just,  by  others  to  be  unjust.  Is  not  that  true? 

Euth.  Quite  true. 

[9]  Soc.  Well  then,  my  dear  friend  Euthy 
phro,  do  tell  me,  for  my  better  instruction  and 
information,  what  proof  have  you  that  in  the 
opinion  of  all  the  gods  a  servant  who  is  guilty 
of  murder,  and  is  put  in  chains  by  the  master 
of  the  dead  man,  and  dies  because  he  is  put 
in  chains  before  he  who  bound  him  can  learn 
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from  the  interpreters  of  the  gods  what  he  ought 
to  do  with  him,  dies  unjustly;  and  that  on  be 
half  of  such  an  one  a  son  ought  to  proceed 
against  his  father  and  accuse  him  of  murder. 
How  would  you  show  that  all  the  gods  abso 
lutely  agree  in  approving  of  his  act?  Prove  to 
me  that  they  do,  and  I  will  applaud  your  wis 
dom  as  long  as  I  live. 

Euth.  It  will  be  a  difficult  task;  but  I  could 
make  the  matter  very  clear  indeed  to  you. 

Soc.  I  understand;  you  mean  to  say  that  I 
am  not  so  quick  of  apprehension  as  the  judges: 
for  to  them  you  will  be  sure  to  prove  that  the 
act  is  unjust,  and  hateful  to  the  gods. 

Euth.  Yes  indeed,  Socrates;  at  least  if  they 
will  listen  to  me. 

Soc.  But  they  will  be  sure  to  listen  if  they 
find  that  you  are  a  good  speaker.  There  was  a 
notion  that  came  into  my  mind  while  you  were 
speaking;  I  said  to  myself:  "Well,  and  what  if 
Euthyphro  does  prove  to  me  that  all  the  gods 
regarded  the  death  of  the  serf  as  unjust,  how 
do  I  know  anything  more  of  the  nature  of 
piety  and  impiety?  for  granting  that  this  action 
may  be  hateful  to  the  gods,  still  piety  and  im 
piety  are  not  adequately  defined  by  these  dis 
tinctions,  for  that  which  is  hateful  to  the  gods 
has  been  shown  to  be  also  pleasing  and  dear  to 
them."  And  therefore,  Euthyphro,  I  do  not  ask 
you  to  prove  this;  I  will  suppose,  if  you  like, 
that  all  the  gods  condemn  and  abominate  such 
an  action.  But  I  will  amend  the  definition  so 
far  as  to  say  that  what  all  the  gods  hate  is  im 
pious,  and  what  they  love  pious  or  holy;  and 
what  some  of  them  love  and  others  hate  is  both 
or  neither.  Shall  this  be  our  definition  of  piety 
and  impiety? 

Euth.  Why  not,  Socrates? 

Soc.  Why  not'  certainly,  as  far  as  I  am  con 
cerned,  Euthyphro,  there  is  no  reason  why  not. 
But  whether  this  admission  will  greatly  assist 
you  in  the  task  of  instructing  me  as  you  prom 
ised,  is  a  matter  for  you  to  consider. 

Euth.  Yes,  I  should  say  that  what  all  the  gods 
love  is  pious  and  holy,  and  the  opposite  which 
they  all  hate,  impious. 

Soc.  Ought  we  to  enquire  into  the  truth  of 
this,  Euthyphro,  or  simply  to  accept  the  mere 
statement  on  our  own  authority  and  that  of 
others?  What  do  you  say? 

Euth.  We  should  enquire;  and  I  believe  that 
the  statement  will  stand  the  test  of  enquiry. 

Soc.  We  shall  know  better,  my  good  friend, 
in  a  little  while.  The  point  which  I  should  first 
wish  to  understand  is  whether  the  pious  or 
holy  is  beloved  by  the  gods  because  it  is  holy, 


[10]  or  holy  because  it  is  beloved  of  the  gods. 

Euth.  I  do  not  understand  your  meaning, 
Socrates. 

Soc.  I  will  endeavour  to  explain:  we  speak 
of  carrying  and  we  speak  of  being  carried,  of 
leading  and  being  led,  seeing  and  being  seen. 
You  know  that  in  all  such  cases  there  is  a  dif 
ference,  and  you  know  also  in  what  the  differ 
ence  lies  ? 

Euth.  I  think  that  I  understand. 

Soc.  And  is  not  that  which  is  beloved  distinct 
from  that  which  loves  ? 

Euth.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Well;  and  now  tell  me,  is  that  which  is 
carried  in  this  state  of  carrying  because  it  is 
carried,  or  for  some  other  reason? 

Euth.  No;  that  is  the  reason. 

Soc.  And  the  same  is  true  of  what  is  led  and 
of  what  is  seen? 

Euth.  True. 

Soc.  And  a  thing  is  not  seen  because  it  is 
visible,  but  conversely,  visible  because  it  is  seen; 
nor  is  a  thing  led  because  it  is  in  the  state  of 
being  led,  or  carried  because  it  is  in  the  state 
of  being  carried,  but  the  converse  of  this.  And 
now  I  think,  Euthyphro,  that  my  meaning  will 
be  intelligible;  and  my  meaning  is,  that  any 
state  of  action  or  passion  implies  previous  ac 
tion  or  passion.  It  does  not  become  because  it 
is  becoming,  but  it  is  in  a  state  of  becoming  be 
cause  it  becomes;  neither  does  it  suffer  because 
it  is  in  a  state  of  suffering,  but  it  is  in  a  state  of 
suffering  because  it  suffers.  Do  you  not  agree? 

Euth.  Yes. 

Soc.  Is  not  that  which  is  loved  in  some  state 
either  of  becoming  or  suffering? 

Euth.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  the  same  holds  as  in  the  previous 
instances;  the  state  of  being  loved  follows  the 
act  of  being  loved,  and  not  the  act  the  state. 

Euth.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  what  do  you  say  of  piety,  Euthy 
phro:  is  not  piety,  according  to  your  definition, 
loved  by  all  the  gods? 

Euth.  Yes. 

Soc.  Because  it  is  pious  or  holy,  or  for  some 
other  reason? 

Euth.  No,  that  is  the  reason. 

Soc.  It  is  loved  because  it  is  holy,  not  holy 
because  it  is  loved  ? 

Euth.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  that  which  is  dear  to  the  gods  is 
loved  by  them,  and  is  in  a  state  to  be  loved  of 
them  because  it  is  loved  of  them? 

Euth.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Then  that  which  is  dear  to  the  gods, 
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Euthyphro,  is  not  holy,  nor  is  that  which  is 
holy  loved  of  God,  as  you  affirm;  but  they  are 
two  different  things. 

Euth.  How  do  you  mean,  Socrates? 

Soc.  I  mean  to  say  that  the  holy  has  been  ac 
knowledged  by  us  to  be  loved  of  God  because 
it  is  holy,  not  to  be  holy  because  it  is  loved. 

Euth.  Yes. 

Soc.  But  that  which  is  dear  to  the  gods  is 
dear  to  them  because  it  is  loved  by  them,  not 
loved  by  them  because  it  is  dear  to  them. 

Euth.  True. 

Soc.  But,  friend  Euthyphro,  if  that  which  is 
holy  is  the  same  with  that  which  is  dear  to 
God,  and  is  loved  because  it  is  holy,  then  that 
which  is  dear  to  God  would  have  been  loved 
as  being  [u]  dear  to  God;  but  if  that  which 
is  dear  to  God  is  dear  to  him  because  loved  by 
him,  then  that  which  is  holy  would  have  been 
holy  because  loved  by  him.  But  now  you  see 
that  the  reverse  is  the  case,  and  that  they  are 
quite  different  from  one  another.  For  one  ($eo- 
<£iAes)  is  of  a  kind  to  be  loved  because  it  is 
loved,  and  the  other  (otrtov)  is  loved  because  it 
is  of  a  kind  to  be  loved.  Thus  you  appear  to  me, 
Euthyphro,  when  I  ask  you  what  is  the  essence 
of  holiness,  to  offer  an  attribute  only,  and  not 
the  essence — the  attribute  of  being  loved  by  all 
the  gods.  But  you  still  refuse  to  explain  to  me 
the  nature  of  holiness.  And  therefore,  if  you 
please,  I  will  ask  you  not  to  hide  your  treasure, 
but  to  tell  me  once  more  what  holiness  or  piety 
really  is,  whether  dear  to  the  gods  or  not  (for 
that  is  a  matter  about  which  we  will  not  quar- 
rel);  and  what  is  impiety? 

Euth.  I  really  do  not  know,  Socrates,  how  to 
express  what  I  mean.  For  somehow  or  other 
our  arguments,  on  whatever  ground  we  rest 
them,  seem  to  turn  round  and  walk  away  from 
us. 

Soc.  Your  words,  Euthyphro,  are  like  the 
handiwork  of  my  ancestor  Daedalus;  and  if  I 
were  the  sayer  or  propounder  of  them,  you 
might  say  that  my  arguments  walk  away  and 
will  not  remain  fixed  where  they  are  placed 
because  I  am  a  descendant  of  his.  But  now, 
since  these  notions  are  your  own,  you  must  find 
some  other  gibe,  for  they  certainly,  as  you  your 
self  allow,  show  an  inclination  to  be  on  the 
move. 

Euth.  Nay,  Socrates,  I  shall  still  say  that  you 
are  the  Daedalus  who  sets  arguments  in  mo 
tion;  not  I,  certainly,  but  you  make  them  move 
or  go  round,  for  they  would  never  have  stirred, 
as  far  as  I  am  concerned. 

Soc.  Then  I  must  be  a  greater  than  Daedalus: 


for  whereas  he  only  made  his  own  inventions 
to  move,  I  move  those  of  other  people  as  well. 
And  the  beauty  of  it  is,  that  I  would  rather  not. 
For  I  would  give  the  wisdom  of  Daedalus,  and 
the  wealth  of  Tantalus,  to  be  able  to  detain 
them  and  keep  them  fixed.  But  enough  of  this. 
As  I  perceive  that  you  are  lazy,  I  will  myself 
endeavor  to  show  you  how  you  might  instruct 
me  in  the  nature  of  piety;  and  I  hope  that  you 
will  not  grudge  your  labour.  Tell  me,  then, — 
Is  not  that  which  is  pious  necessarily  just? 

Euth.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  is,  then,  all  which  is  just  pious?  or, 
is  that  which  is  pious  all  just,  [12]  but  that 
which  is  just,  only  in  part  and  not  all,  pious? 

Euth.  I  do  not  understand  you,  Socrates. 

Soc.  And  yet  I  know  that  you  are  as  much 
wiser  than  I  am,  as  you  are  younger.  But,  as  I 
was  saying,  revered  friend,  the  abundance  of 
your  wisdom  makes  you  lazy.  Please  to  exert 
yourself,  for  there  is  no  real  difficulty  in  under 
standing  me.  What  I  mean  I  may  explain  by  an 
illustration  of  what  I  do  not  mean.  The  poet 
(Stasinus)  sings — 

Of  Zeus,  the  author  and  creator  of  all  these  things, 
You  will  not  tell:  for  where  there  is  fear  there  is 
also  reverence. 

Now  I  disagree  with  this  poet.  Shall  I  tell  you 
in  what  respect? 

Euth.  By  all  means. 

Soc.  I  should  not  say  that  where  there  is  fear 
there  is  also  reverence;  for  I  am  sure  that  many 
persons  fear  poverty  and  disease,  and  the  like 
evils,  but  I  do  not  perceive  that  they  reverence 
the  objects  of  their  fear. 

Euth.  Very  true. 

Soc.  But  where  reverence  is,  there  is  fear; 
for  he  who  has  a  feeling  of  reverence  and  shame 
about  the  commission  of  any  action,  fears  and 
is  afraid  of  an  ill  reputation. 

Euth.  No  doubt. 

Soc.  Then  we  are  wrong  in  saying  that  where 
there  is  fear  there  is  also  reverence;  and  we 
should  say,  where  there  is  reverence  there  is 
also  fear.  But  there  is  not  always  reverence 
where  there  is  fear; for  fear  is  a  more  extended 
notion,  and  reverence  is  a  part  of  fear,  just  as 
the  odd  is  a  part  of  number,  and  number  is  a 
more  extended  notion  than  the  odd.  I  suppose 
that  you  follow  me  now? 

Euth.  Quite  well. 

Soc.  That  was  the  sort  of  question  which  I 
meant  to  raise  when  I  asked  whether  the  just 
is  always  the  pious,  or  the  pious  always  the 
just;  and  whether  there  may  not  be  justice 
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where  there  is  not  piety;  for  justice  is  the  more 
extended  notion  of  which  piety  is  only  a  part. 
Do  you  dissent? 

Euth.  No,  I  think  that  you  are  quite  right. 

Soc.  Then,  if  piety  is  a  part  of  justice,  I  sup 
pose  that  we  should  enquire  what  part?  If  you 
had  pursued  the  enquiry  in  the  previous  cases; 
for  instance,  if  you  had  asked  me  what  is  an 
even  number,  and  what  part  of  number  the 
even  is,  I  should  have  had  no  difficulty  in  reply 
ing,  a  number  which  represents  a  figure  hav 
ing  two  equal  sides.  Do  you  not  agree? 

Euth.  Yes,  I  quite  agree. 

Soc.  In  like  manner,  I  want  you  to  tell  me 
what  part  of  justice  is  piety  or  holiness,  that 
I  may  be  able  to  tell  Meletus  not  to  do  me  in 
justice,  or  indict  me  for  impiety,  as  I  am  now 
adequately  instructed  by  you  in  the  nature  of 
piety  or  holiness,  and  their  opposites. 

Euth.  Piety  or  holiness,  Socrates,  appears  to 
me  to  be  that  part  of  justice  which  attends  to 
the  gods,  as  there  is  the  other  part  of  justice 
which  attends  to  men. 

[13]  Soc.  That  is  good,  Euthyphro;  yet  still 
there  is  a  little  point  about  which  I  should  like 
to  have  further  information,  What  is  the  mean 
ing  of  "attention"?  For  attention  can  hardly  be 
used  in  the  same  sense  when  applied  to  the  gods 
as  when  applied  to  other  things.  For  instance, 
horses  are  said  to  require  attention,  and  not 
every  person  is  able  to  attend  to  them,  but  only 
a  person  skilled  in  horsemanship.  Is  it  not  so? 

Euth.  Certainly. 

Soc.  I  should  suppose  that  the  art  of  horse 
manship  is-  the  art  of  attending  to  horses? 

Euth.  Yes. 

Soc.  Nor  is  every  one  qualified  to  attend  to 
dogs,  but  only  the  huntsman? 

Euth.  True. 

Soc.  And  I  should  also  conceive  that  the  art 
of  the  huntsman  is  the  art  of  attending  to  dogs  ? 

Euth.  Yes. 

Soc.  As  the  art  of  the  oxherd  is  the  art  of 
attending  to  oxen? 

Euth.  Very  true. 

Soc.  In  like  manner  holiness  or  piety  is  the 
art  of  attending  to  the  gods? — that  would  be 
your  meaning,  Euthyphro  ? 

Euth.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  is  not  attention  always  designed 
for  the  good  or  benefit  of  that  to  which  the 
attention  is  given?  As  in  the  case  of  horses, 
you  may  observe  that  when  attended  to  by  the 
horseman's  art  they  are  benefited  and  im 
proved,  are  they  not? 

Euth.  True. 


Soc.  As  the  dogs  are  benefited  by  the  hunts 
man's  art,  and  the  oxen  by  the  art  of  the  oxherd, 
and  all  other  things  are  tended  or  attended  for 
their  good  and  not  for  their  hurt? 

Euth.  Certainly,  not  for  their  hurt. 

Soc.  But  for  their  good? 

Euth.  Of  course. 

Soc.  And  does  piety  or  holiness,  which  has 
been  defined  to  be  the  art  of  attending  to  the 
gods,  benefit  or  improve  them  ?  Would  you  say 
that  when  you  do  a  holy  act  you  make  any  of 
the  gods  better? 

Euth.  No,  no;  that  was  certainly  not  what  I 
meant. 

Soc.  And  I,  Euthyphro,  never  supposed  that 
you  did.  I  asked  you  the  question  about  the 
nature  of  the  attention,  because  I  thought  that 
you  did  not. 

Euth.  You  do  me  justice,  Socrates;  that  is 
not  the  sort  of  attention  which  I  mean. 

Soc.  Good:  but  I  must  still  ask  what  is  this 
attention  to  the  gods  which  is  called  piety? 

Euth.  It  is  such,  Socrates,  as  servants  show 
to  their  masters. 

Soc.  I  understand — a  sort  of  ministration  to 
the  gods. 

Euth.  Exactly. 

Soc.  Medicine  is  also  a  sort  of  ministration  or 
service,  having  in  view  the  attainment  of  some 
object — would  you  not  say  of  health? 

Euth.  I  should. 

Soc.  Again,  there  is  an  art  which  ministers 
to  the  ship-builder  with  a  view  to  the  attain 
ment  of  some  result? 

Euth.  Yes,  Socrates,  with  a  view  to  the  build 
ing  of  a  ship. 

Soc.  As  there  is  an  art  which  ministers  to  the 
housebuilder  with  a  view  to  the  building  of  a 
house? 

Euth.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  now  tell  me,  my  good  friend,  about 
the  art  which  ministers  to  the  gods:  what  work 
does  that  help  to  accomplish?  For  you  must 
surely  know  if,  as  you -say,  you  are  of  all  men 
living  the  one  who  is  best  instructed  in  re 
ligion. 

Euth.  And  I  speak  the  truth,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Tell  me  then,  oh  tell  me — what  is  that 
fair  work  which  the  gods  do  by  the  help  of  our 
ministrations? 

Euth.  Many  and  fair,  Socrates,  are  the  works 
which  they  do. 

[14]  Soc.  Why,  my  friend,  and  so  are  those 
of  a  general.  But  the  chief  of  them  is  easily  told. 
Would  you  not  say  that  victory  in  war  is  the 
chief  of  them? 
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Euth.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Many  and  fair,  too,  are  the  works  of  the 
husbandman,  if  I  am  not  mistaken;  but  his 
chief  work  is  the  production  of  food  from  the 
earth? 

Euth.  Exactly. 

Soc.  And  of  the  many  and  fair  things  done 
by  the  gods,  which  is  the  chief  or  principal 
one? 

Euth.  I  have  told  you  already,  Socrates,  that 
to  learn  all  these  things  accurately  will  be  very 
tiresome.  Let  me  simply  say  that  piety  or  holi 
ness  is  learning  how  to  please  the  gods  in  word 
and  deed,  by  prayers  and  sacrifices.  Such  piety 
is  the  salvation  of  families  and  states,  just  as 
the  impious,  which  is  unpleasing  to  the  gods, 
is  their  ruin  and  destruction. 

Soc.  I  think  that  you  could  have  answered 
in  much  fewer  words  the  chief  question  which 
I  asked,  Euthyphro,  if  you  had  chosen.  But  I 
see  plainly  that  you  are  not  disposed  to  instruct 
me — clearly  not:  else  why,  when  we  reached 
the  point,  did  you  turn  aside?  Had  you  only 
answered  me  I  should  have  truly  learned  of  you 
by  this  time  the  nature  of  piety.  Now,  as  the 
asker  of  a  question  is  necessarily  dependent  on 
the  answerer,  whither  he  leads  I  must  follow; 
and  can  only  ask  again,  what  is  the  pious,  and 
what  is  piety?  Do  you  mean  that  they  are  a 
sort  of  science  of  praying  and  sacrificing? 

Euth.  Yes,  I  do. 

Soc.  And  sacrificing  is  giving  to  the  gods, 
and  prayer  is  asking  of  the  gods? 

Euth.  Yes,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Upon  this  view,  then,  piety  is  a  science 
of  asking  and  giving? 

Euth.  You  understand  me  capitally,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Yes,  my  friend;  the  reason  is  that  I  arn 
a  votary  of  your  science,  and  give  my  mind  to 
it,  and  therefore  nothing  which  you  say  will 
be  thrown  away  upon  me.  Please  then  to  tell 
me,  what  is  the  nature  of  this  service  to  the 
gods?  Do  you  mean  that  we  prefer  requests 
and  give  gifts  to  them? 

Euth.  Yes,  I  do. 

Soc.  Is  not  the  right  way  of  asking  to  ask 
of  them  what  we  want? 

Euth.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  the  right  way  of  giving  is  to  give 
to  them  in  return  what  they  want  of  us.  There 
would  be  no  meaning  in  an  art  which  gives  to 
any  one  that  which  he  does  not  want. 

Euth.  Very  true,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Then  piety,  Euthyphro,  is  an  art  which 
gods  and  men  have  of  doing  business  with  one 
another? 


Euth.  That  is  an  expression  which  you  may 
use,  if  you  like. 

Soc.  But  I  have  no  particular  liking  for  any 
thing  but  the  truth.  I  wish,  however,  that  you 
would  tell  me  what  benefit  accrues  to  the  gods 
from  our  gifts.  There  is  no  doubt  about  what 
they  give  to  us;  [15]  for  there  is  no  good  thing 
which  they  do  not  give;  but  how  we  can  give 
any  good  thing  to  them  in  return  is  far  from 
being  equally  clear.  If  they  give  everything  and 
we  give  nothing,  that  must  be  an  affair  of  busi 
ness  in  which  we  have  very  greatly  the  advan 
tage  of  them. 

Euth.  And  do  you  imagine,  Socrates,  that 
any  benefit  accrues  to  the  gods  from  our  gifts  ? 

Soc.  But  if  not,  Euthyphro,  what  is  the  mean 
ing  of  gifts  which  are  conferred  by  us  upon  the 
gods? 

Euth.  What  else,  but  tributes  of  honour;  and, 
as  I  was  just  now  saying,  what  pleases  them? 

Soc.  Piety,  then,  is  pleasing  to  the  gods,  but 
not  beneficial  or  dear  to  them? 

Euth.  I  should  say  that  nothing  could  be 
dearer. 

Soc.  Then  once  more  the  assertion  is  repeat 
ed  that  piety  is  dear  to  the  gods? 

Euth.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  when  you  say  this,  can  you  wonder 
at  your  words  not  standing  firm,  but  walking 
away?  Will  you  accuse  me  of  being  the  Dae 
dalus  who  makes  them  walk  away,  not  per 
ceiving  that  there  is  another  and  far  greater 
artist  than  Daedalus  who  makes  them  go  round 
in  a  circle,  and  he  is  yourself;  for  the  argument, 
as  you  will  perceive,  comes  round  to  the  same 
point.  Were  we  not  saying  that  the  holy  or 
pious  was  not  the  same  with  that  which  is 
loved  of  the  gods?  Have  you  forgotten? 

Euth.  I  quite  remember. 

Soc.  And  are  you  not  saying  that  what  is 
loved  of  the  gods  is  holy;  and  is  not  this  the 
same  as  what  is  dear  to  them — do  you  see? 

Euth.  True. 

Scxr.Then  either  we  were  wrong  in  our  form 
er  assertion;  or,  if  we  were  right  then,  we  are 
wrong  now. 

Euth.  One  of  the  two  must  be  true, 

Soc.  Then  we  must  begin  again  and  ask, 
What  is  piety?  That  is  an  enquiry  which  I 
shall  never  be  weary  of  pursuing  as  far  as  in 
me  lies;  and  I  entreat  you  not  to  scorn  me,  but 
to  apply  your  mind  to  the  utmost,  and  tell  me 
the  truth.  For,  if  any  man  knows,  you  are  he; 
and  therefore  I  must  detain  you,  like  Proteus, 
until  you  tell.  If  you  had  not  certainly  known 
the  nature  of  piety  and  impiety,,  I  am  confident 
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that  you  would  never,  on  behalf  of  a  serf,  have 
charged  your  aged  father  with  murder.  You 
would  not  have  run  such  a  risk  of  doing  wrong 
in  the  sight  of  the  gods,  and  you  would  have 
had  too  much  respect  for  the  opinions  of  men. 
I  am  sure,  therefore,  that  you  know  the  nature 
of  piety  and  impiety.  Speak  out  then,  my  dear 
Euthyphro,  and  do  not  hide  your  knowledge. 
Euth.  Another  time,  Socrates;  for  I  am  in  a 
hurry,  and  must  go  now. 


Soc.  Alas!  my  companion,  and  will  you  leave 
me  in  despair?  I  was  hoping  that  you  would 
instruct  me  in  the  nature  of  piety  and  impiety; 
and  then  I  might  have  cleared  myself  of  Mele- 
tus  and  his  indictment.  [16]  I  would  have  told 
him  that  I  had  been  enlightened  by  Euthyphro, 
and  had  given  up  rash  innovations  and  specu 
lations,  in  which  I  indulged  only  through  igno 
rance,  and  that  now  I  am  about  to  lead  a  better 
life. 
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How  YOU,  O  Athenians,  have  been  af 
fected  by  my  accusers,  I  cannot  tell;  but  I  know 
that  they  almost  made  me  forget  who  I  was — 
so  persuasively  did  they  speak;  and  yet  they 
have  hardly  uttered  a  word  of  truth.  But  of  the 
many  falsehoods  told  by  them,  there  was  one 
which  quite  amazed  me; — I  mean  when  they 
said  that  you  should  be  upon  your  guard  and 
not  allow  yourselves  to  be  deceived  by  the  force 
of  my  eloquence.  To  say  this,  when  they  were 
certain  to  be  detected  as  soon  as  I  opened  my 
lips  and  proved  myself  to  be  anything  but  a 
great  speaker,  did  indeed  appear  to  me  most 
shameless — unless  by  the  force  of  eloquence 
they  mean  the  force  of  truth;  for  if  such  is  their 
meaning,  I  admit  that  I  am  eloquent.  But  in 
how  different  a  way  from  theirs!  Well,  as  I  was 
saying,  they  have  scarcely  spoken  the  truth  at 
all;  but  from  me  you  shall  hear  the  whole  truth: 
not,  however,  delivered  after  their  manner  in  a 
set  oration  duly  ornamented  with  words  and 
phrases.  No,  by  heaven!  but  I  shall  use  the 
words  and  arguments  which  occur  to  me  at  the 
moment;  for  I  am  confident  in  the  justice  of 
my  cause:  at  my  time  of  life  I  ought  not  to  be 
appearing  before  you,  O  men  of  Athens,  in  the 
character  of  a  juvenile  orator — let  no  one  ex 
pect  it  of  me.  And  I  must  beg  of  you  to  grant 
me  a  favour: — If  I  defend  myself  in  my  accus 
tomed  manner,  and  you  hear  me  using  the 
words  which  I  have  been  in  the  habit  of  using 
in  the  agora,  at  the  tables  of  the  money-changers, 
or  anywhere  else,  I  would  ask  you  not  to  be 
surprised,  and  not  to  interrupt  me  on  this  ac 
count.  For  I  am  more  than  seventy  years  of  age, 
and  appearing  now  for  the  first  time  in  a  court 
of  law,  I  am  quite  a  stranger  to  the  language 
of  the  place;  and  therefore  I  would  have  you 
regard  me  as  if  I  were  really  a  stranger,  [18] 
whom  you  would  excuse  if  he  spoke  in  his  na 
tive  tongue,  and  after  the  fashion  of  his  country: 
— Am  I  making  an  unfair  request  of  you? 


Never  mind  the  manner,  which  may  or  may 
not  be  good;  but  think  only  of  the  truth  of  my 
words,  and  give  heed  to  that:  let  the  speaker 
speak  truly  and  the  judge  decide  justly. 

And  first,  I  have  to  reply  to  the  older  charges 
and  to  my  first  accusers,  and  then  I  will  go  on 
to  the  later  ones.  For  of  old  T  have  had  many 
accusers,  who  have  accused  me  falsely  to  you 
during  many  years;  and  I  am  more  afraid  of 
them  than  of  Anytus  and  his  associates,  who 
are  dangerous,  too,  in  their  own  way.  But  far 
more  dangerous  are  the  others,  who  began 
when  you  were  children,  and  took  possession 
of  your  minds  with  their  falsehoods,  telling  of 
one  Socrates,  a  wise  man,  who  speculated  about 
the  heaven  above,  and  searched  into  the  earth 
beneath,  and  made  the  worse  appear  the  better 
cause.  The  disseminators  of  this  tale  are  the  ac 
cusers  whom  I  dread;  for  their  hearers  are  apt 
to  fancy  that  such  enquirers  do  not  believe  in 
the  existence  of  the  gods.  And  they  are  many, 
and  their  charges  against  me  are  of  ancient  date, 
and  they  were  made  by  them  in  the  clays  when 
you  were  more  impressible  than  you  are  now-— 
in  childhood,  or  it  may  have  been  in  youth— 
and  the  cause  when  heard  went  by  default,  for 
there  was  none  to  answer.  And  hardest  of  all,  I 
do  not  know  and  cannot  tell  the  names  of  my 
accusers;  unless  in  the  chance  case  of  a  Comic 
poet.  All  who  from  envy  and  malice  have  per 
suaded  you— some  of  them  having  first  con 
vinced  themselves— all  this  class  of  men  are 
most  difficult  to  deal  with;  for  I  cannot  have 
them  up  here,  and  cross-examine  them,  and 
therefore  I  must  simply  fight  with  shadows 
in  my  own  defence,  and  argue  when  there 
is  no  one  who  answers.  I  will  ask  you  then  to 
assume  with  me,  as  I  was  saying,  that  my 
opponents  are  of  two  kinds;  one  recent,  the 
other  ancient:  and  I  hope  that  you  will  see 
the  propriety  of  my  answering  the  latter 
first,  for  these  accusations  you  heard  long 
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before  the  others,  and  much  oftener. 

[ig]  Well,  then,  I  must  make  my  defence., 
and  endeavor  to  clear  away  in  a  short  time,  a 
slander  which  has  lasted  a  long  time.  May  I 
succeed,  if  to  succeed  be  for  my  good  and  yours, 
or  likely  to  avail  me  in  my  cause!  The  task  is 
not  an  easy  one;  I  quite  understand  the  nature 
of  it.  And  so  leaving  the  event  with  God,  in 
obedience  to  the  law  I  will  now  make  my  de 
fence. 

I  will  begin  at  the  beginning,  and  ask  what 
is  the  accusation  which  has  given  rise  to  the 
slander  of  me,  and  in  fact  has  encouraged  Me- 
letus  to  prefer  this  charge  against  me.  Well, 
what  do  the  slanderers  say?  They  shall  be  my 
prosecutors,  and  I  will  sum  up  their  words  in 
an  affidavit:  "Socrates  is  an  evil-doer,  and  a 
curious  person,  who  searches  into  things  under 
the  earth  and  in  heaven,  and  he  makes  the 
worse  appear  the  better  cause;  and  he  teaches 
the  aforesaid  doctrines  to  others."  Such  is  the 
nature  of  the  accusation:  it  is  just  what  you 
have  yourselves  seen  in  the  comedy  of  Aristo 
phanes,1  who  has  introduced  a  man  whom  he 
calls  Socrates,  going  about  and  saying  that  he 
walks  in  air,  and  talking  a  deal  of  nonsense 
concerning  matters  of  which  I  do  not  pretend 
to  know  either  much  or  little — not  that  I  mean 
to  speak  disparagingly  of  any  one  who  is  a  stu 
dent  of  natural  philosophy.  I  should  be  very 
sorry  if  Meletus  could  bring  so  grave  a  charge 
against  me.  But  the  simple  truth  is,  O  Athe 
nians,  that  I  have  nothing  to  do  with  physical 
speculations.  Very  many  of  those  here  present 
are  witnesses  to  the  truth  of  this,  and  to  them  I 
appeal.  Speak  then,  you  who  have  heard  me, 
and  tell  your  neighbours  whether  any  of  you 
have  ever  known  me  hold  forth  in  few  words 
or  in  many  upon  such  matters.  .  .  .  You  hear 
their  answer.  And  from  what  they  say  of  this 
part  of  the  charge  you  will  be  able  to  judge  of 
the  truth  of  the  rest. 

As  little  foundation  is  there  for  the  report 
that  I  am  a  teacher,  and  take  money;  this  ac 
cusation  has  no  more  truth  in  it  than  the  other. 
Although,  if  a  man  were  really  able  to  instruct 
mankind,  to  receive  money  for  giving  instruc 
tion  would,  in  my  opinion,  be  an  honour  to 
him.  There  is  Gorgias  of  Leontium,  and  Prodi- 
cus  of  Ceos,  and  Hippias  of  Elis>  who  go  the 
round  of  the  cities,  and  are  able  to  persuade  the 
young  men  to  leave  their  own  citizens  by  whom 
they  might  be  taught  for  nothing,  [20]  and 
come  to  them  whom  they  not  only  pay,  but  are 
thankful  if  they  may  be  allowed  to  pay  them. 

1  Aristophanes,  Clouds,  225  ft 


There  is  at  this  time  a  Parian  philosopher  re 
siding  in  Athens,  of  whom  I  have  heard;  and  I 
came  to  hear  of  him  in  this  way: — I  came  across 
a  man  who  has  spent  a  world  of  money  on  the 
Sophists,  Caliias,  the  son  of  Hipponicus,  and 
knowing  that  he  had  sons,  I  asked  him:  "Cal 
iias,"  I  said  "if  your  two  sons  were  foals  or 
calves,  there  would  be  no  difficulty  in  rinding 
some  one  to  put  over  them;  we  should  hire  a 
trainer  of  horses,  or  a  farmer  probably,  who 
would  improve  and  perfect  them  in  their  own 
proper  virtue  and  excellence;  but  as  they  are 
human  beings,  whom  are  you  thinking  of  plac 
ing  over  them?  Is  there  any  one  who  under 
stands  human  and  political  virtue?  You  must 
have  thought  about  the  matter,  for  you  have 
sons;  is  there  any  one?"  "There  is,"  he  said. 
"Who  is  he?"  said  I;  "and  of  what  country? 
and  what  does  he  charge?"  "Evenus  the  Pari 
an,"  he  replied;  "he  is  the  man,  and  his  charge 
is  five  minae."  Happy  is  Evenus,  I  said  to  my 
self,  if  he  really  has  this  wisdom,  and  teaches  at 
such  a  moderate  charge.  Had  I  the  same,  I 
should  have  been  very  proud  and  conceited;  but 
the  truth  is  that  I  have  no  knowledge  of  the 
kind. 

I  dare  say,  Athenians,  that  some  one  among 
you  will  reply,  "Yes,  Socrates,  but  what  is  the 
origin  of  these  accusations  which  are  brought 
against  you;  there  must  have  been  something 
strange  which  you  have  been  doing?  All  these 
rumours  and  this  talk  about  you  would  never 
have  arisen  if  you  had  been  like  other  men:  tell 
us,  then,  what  is  the  cause  of  them,  for  we 
should  be  sorry  to  judge  hastily  of  you."  Now  I 
regard  this  as  a  fair  challenge,  and  I  will  en 
deavour  to  explain  to  you  the  reason  why  I  am 
called  wise  and  have  such  an  evil  fame.  Please 
to  attend  then.  And  although  some  of  you  may 
think  that  I  am  joking,  I  declare  that  I  will  tell 
you  the  entire  truth.  Men  of  Athens,  this  repu 
tation  of  mine  has  come  of  a  certain  sort  of 
wisdom  which  I  possess.  If  you  ask  me  what 
kind  of  wisdom,  I  reply,  wisdom  such  as  may 
perhaps  be  attained  by  man,  for  to  that  extent 
I  am  inclined  to  believe  that  I  am  wise;  whereas 
the  persons  of  whom  I  was  speaking  have  a 
superhuman  wisdom,  which  I  may  fail  to  de 
scribe,  because  I  have  it  not  myself;  and  he  who 
says  that  I  have,  speaks  falsely,  and  is  taking 
away  my  character.  And  here,  O  men  of  Athens, 
I  must  beg  you  not  to  interrupt  me,  even  if  I 
seem  to  say  something  extravagant.  For  the 
word  which  I  will  speak  is  not  mine.  I  will  re 
fer  you  to  a  witness  who  is  worthy  of  credit; 
that  witness  shall  be  the  God  of  Delphi — he 
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will  tell  you  about  my  wisdom,  if  I  have  any, 
and  of  what  sort  it  is.  You  must  have  known 
Chaerephon;  he  was  early  a  friend  of  mine,  and 
also  a  friend  of  yours,  [21]  for  he  shared  in  the 
recent  exile  of  the  people,  and  returned  with 
you.  Well,  Chaerephon,  as  you  know,  was  very 
impetuous  in  all  his  doings,  and  he  went  to 
Delphi  and  boldly  asked  the  oracle  to  tell  him 
whether — as  I  was  saying,  I  must  beg  you  not 
to  interrupt — he  asked  the  oracle  to  tell  him 
whether  any  one  was  wiser  than  I  was,  and  the 
Pythian  prophetess  answered,  that  there  was 
no  man  wiser.  Chaerephon  is  dead  himself;  but 
his  brother,  who  is  in  court,  will  confirm  the 
truth  of  what  I  am  saying. 

Why  do  I  mention  this  ?  Because  I  am  going 
to  explain  to  you  why  I  have  such  an  evil  name. 
When  I  heard  the  answer,  I  said  to  myself, 
What  can  the  god  mean?  and  what  is  the  inter 
pretation  of  his  riddle?  for  I  know  that  I  have 
no  wisdom,  small  or  great.  What  then  can  he 
mean  when  he  says  that  I  am  the  wisest  of 
men?  And  yet  he  is  a  god,  and  cannot  lie;  that 
would  be  against  his  nature.  After  long  consid 
eration,  I  thought  of  a  method  of  trying  the 
question.  I  reflected  that  if  I  could  only  find  a 
man  wiser  than  myself,  then  I  might  go  to  the 
god  with  a  refutation  in  my  hand.  I  should  say 
to  him,  "Here  is  a  man  who  is  wiser  than  I  am; 
but  you  said  that  I  was  the  wisest."  According 
ly  I  went  to  one  who  had  the  reputation  of  wis 
dom,  and  observed  him — his  name  I  need  not 
mention;  he  was  a  politician  whom  I  selected 
for  examination — and  the  result  was  as  follows: 
When  I  began  to  talk  with  him,  I  could  not 
help  thinking  that  he  was  not  really  wise,  al 
though  he  was  thought  wise  by  many,  and  still 
wiser  by  himself;  and  thereupon  I  tried  to  ex 
plain  to  him  that  he  thought  himself  wise,  but 
was  not  really  wise;  and  the  consequence  was 
that  he  hated  me,  and  his  enmity  was  shared  by 
several  who  were  present  and  heard  me.  So  I 
left  him,  saying  to  myself,  as  I  went  away: 
Well,  although  I  do  not  suppose  that  either  of 
us  knows  anything  really  beautiful  and  good, 
I  am  better  off  than  he  is, — for  he  knows  noth 
ing,  and  thinks  that  he  knows;  I  neither  know 
nor  think  that  I  know.  In  this  latter  particular, 
then,  I  seem  to  have  slightly  the  advantage  of 
him.  Then  I  went  to  another  who  had  still  high 
er  pretensions  to  wisdom,  and  my  conclusion 
was  exactly  the  same.  Whereupon  I  made  an 
other  enemy  of  him,  and  of  many  others  be 
sides  him. 

Then  I  went  to  one  man  after  another,  being 
not  unconscious  of  the  enmity  which  I  provoked, 


and  I  lamented  and  feared  this:  But  necessity 
was  laid  upon  me, — the  word  of  God,  I  thought, 
ought  to  be  considered  first.  And  I  said  to  my 
self,  Go  I  must  to  all  who  appear  to  know,  [22] 
and  find  out  the  meaning  of  the  oracle.  And  I 
swear  to  you,  Athenians,  by  the  dog  I  swear! — 
for  I  must  tell  you  the  truth — the  result  of  my 
mission  was  just  this:  I  found  that  the  men 
most  in  repute  were  all  but  the  most  foolish; 
and  that  others  less  esteemed  were  really  wiser 
and  better.  I  will  tell  you  the  tale  of  my  wan 
derings  and  of  the  "Herculean"  labours,  as  I 
may  call  them,  which  I  endured  only  to  find  at 
last  the  oracle  irrefutable.  After  the  politicians, 
I  went  to  the  poets;  tragic,  dithyrambic,  and  all 
sorts.  And  there,  I  said  to  myself,  you  will  be 
instantly  detected;  now  you  will  find  out  that 
you  are  more  ignorant  than  they  are.  Accord 
ingly,  I  took  them  some  of  the  most  elaborate 
passages  in  their  own  writings,  and  asked  what 
was  the  meaning  of  them — thinking  that  they 
would  teach  me  something.  Will  you  believe 
me?  I  am  almost  ashamed  to  confess  the  truth, 
but  I  must  say  that  there  is  hardly  a  person 
present  who  would  not  have  talked  better  about 
their  poetry  than  they  did  themselves.  Then  I 
knew  that  not  by  wisdom  do  poets  write  poetry, 
but  by  a  sort  of  genius  and  inspiration;  they 
are  like  diviners  or  soothsayers  who  also  say 
many  fine  things,  but  do  not  understand  the 
meaning  of  them.  The  poets  appeared  to  me  to 
be  much  in  the  same  case;  and  I  further  ob 
served  that  upon  the  strength  of  their  poetry 
they  believed  themselves  to  be  the  wisest  of 
,  men  in  other  things  in  which  they  were  not 
wise.  So  I  departed,  conceiving  myself  to  be 
superior  to  them  for  the  same  reason  that  I  was 
superior  to  the  politicians. 

At  last  I  went  to  the  artisans,  for  I  was  con 
scious  that  I  knew  nothing  at  all,  as  I  may  say, 
and  I  was  sure  that  they  knew  many  fine  things; 
and  here  I  was  not  mistaken,  for  they  did  know 
many  things  of  which  I  was  ignorant,  and  in 
this  they  certainly  were  wiser  than  I  was.  But  I 
observed  that  even  the  good  artisans  fell  into 
the  same  error  as  the  poets; — because  they 
were  good  workmen  they  thought  that  they  al 
so  knew  all  sorts  of  high  matters,  and  this  de 
fect  in  them  overshadowed  their  wisdom;  and 
therefore  I  asked  myself  on  behalf  of  the  oracle, 
whether  I  would  like  to  be  as  I  was,  neither 
having  their  knowledge  nor  their  ignorance,  or 
like  them  in  both;  and  I  made  answer  to  my 
self  and  to  the  oracle  that  I  was  belter  o£E  as  I 


was. 


This  inquisition  has  led  to  my  having  many 
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enemies  of  the  worst  and  most  dangerous  kind, 
[23]  and  has  given  occasion  also  to  many  cal 
umnies.  And  I  am  called  wise,  for  my  hearers 
always  imagine  that  I  myself  possess  the  wis 
dom  which  I  find  wanting  in  others:  but  the 
truth  is,  O  men  of  Athens,  that  God  only  is 
wise;  and  by  his  answer  he  intends  to  show  that 
the  wisdom  of  men  is  worth  little  or  nothing; 
he  is  not  speaking  of  Socrates,  he  is  only  using 
my  name  by  way  of  illustration,  as  if  he  said, 
He,  O  men,  is  the  wisest,  who,  like  Socrates, 
knows  that  his  wisdom  is  in  truth  worth  noth 
ing.  And  so  I  go  about  the  world,  obedient  to 
the  god,  and  search  and  make  enquiry  into  the 
wisdom  of  any  one,  whether  citizen  or  stranger, 
who  appears  to  be  wise;  and  if  he  is  not  wise, 
then  in  vindication  of  the  oracle  I  show  him 
that  he  is  not  wise;  and  my  occupation  quite 
absorbs  me,  and  I  have  no  time  to  give  either  to 
any  public  matter  of  interest  or  to  any  concern 
of  my  own,  but  I  am  in  utter  poverty  by  reason 
of  my  devotion  to  the  god. 

There  is  another  thing: — young  men  of  the 
richer  classes,  who  have  not  much  to  do,  come 
about  me  of  their  own  accord;  they  like  to  hear 
the  pretenders  examined,  and  they  often  imi 
tate  me,  and  proceed  to  examine  others;  there 
are  plenty  of  persons,  as  they  quickly  discover, 
who  think  that  they  know  something,  but  real 
ly  know  little  or  nothing;  and  then  those  who 
are  examined  by  them  instead  of  being  angry 
with  themselves  are  angry  with  me:  This  con 
founded  Socrates,  they  say;  this  villainous  mis- 
leader  of  youth! — and  then  if  somebody  asks 
them,  Why,  what  evil  does  he  practise  or  teach? 
they  do  not  know,  and  cannot  tell;  but  in  order 
that  they  may  not  appear  to  be  at  a  loss,  they  re 
peat  the  ready-made  charges  which  are  used 
against  all  philosophers  about  teaching  things 
up  in  the  clouds  and  under  the  earth,  and  hav 
ing  no  gods,  and  making  the  worse  appear  the 
better  cause;  for  they  do  not  like  to  confess  that 
their  pretence  of  knowledge  has  been  detected 
— which  is  the  truth;  and  as  they  are  numerous 
and  ambitious  and  energetic,  and  are  drawn  up 
in  battle  array  and  have  persuasive  tongues, 
they  have  filled  your  ears  with  their  loud  and 
inveterate  calumnies.  And  this  is  the  reason 
why  my  three  accusers,  Meletus  and  Anytus 
and  Lycon,  have  set  upon  me;  Meletus,  who 
has  a  quarrel  with  me  on  behalf  of  the  poets; 
Anytus,  on  behalf  of  the  craftsmen  and  poli 
ticians;  [24]  Lycon,  on  behalf  of  the  rhetori 
cians:  and  as  I  said  at  the  beginning,  I  cannot 
expect  to  get  rid  of  such  a  mass  of  calumny  all 
in  a  moment.  And  this,  O  men  of  Athens,  is 


the  truth  and  the  whole  truth;  I  have  concealed 
nothing,  I  have  dissembled  nothing.  And  yet,  I 
know  that  my  plainness  of  speech  makes  them 
hate  me,  and  what  is  their  hatred  but  a  proof 
that  I  am  speaking  the  truth? — Hence  has 
arisen  the  prejudice  against  me;  and  this  is  the 
reason  of  it,  as  you  will  find  out  either  in  this 
or  in  any  future  enquiry. 

I  have  said  enough  in  my  defence  against  the 
first  class  of  my  accusers;  I  turn  to  the  second 
class.  They  are  headed  by  Meletus,  that  good 
man  and  true  lover  of  his  country,  as  he  calls 
himself.  Against  these,  too,  I  must  try  to  make 
a  defence: — Let  their  affidavit  be  read:  it  con 
tains  something  of  this  kind:  It  says  that  Soc 
rates  is  a  doer  of  evil,  who  corrupts  the  youth; 
and  who  does  not  believe  in  the  gods  of  the 
state,  but  has  other  new  divinities  of  his  own. 
Such  is  the  charge;  and  now  let  us  examine  the 
particular  counts.  He  says  that  I  am  a  doer  of 
evil,  and  corrupt  the  youth;  but  I  say,  O  men 
of  Athens  that  Meletus  is  a  doer  of  evil,  in  that 
he  pretends  to  be  in  earnest  when  he  is  only  in 
jest,  and  is  so  eager  to  bring  men  to  trial  from 
a  pretended  zeal  and  interest  about  matters  in 
which  he  really  never  had  the  smallest  interest. 
And  the  truth  of  this  I  will  endeavour  to  prove 
to  you. 

Come  hither,  Meletus,  and  let  me  ask  a  ques 
tion  of  you.  You  think  a  great  deal  about  the 
improvement  of  youth? 
ff  Yes,  I  do. 

Tell  the  judges,  then,  who  is  their  improver; 
for  you  must  know,  as  you  have  taken  the  pains 
to  discover  their  corrupter,  and  are  citing  and 
accusing  me  before  them.  Speak,  then,  aad  tell 
the  judges  who  their  improver  is. — Observe, 
Meletus,  that  you  are  silent,  and  have  nothing 
to  say.  But  is  not  this  rather  disgraceful,  and  a 
very  considerable  proof  of  what  I  was  saying, 
that  you  have  no  interest  in  the  matter?  Speak 
up,  friend,  and  tell  us  who  their  improver  is. 
fY\The  laws. 

But  that,  my  good  sir,  is  not  my  meaning.  I 
want  to  know  who  the  person  is,  who,  in  the 
first  place,  knows  the  laws. 
f^The  judges,  Socrates,  who  are  present  in 
court. 

What,  do  you  mean  to  say,  Meletus,  that  they 
are  able  to  instruct  and  improve  youth  ? 
P^Certainly  they  are. 

What,  all  of  them,  or  some  only  and  not  oth 
ers? 
pvA.ll  of  them. 

By  the  goddess  Here,  that  is  good  news! 
There  are  plenty  of  improvers,  [25]  then.  And 
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what  do  you  say  of  the  audience, — do  they  im 
prove  them? 
n\  Yes,  they  do. 

And  the  senators? 
fi\Yes,  the  senators  improve  them. 

But  perhaps  the  members  of  the  assembly 
corrupt  them? — or  do  they  too  improve  them? 
PThey  improve  them. 

Then  every  Athenian  improves  and  elevates 
them;  all  with  the  exception  of  myself;  and  I 
alone  am  their  corrupter?  Is  that  what  you  af 
firm? 
PTv  That  is  what  I  stoutly  affirm. 

I  am  very  unfortunate  if  you  are  right.  But 
suppose  I  ask  you  a  question:  How  about 
horses?  Does  one  man  do  them  harm  and  all 
the  world  good?  Is  not  the  exact  opposite  the 
truth  ?  One  man  is  able  to  do  them  good,  or  at 
least  not  many; — the  trainer  of  horses,  that  is 
to  say,  does  them  good,  and  others  who  have  to 
do  with  them  rather  injure  them?  Is  not  that 
true,  Meletus,  of  horses,  or  of  any  other  ani 
mals?  Most  assuredly  it  is;  whether  you  and 
Anytus  say  yes  or  no.  Happy  indeed  would  be 
the  condition  of  youth  if  they  had  one  corrupt 
er  only,  and  all  the  rest  of  the  world  were  their 
improvers.  But  you,  Meletus,  have  sufficiently 
shown  that  you  never  had  a  thought  about  the 
young:  your  carelessness  is  seen  in  your  not 
caring  about  the  very  things  which  you  bring 
against  me. 

And  now,  Meletus,  I  will  ask  you  another 
question — by  Zeus  I  will:  Which  is  better,  to 
live  among  bad  citizens,  or  among  good  ones? 
Answer, friend, I  say;  the  question  is  one  which 
may  be  easily  answered.  Do  not  the  good  do 
their  neighbours  good,  and  the  bad  do  them 
evil? 
ffN  Certainly. 

And  is  there  any  one  who  would  rather  be 
injured  than  benefited  by  those  who  live  with 
him?  Answer,  my  good  friend,  the  law  re 
quires  you  to  answer — does  any  one  like  to  be 
injured? 
fY^Certainly  not. 

And  when  you  accuse  me  of  corrupting  and 
deteriorating  the  youth,  do  you  allege  that  I 
corrupt  them  intentionally  or  unintentionally? 
K\  Intentionally,  I  say. 

But  you  have  just  admitted  that  the  good  do 
their  neighbours  good,  and  evil  do  them  evil. 
Now,  is  that  a  truth  which  your  superior  wis 
dom  has  recognized  thus  early  in  life,  and  am 
I,  at  my  age,  in  such  darkness  and  ignorance 
as  not  to  know  that  if  a  man  with  whom  I  have 
to  live  is  corrupted  by  me,  I  am  very  likely  to 


be  harmed  by  him;  and  yet  I  corrupt  him,  and 
intentionally,  too — so  you  say,  although  neither 
I  nor  any  other  human  being  is  ever  likely  to  be 
convinced  by  you.  [26]  But  either  I  do  not  cor 
rupt  them,  or  I  corrupt  them  unintentionally; 
and  on  either  view  of  the  case  you  lie.  If  my 
offense  is  unintentional,  the  law  has  no  cogni 
zance  of  unintentional  offences:  you  ought  to 
have  taken  me  privately,  and  warned  and  ad 
monished  me;  for  if  I  had  been  better  advised, 
I  should  have  left  off  doing  what  I  only  did  un 
intentionally — no  doubt  I  should;  but  you 
would  have  nothing  to  say  to  me  and  refused 
to  teach  me.  And  now  you  bring  me  up  in  this 
court,  which  is  a  place  not  of  instruction,  but  of 
punishment.  • 

It  will  be  very  clear  to  you,  Athenians,  as  I 
was  saying,  that  Meletus  has  no  care  at  all, 
great  or  small,  about  the  matter.  But  still  I 
should  like  to  know,  Meletus,  in  what  I  am  af 
firmed  to  corrupt  the  young.  I  suppose  you 
mean,  as  I  infer  from  your  indictment,  that  I 
teach  them  not  to  acknowledge  the  gods  which 
the  state  acknowledges,  but  some  other  new  di 
vinities  or  spiritual  agencies  in  their  stead.  These 
are  the  lessons  by  which  I  corrupt  the  youth,  as 
you  say. 
tf\  Yes,  that  I  say  emphatically. 

Then,  by  the  gods,  Meletus,  of  whom  we  are 
speaking,  tell  rne  and  the  court,  in  somewhat 
plainer  terms,  what  you  mean !  for  I  do  not  as 
yet  understand  whether  you  affirm  that  I  teach 
other  men  to  acknowledge  some  gods,  and 
therefore  that  I  do  believe  in  gods,  and  am  not 
an  entire  atheist— this  you  do  not  lay  to  my 
charge,— but  only  you  say  that  they  are  not  the 
same  gods  which  the  city  rccognt  sees— -the charge 
is  that  they  are  different  gods.  Or,  do  you  mean 
that  I  arn  an  atheist  simply,  and  a  teacher  of 
atheism? 

t^  I  mean  the  latter — that  you  are  a  complete 
atheist. 

What  an  extraordinary  statement!  Why  do 
you  think  so,  Meletus?  Do  you  mean  that  I  do 
not  believe  in  the  godhead  of  the  sun  or  moon, 
like  other  men? 

•f^.  I  assure  you,  judges,  that  he  does  not:  for  he 
says  that  the  sun  is  stone,  and  the  moon  earth, 

Friend  Meletus,  you  think  that  you  are  ac 
cusing  Anaxagoras:  and  you  have  but  a  bad 
opinion  of  the  judges,  if  you  fancy  them  illiter 
ate  to  such  a  degree  as  not  to  know  that  these 
doctrines  are  found  in  the  books  of  Anaxagoras 
the  Clazomenian,  which  are  full  oi;  them*  And 
so,  forsooth,  the  youth  are  said  to  be  taught 
them  by  Socrates,  when  there  are  not  unfre- 


APOLOGY 


205 


quently  exhibitions  of  them  at  the  theatre  (price 
of  admission  one  drachma  at  the  most);  and 
they  might  pay  their  money,  and  laugh  at  Soc 
rates  if  he  pretends  to  father  these  extraordi 
nary  views.  And  so,  Meletus,  you  really  think 
that  I  do  not  believe  in  any  god? 
^•>  I  swear  by  Zeus  that  you  believe  absolutely  in 
none  at  all. 

Nobody  will  believe  you,  Meletus,  and  I  am 
pretty  sure  that  you  do  not  believe  yourself.  I 
cannot  help  thinking,  men  of  Athens,  that  Me 
letus  is  reckless  and  impudent,  and  that  he  has 
written  this  indictment  in  a  spirit  of  mere  wan 
tonness  and  youthful  bravado.  [27]  Has  he  not 
compounded  a  riddle,  thinking  to  try  me?  He 
said  to  himself: — I  shall  see  whether  the  wise 
Socrates  will  discover  my  facetious  contradic 
tion,  or  whether  I  shall  be  able  to  deceive  him 
and  the  rest  of  them.  For  he  certainly  does  ap 
pear  to  me  to  contradict  himself  in  the  indict 
ment  as  much  as  if  he  said  that  Socrates  is  guilty 
of  not  believing  in  the  gods,  and  yet  of  believ 
ing  in  them — but  this  is  not  like  a  person  who 
is  in  earnest. 

I  should  like  you,  O  men  of  Athens,  to  join 
me  in  examining  what  I  conceive  to  be  his  in 
consistency;  and  do  you,  Meletus,  answer.  And 
I  must  remind  the  audience  of  my  request  that 
they  would  not  make  a  disturbance  if  I  speak 
in  my  accustomed  manner: 

Did  ever  man,  Meletus,  believe  in  the  exist 
ence  of  human  things,  and  not  of  human  be 
ings?  ...  I  wish,  men  of  Athens,  that  he  would 
answer,  and  not  be  always  trying  to  get  up  an 
interruption.  Did  ever  any  man  believe  in 
horsemanship,  and  not  in  horses?  or  in  flute- 
playing,  and  not  in  flute-players  ?  No,  my  friend; 
I  will  answer  to  you  and  to  the  court,  as  you 
refuse  to  answer  for  yourself.  There  is  no  man 
who  ever  did.  But  now  please  to  answer  the 
next  question:  Can  a  man  believe  in  spiritual 
and  divine  agencies,  and  not  in  spirits  or  demi 
gods? 
^\NHe- cannot. 

How  lucky  I  am  to  have  extracted  that  an 
swer,  by  the  assistance  of  the  court!  But  then 
you  swear  in  the  indictment  that  I  teach  and 
believe  in  divine  or  spiritual  agencies  (new  or 
old,  no  matter  for  that) ;  at  any  rate,  I  believe 
in  spiritual  agencies, — so  you  say  and  swear  in 
the  affidavit;  and  yet  if  I  believe  in  divine  be 
ings,  how  can  I  help  believing  in  spirits  or 
demigods; — must  I  not?  To  be  sure  I  must; and 
therefore  I  may  assume  that  your  silence  gives 
consent.  Now  what  are  spirits  or  demigods? 
are  they  not  either  gods  or  the  sons  of  gods? 


f*  Certainly  they  are. 

But  this  is  what  I  call  the  facetious  riddle  in 
vented  by  you:  the  demigods  or  spirits  are  gods, 
and  you  say  first  that  I  do  not  believe  in  gods, 
and  then  again  that  I  do  believe  in  gods;  that 
is,  if  I  believe  in  demigods.  For  if  the  demi 
gods  are  the  illegitimate  sons  of  gods,  whether 
by  the  nymphs  or  by  any  other  mothers,  of 
whom  they  are  said  to  be  the  sons — what  hu 
man  being  will  ever  believe  that  there  are  no 
gods  if  they  are  the  sons  of  gods?  You  might  as 
well  affirm  the  existence  of  mules,  and  deny 
that  of  horses  and  asses.  Such  nonsense,  Mele 
tus,  could  only  have  been  intended  by  you  to 
make  trial  of  me.  You  have  put  this  into  the 
indictment  because  you  had  nothing  real  of 
which  to  accuse  me.  But  no  one  who  has  a  par 
ticle  of  understanding  will  ever  be  convinced 
by  you  that  the  same  men  can  believe  in 
divine  and  superhuman  things,  and  yet  not 
believe  that  there  are  gods  and  demigods  and 
heroes.  [28] 

I  have  said  enough  in  answer  to  the  charge 
of  Meletus:  any  elaborate  defence  is  unneces 
sary;  but  I  know  only  too  well  how  many  are 
the  enmities  which  I  have  incurred,  and  this  is 
what  will  be  my  destruction  if  I  am  destroyed; 
— not  Meletus,  nor  yet  Anytus,  but  the  envy 
and  detraction  of  the  world,  which  has  been 
the  death  of  many  good  men,  and  will  proba 
bly  be  the  death  of  many  more;  there  is  no 
danger  of  my  being  the  last  of  them. 

Some  one  will  say:  And  are  you  not  ashamed, 
Socrates,  of  a  course  of  life  which  is  likely  to 
bring  you  to  an  untimely  end?  To  him  I  may 
fairly  answer:  There  you  are  mistaken:  a  man 
who  is  good  for  anything  ought  not  to  calcu 
late  the  chance  of  living  or  dying;  he  ought  on 
ly  to  consider  whether  in  doing  anything  he  is 
doing  right  or  wrong — acting  the  part  of  a 
good  man  or  of  a  bad.  Whereas,  upon  your 
view,  the  heroes  who  fell  at  Troy  were  not  good 
for  much,  and  the  son  of  Thetis  above  all,  who 
altogether  despised  danger  in  comparison  with 
disgrace;  and  when  he  was  so  eager  to  slay 
Hector,  his  goddess  mother  said  to  him,  that  if 
he  avenged  his  companion  Patroclus,  and  slew 
Hector,  he  would  die  himself — "Fate,"  she  said, 
in  these  or  the  like  words,  "waits  for  you  next 
after  Hector";  he,  receiving  this  warning,  utter 
ly  despised  danger  and  death,  and  instead  of 
fearing  them,  feared  rather  to  live  in  dishon 
our,  and  not  to  avenge  his  friend.  "Let  me  die 
forthwith,"  he  replies,  "and  be  avenged  of  my 
enemy,  rather  than  abide  here  by  the  beaked 
ships,  a  laughing-stock  and  a  burden  of  "the 
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earth."  Had  Achilles  any  thought  of  death  and 
danger?  For  wherever  a  man's  place  is,  wheth 
er  the  place  which  he  has  chosen  or  that  in 
which  he  has  been  placed  by  a  commander, 
there  he  ought  to  remain  in  the  hour  of  dan 
ger;  he  should  not  think  of  death  or  of  any 
thing  but  of  disgrace.  And  this,  O  men  of 
Athens,  is  a  true  saying. 

Strange,  indeed,  would  be  my  conduct,  O 
men  of  Athens,  if  I  who,  when  I  was  ordered 
by  the  generals  whom  you  chose  to  command 
me  at  Potidaea  and  Amphipolis  and  Delium, 
remained  where  they  placed  me,  like  any  other 
man,  facing  death — if  now,  when,  as  I  con 
ceive  and  imagine,  God  orders  me  to  fulfil  the 
philosopher's  mission  of  searching  into  myself 
and  other  men,  I  were  to  desert  my  post  through 
fear  of  death,  [29]  or  any  other  fear;  that  would 
indeed  be  strange,  and  I  might  justly  be  ar 
raigned  in  court  for  denying  the  existence  of 
the  gods,  if  I  disobeyed  the  oracle  because  I 
was  afraid  of  death,  fancying  that  I  was  wise 
when  I  was  not  wise.  For  the  fear  of  death  is 
indeed  the  pretence  of  wisdom,  and  not  real 
wisdom,  being  a  pretence  of  knowing  the  un 
known;  and  no  one  knows  whether  death, 
which  men  in  their  fear  apprehend  to  be  the 
greatest  evil,  may  not  be  the  greatest  good.  Is 
not  this  ignorance  of  a  disgraceful  sort,  the  ig 
norance  which  is  the  conceit  that  man  knows 
what  he  does  not  know?  And  in  this  respect 
only  I  believe  myself  to  differ  from  men  in  gen 
eral,  and  may  perhaps  claim  to  be  wiser  than 
they  are: — that  whereas  I  know  but  little  of  the 
world  below,  I  do  not  suppose  that  I  know:  but 
'I  do  know  that  injustice  and  disobedience  to  a 
I  better,  whether  God  or  man,  is  evil  and  dishon- 
i  ourable,  and  I  will  never  fear  or  avoid  a  possi 
ble  good  rather  than  a  certain  evil.  And  there 
fore  if  you  let  me  go  now,  and  are  not  con 
vinced  by  Anytus,  who  said  that  since  I  had 
been  prosecuted  I  must  be  put  to  death  (or  if 
not  that  I  ought  never  to  have  been  prosecuted 
at  all);  and  that  if  I  escape  now,  your  sons  will 
all  be  utterly  ruined  by  listening  to  my  words — 
if  you  say  to  me,  Socrates,  this  time  we  will  not 
mind  Anytus,  and  yoo  shall  be  let  off,  but  upon 
one  condition,  that  you  are  not  to  enquire  and 
speculate  in  this  way  any  more,  and  that  if  you 
are  caught  doing  so  again  you  shall  die;— if 
this  was  the  condition  on  which  you  let  me  go, 
I  should  reply:  Men  of  Athens,  I  honour  and 
love  you;  but  I  shall  obey  God  rather  than  you, 
and  while  I  have  life  and  strength  I  shall  never 
cease  from  the  practice  and  teaching  of  philoso 
phy,  exhorting  any  one  whom  I  meet  and  say 


ing  to  him  after  my  manner:  You,  my  friend, 
— a  citizen  of  the  great  and  mighty  and  wise 
city  of  Athens, — are  you  not  ashamed  of  heap 
ing  up  the  greatest  amount  of  money  and  hon 
our  and  reputation,  and  caring  so  little  about 
wisdom  and  truth  and  the  greatest  improve 
ment  of  the  soul,  which  you  never  regard  or 
heed  at  all?  And  if  the  person  with  whom  I 
am  arguing,  says:  Yes,  but  I  do  care;  then  I  do 
not  leave  him  or  let  him  go  at  once;  but  I  pro 
ceed  to  interrogate  and  examine  and  cross- 
examine  him,  and  if  I  think  that  he  has  no  vir 
tue  in  him,  but  only  says  that  he  has,  I  reproach 
him  with  undervaluing  the  greater,  and  over 
valuing  the  less.  [30]  And  I  shall  repeat  the 
same  words  to  every  one  whom  I  meet,  young 
and  old,  citizen  and  alien,  but  especially  to  the 
citizens,  inasmuch  as  they  are  my  brethren. 
For  know  that  this  is  the  command  of  God; 
and  I  believe  that  no  greater  good  has  ever  hap 
pened  in  the  state  than  my  service  to  the  God. 
For  I  do  nothing  but  go  about  persuading  you 
all,  old  and  young  alike,  not  to  take  thought 
for  your  persons  or  your  properties,  but  first 
and  chiefly  to  care  about  the  greatest  improve 
ment  of  the  soul.  I  tell  you  that  virtue  is  not 
given  by  money,  but  that  from  virtue  comes 
money  and  every  other  good  of  man,  public  as 
well  as  private.  This  is  my  teaching,  and  if  this 
is  the  doctrine  which  corrupts  the  youth,  I  am 
a  mischievous  person.  But  if  any  one  says  that 
this  is  not  my  teaching,  he  is  speaking  an  un 
truth.  Wherefore,  O  men  of  Athens,  I  say  to 
you,  do  as  Anytus  bids  or  not  as  Anytus  bids, 
and  either  acquit  me  or  not;  but  whichever  you 
do,  understand  that  I  shall  never  alter  my  ways, 
not  even  if  I  have  to  die  many  times. 

Men  of  Athens,  do  not  interrupt,  but  hear 
me;  there  was  an  understanding  between  us 
that  you  should  hear  me  to  the  end:  I  have 
something  more  to  say,  at  which  you  may  be 
inclined  to  cry  out;  but  I  believe  that  to  hear 
me  will  be  good  for  you,  and  therefore  I  beg 
that  you  will  not  cry  out.  I  would  have  you 
know,  that  if  you  kill  such  an  one  as  I  am,  you 
will  injure  yourselves  more  than  you  will  in 
jure  me,  Nothing  will  injure  me,  not  Mcletus 
nor  yet  Anytus — they  cannot,  for  a  bad  man  is 
not  permitted  to  injure  a  better  than  himself.  I 
do  not  deny  that  Anytus  may,  perhaps,  kill  him, 
or  drive  him  into  exile,  or  deprive  him  of  civil 
rights;  and  he  may  imagine,  and  others  may 
imagine,  that  he  is  inflicting  a  great  injury  up 
on  him:  but  there  I  do  not  agree.  For  the  evil 
of  doing  as  he  is  doing-™ -the  evil  of  unjustly 
taking  away  the  life  of  another — is  greater  far. 


APOLOGY 


207 


And  now,  Athenians,  I  am  not  going  to 
argue  for  my  own  sake,  as  you  may  think,  but 
for  yours,  that  you  may  not  sin  against  the  God 
by  condemning  me,  who  am  his  gift  to  you. 
For  if  you  kill  me  you  will  not  easily  find  a  suc 
cessor  to  me,  who,  if  I  may  use  such  a  ludicrous 
figure  of  speech,  am  a  sort  of  gadfly,  given  to 
the  state  by  God;  and  the  state  is  a  great  and 
noble  steed  who  is  tardy  in  his  motions  owing 
to  his  very  size,  and  requires  to  be  stirred  into 
life,  /"j/7  I  am  that  gadfly  which  God  has  at 
tached  to  the  state.,  and  all  day  long  and  in  all 
places  am  always  fastening  upon  you,  arousing 
and  persuading  and  reproaching  you.  You  will 
not  easily  find  another  like  me,  and  therefore 
I  would  advise  you  to  spare  me.  I  dare  say  that 
you  may  feel  out  of  temper  (like  a  person  who 
is  suddenly  awakened  from  sleep),  and  you 
think  that  you  might  easily  strike  me  dead  as 
Anytus  advises,  and  then  you  would  sleep  on 
for  the  remainder  of  your  lives,  unless  God  in 
his  care  of  you  sent  you  another  gadfly.  When 
I  say  that  I  am  given  to  you  by  God,  the  proof 
of  my  mission  is  this: — if  I  had  been  like  other 
men,  I  should  not  have  neglected  all  my  own 
concerns  or  patiently  seen  the  neglect  of  them 
during  all  these  years,  and  have  been  doing 
yours,  coming  to  you  individually  like  a  father 
or  elder  brother,  exhorting  you  to  regard  vir 
tue;  such  conduct,  I  say,  would  be  unlike  hu 
man  nature.  If  I  had  gained  anything,  or  if  my 
exhortations  had  been  paid,  there  would  have 
been  some  sense  in  my  doing  so;  but  now,  as 
you  will  perceive,  not  even  the  impudence  of  my 
accusers  dares  to  say  that  I  have  ever  exacted  or" 
sought  pay  of  any  one;  of  that  they  have  no  I 
witness.  And  I  have  a  sufficient  witness  to  the! 
truth  of  what  I  say — my  poverty. 

Some  one  may  wonder  why  I  go  about  in 
private  giving  advice  and  busying  myself  with 
the  concerns  of  others,  but  do  not  venture  to 
come  forward  in  public  and  advise  the  state.  I 
will  tell  you  why.  You  have  heard  me  speak  at 
sundry  times  and  in  divers  places  of  an  oracle 
or  sign  which  comes  to  me,  and  is  the  divinity 
which  Meletus  ridicules  in  the  indictment.  This 
sign,  which  is  a  kind  of  voice,  first  began  to 
come  to  me  when  I  was  a  child;  it  always  for 
bids  but  never  commands  me  to  do  anything 
which  I  am  going  to  do.  This  is  what  deters  me 
from  being  a  politician.  And  rightly,  as  I  think. 
For  I  am  certain,  O  men  of  Athens,  that  if  I 
had  engaged  in  politics,  I  should  have  perished 
long  ago,  and  done  no  good  either  to  you  or  to 
myself.  And  do  not  be  offended  at  my  telling 
you  the  truth:  for  the  truth  is,  that  no  man  who 


goes  to  war  with  you  or  any  other  multitude, 
honestly  striving  against  the  many  lawless  and 
unrighteous  deeds  which  are  done  in  a  state, 
[32]  will  save  his  life;  he  who  will  fight  for  the 
right,  if  he  would  live  even  for  a  brief  space, 
must  have  a  private  station  and  not  a  public  one. 

I  can  give  you  convincing  evidence  of  what 
I  say,  not  words  only,  but  what  you  value  far 
more — actions.  Let  me  relate  to  you  a  passage 
of  my  own  life  which  will  prove  to  you  that  I 
should  never  have  yielded  to  injustice  from  any 
fear  of  death,  and  that  "as  I  should  have  refused 
to  yield"  I  must  have  died  at  once.  I  will  tell 
you  a  tale  of  the  courts,  not  very  interesting 
perhaps,  but  nevertheless  true.  The  only  office 
of  state  which  I  ever  held,  O  men  of  Athens, 
was  that  of  senator:  the  tribe  Antiochis,  which 
is  my  tribe,  had  the  presidency  at  the  trial  o£ 
the  generals  who  had  not  taken  up  the  bodies 
of  the  slain  after  the  battle  of  Arginusae;  and 
you  proposed  to  try  them  in  a  body,  contrary  to 
law,  as  you  all  thought  afterwards;  but  at  the 
time  I  was  the  only  one  of  the  Prytanes  who 
was  opposed  to  the  illegality,  and  I  gave  my 
vote  against  you;  and  when  the  orators  threat 
ened  to  impeach  and  arrest  me,  and  you  called 
and  shouted,  I  made  up  my  mind  that  I  would 
run  the  risk,  having  law  and  justice  with  me, 
rather  than  take  part  in  your  injustice  because 
I  feared  imprisonment  and  death.  This  hap 
pened  in  the  days  of  the  democracy.  But  when 
the  oligarchy  of  the  Thirty  was  in  power,  they 
sent  for  me  and  four  others  into  the  rotunda, 
and  bade  us  bring  Leon  the  Salaminian  from 
Salamis,  as  they  wanted  to  put  him  to  death. 
This  was  a  specimen  of  the  sort  of  commands 
which  they  were  always  giving  with  the  view 
of  implicating  as  many  as  possible  in  their 
crimes;  and  then  I  showed,  not  in  word  only 
but  in  deed,  that,  if  I  may  be  allowed  to  use 
such  an  expression,  I  cared  not  a  straw  for 
death,  and  that  my  great  and  only  care  was  lest 
I  should  do  an  unrighteous  or  unholy  thing. 
For  the  strong  arm  of  that  oppressive  power  did 
not  frighten  me  into  doing  wrong;  and  when 
we  came  out  of  the  rotunda  the  other  four  went 
to  Salamis  and  fetched  Leon,  but  I  went  quietly 
home.  For  which  I  might  have  lost  my  life,  had 
not  the  power  of  the  Thirty  shortly  afterwards 
come  to  an  end.  And  many  will  witness  to  my 
words. 

Now  do  you  really  imagine  that  I  could  have 
survived  all  these  years,  if  I  had  led  a  public 
life,  supposing  that  like  a  good  man  I  had  al 
ways  maintained  the  right  and  had  made  jus 
tice,  as  I  ought,  the  first  thing?  No  indeed, men 
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of  Athens,  neither  I  nor  any  other  man.  [33] 
But  I  have  been  always  the  same  in  all  my  ac 
tions,  public  as  well  as  private,  and  never  have 
I  yielded  any  base  compliance  to  those  who  are 
slanderously  termed  my  disciples,  or  to  any  oth 
er.  Not  that  I  have  any  regular  disciples.  But  if 
any  one  likes  to  come  and  hear  me  while  I  am 
pursuing  my  mission,  whether  he  be  young  or 
old,  he  is  not  excluded.  Nor  do  I  converse  only 
with  those  who  pay;  but  any  one,  whether  he 
be  rich  or  poor,  may  ask  and  answer  me  and 
listen  to  my  words;  and  whether  he  turns  out 
to  be  a  bad  man  or  a  good  one,  neither  result 
can  be  justly  imputed  to  me;  for  I  never  taught 
or  professed  to  teach  him  anything.  And  if  any 
one  says  that  he  has  ever  learned  or  heard  any 
thing  from  me  in  private  which  all  the  world 
has  not  heard,  let  me  tell  you  that  he  is  lying. 

But  I  shall  be  asked,  Why  do  people  delight 
in  continually  conversing  with  you?  I  have 
told  you  already,  Athenians,  the  whole  truth 
about  this  matter:  they  like  to  hear  the  cross- 
examination  o£  the  pretenders  to  wisdom;  there 
is  amusement  in  it.  Now  this  duty  of  cross- 
examining  other  men  has  been  imposed  upon 
me  by  God;  and  has  been  signified  to  me  by 
oracles,  visions,  and  in  every  way  in  which  the 
will  of  divine  power  was  ever  intimated  to  any 
one.  This  is  true,  O  Athenians;  or,  if  not  true, 
would  be  soon  refuted.  If  I  am  or  have  been 
corrupting  the  youth,  those  of  them  who  arc 
now  grown  up  and  become  sensible  that  I  gave 
them  bad  advice  in  the  days  of  their  youth 
should  come  forward  as  accusers,  and  take 
their  revenge;  or  if  they  do  not  like  to  come 
themselves,  some  of  their  relatives,  fathers, 
brothers,  or  other  kinsmen,  should  say  what 
evil  their  families  have  suffered  at  my  hands. 
Now  is  their  time.  Many  of  them  I  see  in  the 
court.  There  is  Crito,  who  is  of  the  same  age 
and  of  the  same  clcmc  with  myself,  and  there  is 
Critobulus  his  son,  whom  I  also  see.  Then  again 
there  is  Lysanias  of  Sphcttus,  who  is  the  father 
of  Acschincs— •  he  is  present;  and  also  there  is 
Antiphon  of  Ccphisus,  who  is  the  father  of  Epi- 
gencs;  and  there  are  the  brothers  of  several  who 
have  associated  with  me.  There  is  Nicostratus 
the  son  of  Theosdotides,  and  the  brother  or 
Theodouis  (now  Theodotus  himself  is  dead, 
and  therefore  he,  at  any  rate,  will  not  seek  to 
stop  him);  and  there  is  Paralus  the  son  of 
Demodocus,  who  had  a  brother  Thcagcs;  and 
Adeimantus  the  son  of  Ariston,  [34]  whose 
brother  Plato  is  present;  and  Aeantodorus,  who 
is  the  brother  of  Apollodorus,  whom  I  also  see. 
I  might  mention  a  great  many  others,  some  of 


whom  Meletus  should  have  produced  as  wit 
nesses  in  the  course  of  his  speech;  and  let  him 
still  produce  them,  if  he  has  forgotten — I  will 
make  way  for  him.  And  let  him  say,  if  he  has 
any  testimony  of  the  sort  which  he  can  pro 
duce.  Nay,  Athenians,  the  very  opposite  is  the 
truth.  For  all  these  are  ready  to  witness  on  be 
half  of  the  corrupter,  of  the  injurer  of  their  kin 
dred,  as  Meletus  and  Anytus  call  me;  not  the 
corrupted  youth  only — there  might  have  been 
a  motive  for  that — but  their  uncorrupted  elder 
relatives.  Why  should  they  too  support  me  with 
their  testimony?  Why,  indeed,  except  for  the 
sake  of  truth  and  justice,  and  because  they 
know  that  I  am  speaking  the  truth,  and  that 
Meletus  is  a  liar. 

Well,  Athenians,  this  and  the  like  of  this  is 
all  the  defence  which  I  have  to  o(Ter.  Yet  a  word 
more.  Perhaps  there  may  be  some  one  who  is 
oflended  at  me,  when  he  calls  to  mind  how  he 
himself  on  a  similar,  or  even  a  less  serious  oc 
casion,  prayed  and  entreated  the  judges  with 
many  tears,  and  how  he  produced  his  children 
in  court,  which  was  a  moving  spectacle,  togeth 
er  with  a  host  of  relations  and  friends;  where 
as  I,  who  am  probably  in  danger  of  my  life, 
will  do  none  of  these  things.  The  contrast  may 
occur  to  his  mind,  and  he  may  be  set  against 
me,  and  vote  in  anger  because  he  is  displeased 
at  me  on  this  account.  Now  if  there  be  such  a 
person  among  you, — mind,  I  do  not  say  that 
there  is,— -to  him  I  may  fairly  reply:  My  friend, 
I  am  a  man,  and  like  other  men,  a  creature  of 
flesh  and  blood,  and  not  "of  wood  or  stone,"  as 
Homer  says;  and  I  have  a  family,  yes,  and  sons, 
0  Athenians,  three  in  number,  one  almost  a 
man,  and  two  others  who  are  still  young;  and 
yet  I  will  not  bring  any  of  them  hither  in  order 
to  petition  you  for  an  acquittal.  And  why  not? 
Not  from  any  self-assertion  or  want  of  respect 
for  you.  Whether  I  am  or  am  not  afraid  of  death 
is  another  question,  of  which  I  will  not  now 
speak.  But,  having  regard  to  public  opinion,  I 
feel  that  such  conduct  would  be  discreditable  to 
myself,  and  to  you,  and  to  the  whole  state.  One 
who  has  reached  my  years,  and  who  has  a  name 
for  wisdom,  ought  not  to  demean  himself. 
Whether  this  opinion  of  me  be  deserved  or  not, 
at  any  rate  the  world  has  decided  that  Socrates 
is  in  some  way  superior  to  other  men.  [35] 
And  if  those  among  you  who  are  said  to  be  su 
perior  in  wisdom  and  courage,  and  any  other 
virtue,  demean  themselves  in  this  way,  how 
shameful  is  their  conduct!  I  have  seen  men  of 
reputation,  when  they  have  been  condemned, 
behaving  in  the  strangest  manner:  they  seemed 
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to  fancy  that  they  were  going  to  suffer  some 
thing  dreadful  if  they  died,  and  that  they  could 
be  immortal  if  you  only  allowed  them  to  live; 
and  I  think  that  such  are  a  dishonour  to  the 
state,  and  that  any  stranger  coming  in  would 
have  said  of  them  that  the  most  eminent  men  of 
Athens,  to  whom  the  Athenians  themselves 
give  honour  and  command,  are  no  better  than 
women.  And  I  say  that  these  things  ought  not 
to  be  done  by  those  of  us  who  have  a  reputation; 
and  if  they  are  done,  you  ought  not  to  permit 
them;  you  ought  rather  to  show  that  you  are 
far  more  disposed  to  condemn  the  man  who 
gets  up  a  doleful  scene  and  makes  the  city  ri 
diculous,  than  him  who  holds  his  peace. 

But,  setting  aside  the  question  of  public  opin 
ion,  there  seems  to  be  something  wrong  in  ask 
ing  a  favour  of  a  judge,  and  thus  procuring  an 
acquittal,  instead  of  informing  and  convincing 
him.  For  his  duty  is,  not  to  make  a  present  of 
justice,  but  to  give  judgment;  and  he  has  sworn 
that  he  will  judge  according  to  the  laws,  and  not 
according  to  his  own  good  pleasure;  and  we 
ought  not  to  encourage  you,  nor  should  you  al 
low  yourself  to  be  encouraged,  in  this  habit 
of  perjury — there  can  be  no  piety  in  that.  Do 
not  then  require  me  to  do  what  I  consider  dis 
honourable  and  impious  and  wrong,  especially 
now,  when  I  am  being  tried  for  impiety  on  the 
indictment  of  Meletus.  For  if,  O  men  of  Ath 
ens,  by  force  of  persuasion  and  entreaty  I  could 
overpower  your  oaths,  then  I  should  be  teach 
ing  you  to  believe  that  there  are  no  gods,  and 
in  defending  should  simply  convict  myself  of 
the  charge  of  not  believing  in  them.  But  that  is 
not  so — far  otherwise.  For  I  do  believe  that 
there  are  gods,  and  in  a  sense  higher  than  that 
in  which  any  of  my  accusers  believe  in  them. 
And  to  you  and  to  God  I  commit  my  cause,  to 
be  determined  by  you  as  is  best  for  you  and  me. 


There  are  many  reasons  why  I  am  not  grieved, 
O  men  of  Athens,  at  the  vote  of  condemnation. 
[36]  I  expected  it,  and  am  only  surprised  that 
the  votes  are  so  nearly  equal;  for  I  had  thought 
that  the  majority  against  me  would  have  been, 
far  larger;  but  now,  had  thirty  votes  gone  over 
to  the  other  side,  I  should  have  been  acquitted. 
And  I  may  say,  I  think,  that  I  have  escaped  Me 
letus.  I  may  say  more;  for  without  the  assistance 
of  Anytus  and  Lycon,  any  one  may  see  that  he 
would  not  have  had  a  fifth  part  of  the  votes,  as 
the  law  requires,  in  which  case  he  would  have 
incurred  a  fine  of  a  thousand  drachmae. 

And  so  he  proposes  death  as  the  penalty. 


And  what  shall  I  propose  on  my  part,  O  men 
of  Athens?  Clearly  that  which  is  my  due.  And 
what  is  my  due?  What  return  shall  be  made  to 
the  man  who  has  never  had  the  wit  to  be  idle 
during  his  whole  life;  but  has  been  careless  of 
what  the  many  care  for — wealth,  and  family 
interests,  and  military  offices,  and  speaking  in 
the  assembly,  and  magistracies,  and  plots,  and 
parties.  Reflecting  that  I  was  really  too  honest 
a  man  to  be  a  politician  and  live,  I  did  not  go 
where  I  could  do  no  good  to  you  or  to  my 
self;  but  where  I  could  do  the  greatest  good 
privately  to  every  one  of  you,  thither  I  went, 
and  sought  to  persuade  every  man  among  you 
that  he  must  look  to  himself,  and  seek  virtue 
and  wisdom  before  he  looks  to  his  private  in 
terests,  and  look  to  the  state  before  he  looks  to 
the  interests  of  the  state;  and  that  this  should  be 
the  order  which  he  observes  in  all  his  actions. 
What  shall  be  done  to  such  an  one?  Doubtless 
some  good  thing,  O  men  of  Athens,  if  he  has 
his  reward;  and  the  good  should  be  of  a  kind 
suitable  to  him.  What  would  be  a  reward  suit 
able  to  a  poor  man  who  is  your  benefactor,  and 
who  desires  leisure  that  he  may  instruct  you? 
There  can  be  no  reward  so  fitting  as  mainte 
nance  in  the  Prytaneum,  O  men  of  Athens,  a 
reward  which  he  deserves  far  more  than  the 
citizen  who  has  won  the  prize  at  Olympia  in 
the  horse  or  chariot  race,  whether  the  chariots 
were  drawn  by  two  horses  or  by  many.  For  I  am 
in  want,  and  he  has  enough;  and  he  only  gives 
you  the  appearance  of  happiness,  and  I  give 
you  the  reality.  And  if  I  am  to  estimate  the  pen 
alty  fairly,  I  should  say  that  maintenance  in  the 
Prytaneum  is  the  just  return.  [37] 

Perhaps  you  think  that  I  am  braving  you  in 
what  I  am  saying  now,  as  in  what  I  said  before 
about  the  tears  and  prayers.  But  this  is  not  so. 
I  speak  rather  because  I  am  convinced  that  I 
never  intentionally  wronged  any  one,  although 
I  cannot  convince  you — the  time  has  been  too 
short;  if  there  were  a  law  at  Athens,  as  there 
is  in  other  cities,  that  a  capital  cause  should  not 
be  decided  in  one  day,  then  I  believe  that  I 
should  have  convinced  you.  But  I  cannot  in  a 
moment  refute  great  slanders;  and,  as  I  am  con 
vinced  that  I  never  wronged  another,  I  will  as 
suredly  not  wrong  myself.  I  will  not  say  of  my 
self  that  I  deserve  any  evil,  or  propose  any  pen 
alty.  Why  should  I  ?  Because  I  am  afraid  of  the 
penalty  of  death  which  Meletus  proposes  ?  When 
I  do  not  know  whether  death  is  a  good  or  an 
evil,  why  should  I  propose  a  penalty  which 
would  certainly  be  an  evil?  Shall  I  say  impris 
onment?  And  why  should  I  live  in  prison,  and 
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be  the  slave  of  the  magistrates  of  the  year — of 
the  Eleven  ?  Or  shall  the  penalty  be  a  fine,  and 
imprisonment  until  the  fine  is  paid?  There  is 
the  same  objection.  I  should  have  to  lie  in  pris 
on,  for  money  I  have  none,  and  cannot  pay.  And 
if  I  say  exile  (and  this  may  possibly  be  the  pen 
alty  which  you  will  affix),  I  must  indeed  be 
blinded  by  the  love  of  life,  if  I  am  so  irrational 
as  to  expect  that  when  you,  who  are  my  own 
citizens,  cannot  endure  my  discourses  and 
words,  and  have  found  them  so  grievous  and 
odious  that  you  will  have  no  more  of  them,  oth 
ers  are  likely  to  endure  me.  No  indeed,  men  of 
Athens,  that  is  not  very  likely.  And  what  a  life 
should  I  lead,  at  my  age,  wandering  from  city 
to  city,  ever  changing  my  place  of  exile,  and  al 
ways  being  driven  out!  For  I  am  quite  sure  that 
wherever  I  go,  there,  as  here,  the  young  men 
will  flock  to  me;  and  if  I  drive  them  away,  their 
elders  will  drive  me  out  at  their  request;  and  if 
I  let  them  come,  their  fathers  and  friends  will 
drive  rne  out  for  their  sakes. 

Some  one  will  say:  Yes,  Socrates,  but  cannot 
you  hold  your  tongue,  and  then  you  may  go 
into  a  foreign  city,  and  no  one  will  interfere 
with  you?  Now  I  have  great  difficulty  in  mak 
ing  you  understand  my  answer  to  this.  For  if  I 
tell  you  that  to  do  as  you  say  would  be  a  dis 
obedience  to  the  God,  and  therefore  that  I  can 
not  hold  my  tongue,  [38]  you  will  not  believe 
that  I  am  serious;  and  if  I  say  again  that  daily 
to  discourse  about  virtue,  and  of  those  other 
things  about  which  you  hear  me  examining 
myself  and  others,  is  the  greatest  good  of  man, 
and  that  the  unexamined  life  is  not  worth  liv 
ing,  you  are  still  less  likely  to  believe  me.  Yet 
I  say  what  is  true,  although  a  thing  of  which  it 
is  hard  for  me  to  persuade  you.  Also,  I  have 
never  been  accustomed  to  think  that  I  deserve 
to  sutler  any  harm.  Had  T  money  I  might  have 
estimated  the  offence  at  what  I  was  able  to  pay, 
and  not  have  been  much  the  worse.  But  I  have 
none,  and  therefore  I  must  ask  you  to  propor 
tion  the  fine  to  my  means.  Well,  perhaps  I 
could  afTord  a  mina,  and  therefore  I  propose 
that  penalty:  Plato,  Crito,Critobulus,  and  Apol- 
lodorus,  rny  friends  here,  bid  me  say  thirty  mi- 
nae,  and  they  will  be  the  sureties.  Let  thirty  mi- 
nae  be  the  penalty;  for  which  sum  they  will  be 
ample  security  to  you. 


Not  much  time  will  be  gained,  O  Athenians, 
in  return  for  the  evil  name  which  you  will  get 
from  the  detractors  of  the  city,  who  will  say  that 
you  killed  Socrates,  a  wise  man;  for  they  will 


call  me  wise,  even  although  I  am  not  wise,  when 
they  want  to  reproach  you.  If  you  had  waited  a 
little  while,  your  desire  would  have  been  ful 
filled  in  the  course  of  nature.  For  I  am  far  ad 
vanced  in  years,  as  you  may  perceive,  and  not 
far  from  death.  I  am  speaking  now  not  to  all 
of  you,  but  only  to  those  who  have  condemned 
me  to  death.  And  I  have  another  thing  to  say  to 
them:  You  think  that  I  was  convicted  because 
I  had  no  words  of  the  sort  which  would  have 
procured  my  acquittal — I  mean,  if  I  had  thought 
fit  to  leave  nothing  undone  or  unsaid.  Not  so; 
the  deficiency  which  led  to  my  conviction  was 
not  of  words — certainly  not.  But  I  had  not  the 
boldness  or  impudence  or  inclination  to  address 
you  as  you  would  have  liked  me  to  do,  weeping 
and  wailing  and  lamenting,  and  saying  and 
doing  many  things  which  you  have  been  ac 
customed  to  hear  from  others,  and  which,  as  I 
maintain,  are  unworthy  of  me.  I  thought  at  the 
time  that  I  ought  not  to  do  anything  common 
or  mean  when  in  danger:  nor  do  I  now  repent 
of  the  style  of  my  defence;  I  would  rather  die 
having  spoken  after  my  manner,  than  speak  in 
your  manner  and  live.  For  neither  in  war  nor 
yet  at  law  ought  I  or  any  man  to  use  every  way 
of  escaping  death.  [39!  Often  in  battle  there 
can  be  no  doubt  that  if  a  man  will  throw  away 
his  arms,  and  fall  on  his  knees  before  his  pur 
suers,  he  may  escape  death;  and  in  other  dan 
gers  there  are  other  ways  of  escaping  death,  if 
a  man  is  willing  to  say  and  do  anything.  The 
difficulty,  my  friends,  is  not  to  avoid  death,  but 
to  avoid  unrighteousness;  for  that  runs  faster 
than  death.  I  am  old  and  move  slowly,  and  the 
slower  runner  has  overtaken  me,  and  my  ac- 
cursors  are  keen  and  quick,  and  the  Caster  run 
ner,  who  is  unrighteousness,  has  overtaken 
them.  And  now  I  depart  hence  condemned  by 
you  to  suffer  the  penalty  of  death,— they  too  go 
their  ways  condemned  by  the  truth  to  suffer 
the  penalty  of  villainy  and  wrong;  and  I  must 
abide  by  my  award — let  them  abide  by  theirs. 
I  suppose  that  these  things  may  be  regarded  as 
fated,— and  1  think  that  they  are  well 

And  now,  O  men  who'  have  condemned  me, 
I  would  fain  prophesy  to  you;  for  I  am  about  to 
die,  and  in  the  hour  of  death  men  arc  gifted 
with  prophetic  power*  And  I  prophesy  to  you 
who  are  my  murderers,  that  immediately  after 
my  departure  punishment  far  heavier  than  you 
have  inflicted  on  me  will  surely  await  you.  Me 
you  have  killed  because  you  wanted  to  escape 
the  accuser,  and  not  to  give  an  account  of  your 
lives.  But  that  will  not  be  as  you  suppose:  far 
otherwise.  For  I  say  that  there  will  be  more  ac- 
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cusersof  you  than  there  are  now;  accusers  whom 
hitherto  I  have  restrained:  and  as  they  are 
younger  they  will  be  more  inconsiderate  with 
you,  and  you  will  be  more  offended  at  them. 
If  you  think  that  by  killing  men  you  can  pre 
vent  some  one  from  censuring  your  evil  lives, 
you  are  mistaken;  that  is  not  a  way  of  escape 
which  is  either  possible  or  honourable;  the 
easiest  and  the  noblest  way  is  not  to  be  dis 
abling  others,  but  to  be  improving  yourselves. 
This  is  the  prophecy  which  I  utter  before 
my  departure  to  the  judges  who  have  con 
demned  me. 

Friends,  who  would  have  acquitted  me,  I 
would  like  also  to  talk  with  you  about  the 
thing  which  has  come  to  pass,  while  the  magis 
trates  are  busy,  and  before  I  go  to  the  place  at 
which  I  must  die.  Stay  then  a  little,  for  we  may 
as  well  talk  with  one  another  while  there  is 
time.  [40]  You  are  my  friends,  and  I  should 
like  to  show  you  the  meaning  of  this  event 
which  has  happened  to  me.  O  my  judges — for 
you  I  may  truly  call  judges — I  should  like  to 
tell  you  of  a  wonderful  circumstance.  Hitherto 
the  divine  faculty  of  which  the  internal  oracle 
is  the  source  has  constantly  been  in  the  habit  of 
opposing  me  even  about  trifles,  if  I  was  going 
to  make  a  slip  or  error  in  any  matter;  and  now 
as  you  see  there  has  come  upon  me  that  which 
may  be  thought,  and  is  generally  believed  to  be, 
the  last  and  worst  evil.  But  the  oracle  made  no 
sign  of  opposition,  either  when  I  was  leaving 
my  house  in  the  morning,  or  when  I  was  on 
my  way  to  the  court,  or  while  I  was  speaking, 
at  anything  which  I  was  going  to  say;  and  yet 
I  have  often  been  stopped  in  the  middle  of  a 
speech,  but  now  in  nothing  I  either  said  or  did 
touching  the  matter  in  hand  has  the  oracle  op 
posed  me.  What  do  I  take  to  be  the  explanation 
of  this  silence?  I  will  tell  you.  It  is  an  intimation 
that  what  has  happened  to  me  is  a  good,  and 
that  those  of  us  who  think  that  death  is  an  evil 
are  in  error.  For  the  customary  sign  would  sure 
ly  have  opposed  me  had  I  been  going  to  evil 
and  not  to  good. 

Let  us  reflect  in  another  way,  and  we  shall 
see  that  there  is  great  reason  to  hope  that  death 
is  a  good;  for  one  of  two  things — either  death 
is  a  state  of  nothingness  and  utter  unconscious 
ness,  or,  as  men  say,  there  is  a  change  and  mi 
gration  of  the  soul  from  this  world  to  another. 
Now  if  you  suppose  that  there  is  no  conscious 
ness,  but  a  sleep  like  the  sleep  of  him  who  is  un 
disturbed  even  by  dreams,  death  will  be  an  un 
speakable  gain.  For  if  a  person  were  to  select 
the  night  in  which  his  sleep  was  undisturbed 


even  by  dreams,  and  were  to  compare  with  this 
the  other  days  and  nights  of  his  life,  and  then 
were  to  tell  us  how  many  days  and  nights  he 
had  passed  in  the  course  of  his  life  better  and 
more  pleasantly  than  this  one,  I  think  that  any 
man,  I  will  not  say  a  private  man,  but  even  the 
great  king  will  not  find  many  such  days  or 
nights,  when  compared  with  the  others.  Now 
if  death  be  of  such  a  nature,  I  say  that  to  die  is 
gain;  for  eternity  is  then  only  a  single  night. 
But  if  death  is  the  journey  to  another  place, 
and  there,  as  men  say,  all  the  dead  abide,  what 
good,  O  my  friends  and  judges,  can  be  greater 
than  this?  If  indeed  when  the  pilgrim  arrives 
in  the  world  below,  [41]  he  is  delivered  from 
the  professors  of  justice  in  this  world,  and  finds 
the  true  judges  who  are  said  to  give  judgment 
there,  Minos  and  Rhadamanthus  and  Aeacus 
and  Triptolemus,  and  other  sons  of  God  who 
were  righteous  in  their  own  life,  that  pilgrim 
age  will  be  worth  making.  What  would  not  a 
man  give  if  he  might  converse  with  Orpheus 
and  Musaeus  and  Hesiod  and  Homer?  Nay,  if 
this  be  true,  let  me  die  again  and  again.  I  my 
self,  too,  shall  have  a  wonderful  interest  in 
there  meeting  and  conversing  with  Palamedes, 
and  Ajax  the  son  of  Telamon,  and  any  other  an 
cient  hero  who  has  suffered  death  through  an 
unjust  judgment;  and  there  will  be  no  small 
pleasure,  as  I  think,  in  comparing  my  own 
sufferings  with  theirs.  Above  all,  I  shall  then 
be  able  to  continue  my  search  into  true  and 
false  knowledge;  as  in  this  world,  so  also  in 
the  next;  and  I  shall  find  out  who  is  wise,  and 
who  pretends  to  be  wise,  and  is  not.  What 
would  not  a  man  give,  0  judges,  to  be  able  to 
examine  the  leader  of  the  great  Trojan  expedi 
tion;  or  Odysseus  or  Sisyphus,  or  numberless 
others,  men  and  women  too!  What  infinite  de 
light  would  there  be  in  conversing  with  them 
and  asking  them  questions!  In  another  world 
they  do  not  put  a  man  to  death  for  asking 
questions:  assuredly  not.  For  besides  being  hap 
pier  than  we  are,  they  will  be  immortal,  if 
what  is  said  is  true, 

Wherefore,  O  judges,  be  of  good  cheer  about 
death,  and  know  of  a  certainty,  that  no  evil 
can  happen  to  a  good  man,  either  in  life  or  after 
death.  He  and  his  are  not  neglected  by  the  gods; 
nor  has  my  own  approaching  end  happened  by 
mere  chance.  But  I  see  clearly  that  the  time  had 
arrived  when  it  was  better  for  me  to  die  and  be 
released  from  trouble;  wherefore  the  oracle 
gave  no  sign.  For  which  reason,  also,  I  am  not 
angry  with  my  condemners,  or  with  my  ac 
cusers;  they  have  done  me  no  harm,  although 
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they  did  not  mean  to  do  me  any  good;  and  for 
this  I  may  gently  blame  them. 

Still  I  have  a  favour  to  ask  of  them.  When  my 
sons  are  grown  up,  I  would  ask  you,  O  my 
friends,  to  punish  them;  and  I  would  have  you 
trouble  them,  as  I  have  troubled  you,  if  they 
seem  to  care  about  riches,  or  anything,  more 
than  about  virtue;  or  if  they  pretend  to  be 
something  when  they  are  really  nothing, — then 


reprove  them,  as  I  have  reproved  you,  for  not 
caring  about  that  for  which  they  ought  to  care, 
and  thinking  that  they  are  something  when  they 
are  really  nothing.  [42]  And  if  you  do  this,  both 
I  and  my  sons  will  have  received  justice  at  your 
hands. 

The  hour  of  departure  has  arrived,  and  we 
go  our  ways — I  to  die,  and  you  to  live.  Which 
is  better  God  only  knows. 
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[43]  Socrates.  WHY  have  you  come  at  this 
hour,  Crito?  it  must  be  quite  early? 

Crito.  Yes,  certainly. 

Soc.  What  is  the  exact  time? 

Cr.  The  dawn  is  breaking. 

Soc.  I  wonder  that  the  keeper  of  the  prison 
would  let  you  in. 

Cr.  He  knows  me,  because  I  often  come,  Soc 
rates;  moreover,  I  have  done  him  a  kindness. 

Soc.  And  are  you  only  just  arrived? 

Cr.  No,  I  came  some  time  ago. 

Soc.  Then  why  did  you  sit  and  say  nothing, 
instead  of  at  once  awakening  me? 

Cr.  I  should  not  have  liked  myself,  Socrates, 
to  be  in  such  great  trouble  and  unrest  as  you 
are — indeed  I  should  not;  I  have  been  watch 
ing  with  amazement  your  peaceful  slumbers; 
and  for  that  reason  I  did  not  awake  you,  be 
cause  I  wished  to  minimize  the  pain.  I  have  al 
ways  thought  you  to  be  of  a  happy  disposition; 
but  never  did  I  see  anything  like  the  easy,  tran 
quil  manner  in  which  you  bear  this  calamity. 

Soc.  Why,  Crito,  when  a  man  has  reached 
my  age  he  ought  not  to  be  repining  at  the  ap 
proach  of  death. 

Cr.  And  yet  other  old  men  find  themselves 
in  similar  misfortunes,  and  age  does  not  pre 
vent  them  from  repining. 

Soc.  That  is  true.  But  you  have  not  told  me 
why  you  come  at  this  early  hour. 

Cr.  I  come  to  bring  you  a  message  which  is 
sad  and  painful;  not,  as  I  believe,  to  yourself, 
but  to  all  of  us  who  are  your  friends,  and  sad 
dest  of  all  to  me. 

Soc.  What?  Has  the  ship  come  from  Delos, 
on  the  arrival  of  which  I  am  to  die? 

Cr.  No,  the  ship  has  not  actually  arrived, 


but  she  will  probably  be  here  to-day,  as  persons 
who  have  come  from  Sunium  tell  me  that  they 
left  her  there;  and  therefore  to-morrow,  Soc 
rates,  will  be  the  last  day  of  your  life. 

Soc.  Very  well,  Crito;  if  such  is  the  will  of 
God,  I  am  willing;  but  my  belief  is  that  there 
will  be  a  delay  of  a  day. 

[44]  Cr.  Why  do  you  think  so? 

Soc.  I  will  tell  you.  I  am  to  die  on  the  day 
after  the  arrival  of  the  ship. 

Cr.  Yes;  that  is  what  the  authorities  say. 

Soc.  But  I  do  not  think  that  the  ship  will  be 
here  until  to-morrow;  this  I  infer  from  a  vision 
which  I  had  last  night,  or  rather  only  just  now, 
when  you  fortunately  allowed  me  to  sleep. 

Cr.  And  what  was  the  nature  of  the  vision? 

Soc.  There  appeared  to  me  the  likeness  of 
a  woman,  fair  and  comely,  clothed  in  bright 
raiment,  who  called  to  me  and  said:  O  Socrates, 

The  third  day  hence  to  fertile  Phthia  shalt  thou  go. 

Cr.  What  a  singular  dream,  Socrates! 

Soc.  There  can  be  no  doubt  about  the  mean 
ing,  Crito,  I  think. 

Cr.  Yes;  the  meaning  is  only  too  clear.  But, 
oh!  my  beloved  Socrates,  let  rne  entreat  you 
once  more  to  take  my  advice  and  escape.  For 
if  you  die  I  shall  not  only  lose  a  friend  who 
can  never  be  replaced,  but  there  is  another  evil: 
people  who  do  not  know  you  and  me  will  be 
lieve  that  I  might  have  saved  you  if  I  had  been 
willing  to  give  money,  but  that  I  did  not  care. 
Now,  can  there  be  a  worse  disgrace  than  this — 
that  I  should  be  thought  to  value  money  more 
than  the  life  of  a  friend?  For  the  many  will  not 
be  persuaded  that  I  wanted  you  to  escape,  and 
that  you  refused. 
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Soc.  But  why,  my  dear  Crito,  should  we  care 
about  the  opinion  of  the  many?  Good  men, 
and  they  are  the  only  persons  who  are  worth 
considering,  will  think  of  these  things  truly 
as  they  occurred. 

Cr.  But  you  see,  Socrates,  that  the  opinion 
o£  the  many  must  be  regarded,  for  what  is  now 
happening  shows  that  they  can  do  the  greatest 
evil  to  any  one  who  has  lost  their  good  opinion. 

Soc.  I  only  wish  it  were  so,  Crito;  and  that 
the  many  could  do  the  greatest  evil;  for  then 
they  would  also  be  able  to  do  the  greatest  good 
— and  what  a  fine  thing  this  would  be!  But 
in  reality  they  can  do  neither;  for  they  cannot 
make  a  man  either  wise  or  foolish;  and  what 
ever  they  do  is  the  result  of  chance. 

Cr.  Well,  I  will  not  dispute  with  you;  but 
please  to  tell  me,  Socrates,  whether  you  are  not 
acting  out  of  regard  to  me  and  your  other 
friends:  are  you  not  afraid  that  if  you  escape 
from  prison  we  may  get  into  trouble  with  the 
informers  for  having  stolen  you  away,  and  lose 
either  the  whole  or  a  great  part  of  our  property; 
or  that  even  a  worse  evil  may  happen  to  us? 
[45]  Now,  if  you  (ear  on  our  account,  be  at 
ease;  for  in  order  to  save  you,  we  ought  surely 
to  run  this,  or  even  a  greater  risk;  be  persuaded, 
then,  and  do  as  I  say. 

Soc.  Yes,  Crito,  that  is  one  fear  which  you 
mention,  but  by  no  means  the  only  one. 

Cr,  Fear  not — there  are  persons  who  are  will 
ing  to  get  you  out  of  prison  at  no  great  cost; 
and  as  for  the  informers,  they  are  far  from  be 
ing  exorbitant  in  their  demands — -a  little  money 
will  satisfy  them.  My  means,  which  are  certain 
ly  ample,  are  at  your  service,  and  if  you  have 
a  scruple  about  spending  all  mine,  here  are 
strangers  who  will  give  you  the  use  of  theirs; 
and  one  of  them,  Simmias  the  Thcban,  has 
brought  a  large  sum  of  money  for  this  very 
purpose;  and  Cebes  and  many  others  are  pre 
pared  to  spend  their  money  in  helping  you  to 
escape.  I  say,  therefore,  clo  not  hesitate  on  our 
account,  and  do  not  say,  as  you  did  in  the 
court,1  that  you  will  have  a  difficulty  in  know 
ing  what  to  do  with  yourself  anywhere  else. 
For  men  will  love  you  in  other  places  to  which 
you  may  go,  and  not  in  Athens  only;  there  are 
friends  of  mine  in  Thcssaly,  i£  you  like  to  go 
to  them,  who  will  value  and  protect  you,  and 
no  Thessalian  will  give  you  any  trouble.  Nor 
can  I  think  that  you  are  at  all  justified,  Socrates, 
in  betraying  your  own  life  when  you  might  be 
saved;  in  acting  thus  you  are  playing  into  the 
hands  of  your  enemies,  who  are  hurrying  on 
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your  destruction.  And  further  I  should  say  that 
you  are  deserting  your  own  children;  for  you 
might  bring  them  up  and  educate  them;  in 
stead  of  which  you  go  away  and  leave  them, 
and  they  will  have  to  take  their  chance;  and 
if  they  do  not  meet  with  the  usual  fate  of  or 
phans,  there  will  be  small  thanks  to  you.  No 
man  should  bring  children  into  the  world  who 
is  unwilling  to  persevere  to  the  end  in  their 
nurture  and  education.  But  you  appear  to  be 
choosing  the  easier  part,  not  the  better  and 
manlier,  which  would  have  been  more  becom 
ing  in  one  who  professes  to  care  for  virtue  in 
all  his  actions,  like  yourself.  And  indeed,  I  am 
ashamed  not  only  of  you,  but  of  us  who  are 
your  friends,  when  I  reflect  that  the  whole 
business  will  be  attributed  entirely  to  our  want 
of  courage.  The  trial  need  never  have  come  on, 
or  might  have  been  managed  differently;  and 
this  last  act,  or  crowning  folly,  will  seem  to 
have  occurred  through  our  negligence  and 
cowardice,  who  might  have  saved  you,  [46]  if 
we  had  been  good  for  anything;  and  you  might 
have  saved  yourself,  for  there  was  no  difficulty 
at  all.  See  now,  Socrates,  how  sad  and  discredit 
able  are  the  consequences,  both  to  us  and  you. 
Make  up  your  mind  then,  or  rather  have  your 
mind  already  made  up,  for  the  time  of  deliber 
ation  is  over,  and  there  is  only  one  thing  to  be 
done,  which  must  be  done  this  very  night,  and 
if  we  delay  at  all  will  be  no  longer  practicable 
or  possible;  I  beseech  you  therefore,  Socrates, 
be  persuaded  by  me,  and  do  as  I  say. 

Soc.  Dear  Crito,  your  zeal  is  invaluable,  if  a 
right  one;  but  if  wrong,  the  greater  the  zeal 
the  greater  the  danger;  and  therefore  we  ought 
to  consider  whether  I  shall  or  shall  not  do  as 
you  say.  For  I  am  and  always  have  been  one  of 
those  natures  who  must  be  guided  by  reason, 
whatever  the  reason  may  be  which  upon  re 
flection  appears  to  me  to  be  the  best;  and  now 
that  this  chance  has  befallen  me,  1  cannot  re 
pudiate  my  own  words:  the  principles  which 
I  have  hithert6  honoured  and  revered  1  still 
honour,  and  unless  we  can  at  once  find  other 
and  better  principles,  I  am  certain  not  to  agree 
with  you;  no,  not  even  if  the  power  of  the  mul 
titude  could  inflict  many  more  imprisonments, 
confiscations,  deaths,  frightening  us  like  chil 
dren  with  hobgoblin  terrors.1"'  What  will  be  the 
fairest  way  of  considering  the  question?  Shall 
I  return  to  your  old  argument  about  the  opin 
ions  of  men? — we  were  saying  that  some  of 
them  are  to  be  regarded,  and  others  not.  Now 
were  we  right  in  maintaining  this  before  I  was 
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condemned  ?  And  has  the  argument  which  was 
once  good  now  proved  to  be  talk  for  the  sake 
of  talking — mere  childish  nonsense?  That  is 
what  I  want  to  consider  with  your  help,  Crito: 
— whether,  under  my  present  circumstances, 
the  argument  appears  to  be  in  any  way  differ 
ent  or  not;  and  is  to  be  allowed  by  me  or  dis 
allowed.  That  argument,  which,  as  I  believe, 
is  maintained  by  many  persons  of  authority, 
was  to  the  effect,  as  I  was  saying,  that  the  opin 
ions  of  some  men  are  to  be  regarded,  and  of 
other  men  not  to  be  regarded.  Now  you,  Crito, 
are  not  going  to  die  to-morrow — at  least,  [qj] 
there  is  no  human  probability  of  this — and 
therefore  you  are  disinterested  and  not  liable  to 
be  deceived  by  the  circumstances  in  which  you 
are  placed.  Tell  me  then,  whether  I  am  right  in 
saying  that  some  opinions,  and  the  opinions  of 
some  men  only,  are  to  be  valued,  and  that  other 
opinions,  and  the  opinions  of  other  men,  are 
not  to  be  valued.  I  ask  you  whether  I  was  right 
in  maintaining  this? 

Cr.  Certainly. 

Soc.  The  good  are  to  be  regarded,  and  not 
the  bad? 

Cr.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  the  opinions  of  the  wise  are  good, 
and  the  opinions  of  the  unwise  are  evil? 

Cr.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  what  was  said  about  another  mat 
ter?  Is  the  pupil  who  devotes  himself  to  the 
practice  of  gymnastics  supposed  to  attend  to 
the  praise  and  blame  and  opinion  of  every  man, 
or  of  one  man  only — his  physician  or  trainer, 
whoever  he  may  be? 

Cr.  Of  one  man  only. 

Soc.  And  he  ought  to  fear  the  censure  and 
welcome  the  praise  of  that  one  only,  and  not 
of  the  many? 

Cr.  Clearly  so. 

Soc.  And  he  ought  to  act  and  train,  and  eat 
and  drink  in  the  way  which  seems  good  to  his 
single  master  who  has  understanding,  rather 
than  according  to  the  opinion  of  all  other  men 
put  together? 

Cr.  True. 

Soc.  And  if  he  disobeys  and  disregards  the 
opinion  and  approval  of  the  one,  and  regards 
the  opinion  of  the  many  who  have  no  under 
standing,  will  he  not  suffer  evil? 

Cr.  Certainly  he  will. 

Soc.  And  what  will  the  evil  be,  whither  tend 
ing  and  what  affecting,  in  the  disobedient  per 
son? 

Cr.  Clearly,  affecting  the  body;  that  is  what 
is  destroyed  by  the  evil. 


Soc.  Very  good;  and  is  not  this  true,  Crito, 
of  other  things  which  we  need  not  separately 
enumerate?  In  questions  of  just  and  unjust, 
fair  and  foul,  good  and  evil,  which  are  the  sub 
jects  of  our  present  consultation,  ought  we  to 
follow  the  opinion  of  the  many  and  to  fear 
them;  or  the  opinion  of  the  one  man  who  has 
understanding?  ought  we  not  to  fear  and  rev 
erence  him  more  than  all  the  rest  of  the  world: 
and  if  we  desert  him  shall  we  not  destroy  and 
injure  that  principle  in  us  which  may  be  as 
sumed  to  be  improved  by  justice  and  deterio 
rated  by  injustice; — there  is  such  a  principle? 

Cr.  Certainly  there  is,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Take  a  parallel  instance: — if,  acting 
under  the  advice  of  those  who  have  no  under 
standing,  we  destroy  that  which  is  improved 
by  health  and  is  deteriorated  by  disease,  would 
life  be  worth  having?  And  that  which  has  been 
destroyed  is — the  body? 

Cr.  Yes. 

Soc.  Could  we  live,  having  an  evil  and  cor 
rupted  body? 

Cr.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  And  will  life  be  worth  having,  if  that 
higher  part  of  man  be  destroyed,  which  is  im 
proved  by  justice  and  depraved  by  injustice? 
Do  we  suppose  that  principle,  [48]  whatever 
it  may  be  in  man,  which  has  to  do  with  justice 
and  injustice,  to  be  inferior  to  the  body? 

Cr.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  More  honourable  than  the  body? 

Cr.  Far  more. 

Soc.  Then,  my  friend,  we  must  not  regard 
what  the  many  say  of  us:  but  what  he,  the  one 
man  who  has  understanding  of  just  and  un 
just,  will  say,  and  what  the  truth  will  say.  And 
therefore  you  begin  in  error  when  you  advise 
that  we  should  regard  the  opinion  of  the  many 
about  just  and  unjust,  good  and  evil,  honour 
able  and  dishonourable. — "Well,"  some  one 
will  say,  "but  the  many  can  kill  us." 

Cr.  Yes,  Socrates;  that  will  clearly  be  the  an 
swer. 

Soc.  And  it  is  true:  but  still  I  find  with  sur 
prise  that  the  old  argument  is  unshaken  as 
ever.  And  I  should  like  to  know  whether  I  may 
say  the  same  of  another  proposition — that  not 
life,  but  a  good  life,  is  to  be  chiefly  valued? 

Cr.  Yes,  that  also  remains  unshaken. 

Soc.  And  a  good  life  is  equivalent  to  a  just 
and  honourable  one — that  holds  also  ? 

Cr.  Yes,  it  does. 

Soc.  From  these  premisses  I  proceed  to  argue 
the  question  whether  I  ought  or  ought  not  to 
try  and  escape  without  the  consent  of  the 
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Athenians:  and  if  I  am  clearly  right  in  escaping, 
then  I  will  make  the  attempt;  but  if  not,  I  will 
abstain.  The  other  considerations  which  you 
mention,  o£  money  and  loss  of  character  and 
the  duty  of  educating  one's  children,  are,  I  fear, 
only  the  doctrines  of  the  multitude,  who  would 
be  as  ready  to  restore  people  to  life,  if  they  were 
able,  as  they  are  to  put  them  to  death — and 
with  as  little  reason.  But  now,  since  the  argu 
ment  has  thus  far  prevailed,  the  only  question 
which  remains  to  be  considered  is,  whether  we 
shall  do  rightly  either  in  escaping  or  in  suffer 
ing  others  to  aid  in  our  escape  and  paying 
them  in  money  and  thanks,  or  whether  in  real 
ity  we  shall  not  do  rightly;  and  if  the  latter, 
then  death  or  any  other  calamity  which  may 
ensue  on  my  remaining  here  must  not  be  al 
lowed  to  enter  into  the  calculation. 

Cr.  I  think  that  you  are  right,  Socrates;  how 
then  shall  we  proceed? 

Soc.  Let  us  consider  the  matter  together,  and 
do  you  either  refute  me  if  you  can,  and  I  will 
be  convinced;  or  else  cease,  my  dear  friend, 
from  repeating  to  me  that  I  ought  to  escape 
against  the  wishes  of  the  Athenians:  for  I 
highly  value  your  attempts  to  persuade  rne  to 
do  so,  but  I  may  not  be  persuaded  against  my 
own  better  judgment,  [49]  And  now  please  to 
consider  my  first  position,  and  try  how  you  can 
best  answer  me. 

Cr.  I  will. 

Soc.  Are  we  to  say  that  we  are  never  inten 
tionally  to  do  wrong,  or  that  in  one  way  we 
ought  and  in  another  we  ought  not  to  do 
wrong,  or  is  doing  wrong  always  evil  and  dis 
honourable,  as  I  was  just  now  saying,  and  as 
has  been  already  acknowledged  by  us?  Are  all 
our  former  admissions  which  were  made  with 
in  a  few  clays  to  be  thrown  away?  And  have  we, 
at  our  age,  been  earnestly  discoursing  with  one 
another  all  our  life  long  only  to  discover  that 
we  are  no  better  than  children?  Or,  in  spite  of 
the  opinion  of  the  many,  and  in  spite  of  con 
sequences  whether  better  or  worse,  shall  we  in 
sist  on  the  truth  of  what  was  then  said,  that 
injustice  is  always  an  evil  and  dishonour  to 
him  who  acts  unjustly?  Shall  we  say  so  or  not? 

Cr.  Yes. 

Soc.  Then  we  must  do  no  wrong? 

Cr.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  Nor  when  injured  injure  in  return,  as 
the  many  imagine;  for  we  must  injure  no  one 
at  all?1 

Cr.  Clearly  not, 

Soc.  Again,  Crito,  may  we  do  evil  ? 

1  OF.  Republic,  i.  335, 


Cr.  Surely  not,  Socrates. 

Soc.  And  what  of  doing  evil  in  return  for 
evil,  which  is  the  morality  of  the  many — is  that 
just  or  not? 

Cr.  Not  just. 

Soc.  For  doing  evil  to  another  is  the  same 
as  injuring  him? 

Cr.  Very  true. 

Soc.  Then  we  ought  not  to  retaliate  or  render 
evil  for  evil  to  any  one,  whatever  evil  we  may 
have  suffered  from  him.  But  I  would  have  you 
consider,  Crito,  whether  you  really  mean  what 
you  are  saying.  For  this  opinion  has  never  been 
held,  and  never  will  be  held,  by  any  consider 
able  number  of  persons;  and  those  who  are 
agreed  and  those  who  are  not  agreed  upon  this 
point  have  no  common  ground,  and  can  only 
despise  one  another  when  they  see  how  widely 
they  differ.  Tell  me,  then,  whether  you  agree 
with  and  assent  to  my  first  principle,  that  neither 
injury  nor  retaliation  nor  warding  off  evil  by 
evil  is  ever  right.  And  shall  that  be  the  premiss 
of  our  argument?  Or  do  you  decline  and  dissent 
from  this  ?  For  so  I  have  ever  thought,  and  con 
tinue  to  think;  but,  if  you  are  of  another  opin 
ion,  let  me  hear  what  you  have  to  say.  If,  how 
ever,  you  remain  of  the  same  mind  as  formerly, 
I  will  proceed  to  the  next  step. 

Cr.  You  may  proceed,  for  I  have  not 
changed  my  mind. 

Soc.  Then  I  will  go  on  to  the  next  point, 
which  may  be  put  in  the  form  of  a  question: — 
Ought  a  man  to  do  what  he  admits  to  be  right, 
or  ought  he  to  betray  the  right? 

Cr.  He  ought  to  do  what  he  thinks  right. 

Soc.  But  if  this  is  true,  what  is  the  applica 
tion?  In  leaving  the  prison  against  the  will  of 
the  Athenians,  /50/  do  I  wrong  any?  or  rather 
do  I  not  wrong  those  whom  I  ought  least  to 
wrong?  Do  I  not  desert  the  principles  which 
were  acknowledged  by  us  to  be  just — what  do 
you  say? 

Cr.  I  cannot  tell,  Socrates;  for  T  do  not  know. 

Soc,  Then  consider  the  matter  in  this  way: — 
Imagine  that  I  am  about  to  play  truant  (you 
may  call  the  proceeding  by  any  name  which 
you  like),  and  the  laws  and  the  government 
come  and  interrogate  rne:  "Tell  us,  Socrates," 
they  say;  "what  arc  you  about?  are  you  not 
going  by  an  act  of  yours  to  overturn  us— the 
laws,  and  the  whole  state,  as  far  as  in  you  lies? 
Do  you  imagine  that  a  state  can  subsist  and  not 
be  overthrown,  in  which  the  decisions  of  law 
have  no  power,  but  are  set  aside  and  trampled 
upon  by  individuals?*'  What  will  be  our  an 
swer,  Crito,  to  these  and  the  like  words?  Any 
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one,  and  especially  a  rhetorician,  will  have  a 
good  deal  to  say  on  behalf  of  the  law  which  re 
quires  a  sentence  to  be  carried  out.  He  will 
argue  that  this  law  should  not  be  set  aside;  and 
shall  we  reply,  "Yes;  but  the  state  has  injured 
us  and  given  an  unjust  sentence."  Suppose  I 
say  that? 

Cr.  Very  good,  Socrates. 

Sac.  "And  was  that  our  agreement  with 
you?"  the  law  would  answer;  "or  were  you  to 
abide  by  the  sentence  of  the  state?"  And  if  I 
were  to  express  my  astonishment  at  their 
words,  the  law  would  probably  add:  "Answer, 
Socrates,  instead  of  opening  your  eyes — you 
are  in  the  habit  of  asking  and  answering  ques 
tions.  Tell  us, — What  complaint  have  you  to 
make  against  us  which  justifies  you  in  attempt 
ing  to  destroy  us  and  the  state?  In  the  first  place 
did  we  not  bring  you  into  existence?  Your 
father  married  your  mother  by  our  aid  and 
begat  you.  Say  whether  you  have  any  objection 
to  urge  against  those  of  us  who  regulate  mar 
riage?"  None,  I  should  reply.  "Or  against  those 
of  us  who  after  birth  regulate  the  nurture  and 
education  of  children,  in  which  you  also  were 
trained?  Were  not  the  laws,  which  have  the 
charge  of  education,  right  in  commanding 
your  father  to  train  you  in  music  and  gym 
nastic?"  Right,  I  should  reply.  "Well  then, 
since  you  were  brought  into  the  world  and 
nurtured  and  educated  by  us,  can  you  deny  in 
the  first  place  that  you  are  our  child  and  slave, 
as  your  fathers  were  before  you?  And  if  this 
is  true  you  are  not  on  equal  terms  with  us;  nor 
can  you  think  that  you  have  a  right  to  do  to 
us  what  we  are  doing  to  you.  Would  you  have 
any  right  to  strike  or  revile  or  do  any  other  evil 
to  your  father  or  your  master,  if  you  had  one, 
because  you  have  been  struck  or  reviled  by  him, 
or  received  some  other  evil  at  his  hands? — you 
would  not  say  this?  [51]  And  because  we  think 
right  to  destroy  you,  do  you  think  that  you  have 
any  right  to  destroy  us  in  return,  and  your 
country  as  far  as  in  you  lies?  Will  you,  O  pro 
fessor  of  true  virtue,  pretend  that  you  are  justi 
fied  in  this?  Has  a  philosopher  like  you  failed 
to  discover  that  our  country  is  more  to  be  val 
ued  and  higher  and  holier  far  than  mother  or 
father  or  any  ancestor,  and  more  to  be  regarded 
in  the  eyes  of  the  gods  and  of  men  of  under 
standing?  also  to  be  soothed,  and  gently  and 
reverently  entreated  when  angry,  even  more 
than  a  father,  and  either  to  be  persuaded,  or  if 
not  persuaded,  to  be  obeyed?  And  when  we 
are  punished  by  her,  whether  with  imprison 
ment  or  stripes,  the  punishment  is  to  be  en 


dured  in  silence:  and  if  she  leads  us  to  wounds 
or  death  in  batde,  thither  we  follow  as  is  right; 
neither  may  any  one  yield  or  retreat  or  leave  his 
rank,  but  whether  in  batde  or  in  a  court  of 
law,  or  in  any  other  place,  he  must  do  what  his 
city  and  his  country  order  him;  or  he  must 
change  their  view  of  what  is  just:  and  if  he 
may  do  no  violence  to  his  father  or  mother, 
much  less  may  he  do  violence  to  his  country." 
What  answer  shall  we  make  to  this,  Crito?  Do 
the  laws  speak  truly,  or  do  they  not? 

Cr.  I  think  that  they  do. 

Soc.  Then  the  laws  will  say,  "Consider,  Soc 
rates,  if  we  are  speaking  truly  that  in  your  pres 
ent  attempt  you  are  going  to  do  us  an  injury. 
For,  having  brought  you  into  the  world,  and 
nurtured  and  educated  you,  and  given  you  and 
every  other  citizen  a  share  in  every  good  which 
we  had  to  give,  we  further  proclaim  to  any 
Athenian  by  the  liberty  which  we  allow  him, 
that  if  he  does  not  like  us  when  he  has  become 
of  age  and  has  seen  the  ways  of  the  city,  and 
made  our  acquaintance,  he  may  go  where  he 
pleases  and  take  his  goods  with  him.  None  of 
us  laws  will  forbid  him  or  interfere  with  him. 
Any  one  who  does  not  like  us  and  the  city, 
and  who  wants  to  emigrate  to  a  colony  or  to 
any  other  city,  may  go  where  he  likes,  retain 
ing  his  property.  But  he  who  has  experience 
of  the  manner  in  which  we  order  justice  and 
administer  the  state,  and  still  remains,  has  en 
tered  into  an  implied  contract  that  he  will  do 
as  we  command  him.  And  he  who  disobeys  us 
is,  as  we  maintain,  thrice  wrong;  first,  because 
in  disobeying  us  he  is  disobeying  his  parents; 
secondly,  because  we  are  the  authors  of  his  edu 
cation;  thirdly,  because  he  has  made  an  agree 
ment  with  us  that  he  will  duly  obey  our  com 
mands;  ^527  and  he  neither  obeys  them  nor 
convinces  us  that  our  commands  are  unjust; 
and  we  do  not  rudely  impose  them,  but  give 
him  the  alternative  of  obeying  or  convincing 
us; — that  is  what  we  offer,  and  he  does  neither. 

"These  are  the  sort  of  accusations  to  which, 
as  we  were  saying,  you,  Socrates,  will  be  ex 
posed  if  you  accomplish  your  intentions;  you 
above  all  other  Athenians."  Suppose  now  I  ask, 
why  I  rather  than  anybody  else?  they  will  just 
ly  retort  upon  me  that  I  above  all  other  men 
have  acknowledged  the  agreement.  "There  is 
clear  proof,"  they  will  say,  "Socrates,  that  w<? 
and  the  city  were  not  displeasing  to  you.  Of 
all  Athenians  you  have  been  the  most  constant 
resident  in  the  city,  which,  as  you  never  leave, 
you  may  be  supposed  to  love.1  For  you  never 
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went  out  of  the  city  either  to  see  the  games, 
except  once  when  you  went  to  the  Isthmus,  or 
to  any  other  place  unless  when  you  were  on 
military  service;  nor  did  you  travel  as  other 
men  do.  Nor  had  you  any  curiosity  to  know 
other  states  or  their  laws:  your  affections  did 
not  go  beyond  us  and  our  state;  we  were  your 
special  favourites,  and  you  acquiesced  in  our 
government  of  you;  and  here  in  this  city  you 
begat  your  children,  which  is  a  proof  of  your 
satisfaction.  Moreover,  you  might  in  the  course 
of  the  trial,  if  you  had  liked,  have  fixed  the 
penalty  at  banishment;  the  state  which  refuses 
to  let  you  go  now  would  have  let  you  go  then. 
But  you  pretended  that  you  preferred  death  to 
exile,1  and  that  you  were  not  unwilling  to  die. 
And  now  you  have  forgotten  these  fine  senti 
ments,  and  pay  no  respect  to  us  the  laws,  of 
whom  you  are  the  destroyer;  and  are  doing 
what  only  a  miserable  slave  would  do,  running 
away  and  turning  your  back  upon  the  com 
pacts  and  agreements  which  you  made  as  a 
citizen.  And  first  of  all  answer  this  very  ques 
tion:  Are  we  right  in  saying  that  you  agreed  to 
be  governed  according  to  us  in  deed,  and  not 
in  word  only?  Is  that  true  or  not?"  How  shall 
we  answer,  Crito?  Must  we  not  assent? 

Cr.  We  cannot  help  it,  Socrates. 

Soc,  Then  will  they  not  say:  "You,  Socrates, 
are  breaking  the  covenants  and  agreements 
which  you  made  with  us  at  your  leisure,  not 
in  any  haste  or  under  any  compulsion  or  decep 
tion,  but  after  you  have  had  seventy  years  to 
think  o£  them,  during  which  time  you  were  at 
liberty  to  leave  the  city,  if  we  were  not  to  your 
mind,  or  if  our  covenants  appeared  to  you  to 
be  unfair.  You  had  your  choice,  and  might  have 
gone  either  to  Laccdaemon  or  Crete,  both 
which  states  are  often  praised  by  you  for  their 
good  government,  [53]  or  to  some  other  Hel 
lenic  or  foreign  state.  Whereas  you,  above  all 
other  Athenians,  seemed  to  be  so  fond  of  the 
state,  or,  in  other  words,  of  us  her  laws  (and 
who  would  care  about  a  state  which  has  no 
laws?),  that  you  never  stirred  out  of  her;  the 
halt,  the  blind,  the  maimed  were  not  more  sta 
tionary  in  her  than  you  were.  And  now  you 
run  away  and  forsake  your  agreements.  Not  so, 
Socrates,  if  you  will  take  our  advice;  do  not 
make  yourself  ridiculous  by  escaping  out  of 
the  city. 

"For  just  consider,  if  you  transgress  and  err 
in  this  sort  of  way,  what  good  will  you  do 
either  to  yourself  or  to  your  friends?  That  your 
friends  will  be  driven  into  exile  and  deprived 

1  Cf.  Apology,  37, 


of  citizenship,  or  will  lose  their  property,  is 
tolerably  certain;  and  you  yourself,  if  you  fly 
to  one  of  the  neighbouring  cities,  as,  for  ex 
ample,  Thebes  or  Megara,  both  of  which  are 
well  governed,  will  come  to  them  as  an  enemy, 
Socrates,  and  their  government  will  be  against 
you,  and  all  patriotic  citizens  will  cast  an  evil 
eye  upon  you  as  a  subverter  of  the  laws,  and 
you  will  confirm  in  the  minds  of  the  judges 
the  justice  of  their  own  condemnation  of  you. 
For  he  who  is  a  corrupter  of  the  laws  is  more 
than  likely  to  be  a  corrupter  of  the  young  and 
foolish  portion  of  mankind.  Will  you  then  flee 
from  well-ordered  cities  and  virtuous  men? 
and  is  existence  worth  having  on  these  terms? 
Or  will  you  go  to  them  without  shame,  and 
talk  to  them,  Socrates?  And  what  will  you  say 
to  them?  What  you  say  here  about  virtue  and 
justice  and  institutions  and  laws  being  the  best 
things  among  men?  Would  that  be  decent  of 
you?  Surely  not.  But  if  you  go  away  from  well- 
governed  states  to  Crito's  friends  in  Thessaly, 
where  there  is  great  disorder  and  licence,  they 
will  be  charmed  to  hear  the  tale  of  your  escape 
from  prison,  set  ofl  with  ludicrous  particulars 
of  the  manner  in  which  you  were  wrapped  in 
a  goatskin  or  some  other  disguise,  and  meta 
morphosed  as  the  manner  is  of  runaways;  but 
will  there  be  no  one  to  remind  you  that  in  your 
old  age  you  were  not  ashamed  to  violate  the 
most  sacred  laws  from  a  miserable  desire  of  a 
little  more  life?  Perhaps  not,  if  you  keep  them 
in  a  good  temper;  but  if  they  are  out  of  temper 
you  will  hear  many  degrading  things;  you  will 
live,  but  how? — as  the  flatterer  of  all  men,  and 
the  servant  of  all  men;  and  doing  what? — eat 
ing  and  drinking  in  Thessaly,  having  gone 
abroad  in  order  that  you  may  get  a  dinner.  And 
where  will  be  your  fine  sentiments  about  justice 
and  virtue?  [$4]  Say  that  you  wish  to  live  for 
the  sake  of  your  children — you  want  to  bring 
them  up  and  educate  them — will  you  take 
them  into  Thessaly  and  deprive  them  of  Athe 
nian  citizenship  ?  I s  this  the  benefit  which  you 
will  confer  upon  them?  Or  are  you  under  the 
impression  that  they  will  be  better  cared  for 
and  educated  here  if  you  are  still  alive,  al 
though  absent  from  them;  (or  your  friends  will 
take  care  of  them?  Do  you  fancy  that  if  you  are 
an  inhabitant  of  Thessaly  they  will  take  care  of 
them,  and  if  you  arc  an  inhabitant  of  the  other 
world  that  they  will  not  take  care  of  them? 
Nay;  but  if  they  who  call  themselves  friends 
are  good  for  anything,  they  will — to  be  sure 
they  will. 
"Listen,  then,  Socrates,  to  us  who  have 
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brought  you  up.  Think  not  of  life  and  children 
first,  and  of  justice  afterwards,  but  of  justice 
first,  that  you  may  be  justified  before  the  princes 
of  the  world  below.  For  neither  will  you  nor 
any  that  belong  to  you  be  happier  or  holier  or 
juster  in  this  life,  or  happier  in  another,  if  you 
do  as  Crito  bids.  Now  you  depart  in  innocence, 
a  sufferer  and  not  a  doer  of  evil;  a  victim,  not  of 
the  laws  but  of  men.  But  if  you  go  forth,  re 
turning  evil  for  evil,  and  injury  for  injury, 
breaking  the  covenants  and  agreements  which 
you  have  made  with  us,  and  wronging  those 
whom  you  ought  least  of  all  to  wrong,  that  is 
to  say,  yourself,  your  friends,  your  country, 
and  us,  we  shall  be  angry  with  you  while  you 


live,  and  our  brethren,  the  laws  In  the  world 
below,  will  receive  you  as  an  enemy;  for  they 
will  know  that  you  have  done  your  best  to 
destroy  us.  Listen,  then,  to  us  and  not  to 
Crito." 

This,  dear  Crito,  is  the  voice  which  I  seem  to 
hear  murmuring  in  my  ears,  like  the  sound  of 
the  flute  in  the  ears  of  the  mystic;  that  voice,  I 
say,  is  humming  in  my  ears,  and  prevents  me 
from  hearing  any  other.  And  I  know  that  any 
thing  more  which  you  may  say  will  be  vain. 
Yet  speak,  if  you  have  anything  to  say. 

Cr.  I  have  nothing  to  say,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Leave  me  then,  Crito,  to  fulfil  the  will 
of  God,  and  to  follow  whither  he  leads. 


PHAEDO 


PERSONS  OF  THE  DIALOGUE:  PHAEDO,  who  is  the  narrator  of  the  Dialogue  to  Echecrates  of 
Phlius;  SOCRATES;  APOLLODORUS;  SIMMIAS;  CEBES;  CRITO;  ATTENDANT  OF  THE  PRISON. 
Scene:  The  Prison  of  Socrates;  Place  of  the  Narration:  Phlius 


[57]  Echecrates.  WERE  you  yourself ,  Phaedo, 
in  the  prison  with  Socrates  on  the  day  when  he 
drank  the  poison? 

Phaedo.  Yes,  Echecrates,  I  was. 

Ech.  I  should  so  like  to  hear  about  his  death. 
What  did  he  say  in  his  last  hours?  We  were 
informed  that  he  died  by  taking  poison,  but  no 
one  knew  anything  more;  for  no  Phliasian  ever 
goes  to  Athens  now,  and  it  is  a  long  time  since 
any  stranger  from  Athens  has  found  his  way 
hither;  so  that  we  had  no  clear  account. 

[58]  Phaed.  Did  you  not  hear  of  the  pro 
ceedings  at  the  trial  ? 

Ech.  Yes;  some  one  told  us  about  the  trial, 
and  we  could  not  understand  why,  having  been 
condemned,  he  should  have  been  put  to  death, 
not  at  the  time,  but  long  afterwards.  What 
was  the  reason  of  this? 

Phaed.  An  accident,  Echecrates:  the  stern  of 
the  ship  which  the  Athenians  send  to  Delos 
happened  to  have  been  crowned  on  the  day  be 
fore  he  was  tried. 

Ech.  What  is  this  ship? 

Phaed.  It  is  the  ship  in  which,  according  to 
Athenian  tradition,  Theseus  went  to  Crete 
when  he  took  with  him  the  fourteen  youths, 
and  was  the  saviour  of  them  and  of  himself. 
And  they  are  said  to  have  vowed  to  Apollo  at 
the  time,  that  if  they  were  saved  they  would 
send  a  yearly  mission  to  Delos.  Now  this  cus 
tom  still  continues,  and  the  whole  period  of 
the  voyage  to  and  from  Delos,  beginning  when 
the  priest  of  Apollo  crowns  the  stern  of  the 
ship,  is  a  holy  season,  during  which  the  city  is 
not  allowed  to  be  polluted  by  public  executions; 


and  when  the  vessel  is  detained  by  contrary 
winds,  the  time  spent  in  going  and  returning  is 
very  considerable.  As  I  was  saying,  the  ship 
was  crowned  on  the  day  before  the  trial,  and 
this  was  the  reason  why  Socrates  lay  in  prison 
and  was  not  put  to  death  until  long  after  he 
was  condemned. 

Ech.  What  was  the  manner  of  his  death, 
Phaedo?  What  was  said  or  done?  And  which 
of  his  friends  were  with  him?  Or  did  the 
authorities  forbid  them  to  be  present — so  that 
he  had  no  friends  near  him  when  he  died? 

Phaed.  No;  there  were  several  of  them  with 
him. 

Ech.  If  you  have  nothing  to  do,  I  wish  that 
you  would  tell  me  what  passed,  as  exactly  as 
you  can. 

Phaed.  I  have  nothing  at  all  to  do,  and  will 
try  to  gratify  your  wish.  To  be  reminded  of 
Socrates  is  always  the  greatest  delight  to  me, 
whether  I  speak  myself  or  hear  another  speak 
of  him. 

Ech.  You  will  have  listeners  who  are  of  the 
same  mind  with  you,  and  I  hope  that  you  will 
be  as  exact  as  you  can. 

Phaed.  I  had  a  singular  feeling  at  being  in 
his  company.  For  I  could  hardly  believe  that 
I  was  present  at  the  death  of  a  friend,  and 
therefore  I  did  not  pity  him,  Echecrates;  he 
died  so  fearlessly,  and  his  words  and  bearing 
were  so  noble  and  gracious,  that  to  me  he  ap 
peared  blessed.  I  thought  that  in  going  to  the 
other  world  he  could  not  be  without  a  divine 
call,  [$(}J  and  that  he  would  be  happy,  if  any 
man  ever  was,  when  he  arrived  there;  and 
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therefore  I  did  not  pity  him  as  might  have 
seemed  natural  at  such  an  hour.  But  I  had  not 
the  pleasure  which  I  usually  feel  in  philosophi 
cal  discourse  (for  philosophy  was  the  theme  of 
which  we  spoke).  I  was  pleased,  but  in  the 
pleasure  there  was  also  a  strange  admixture  of 
pain;  for  I  reflected  that  he  was  soon  to  die,  and 
this  double  feeling  was  shared  by  us  all;  we 
were  laughing  and  weeping  by  turns,  espe 
cially  the  excitable  Apollodorus — you  know  the 
sort  of  man? 

Ech.  Yes. 

Phacd.  He  was  quite  beside  himself;  and  I 
and  all  of  us  were  gready  moved. 

Ech,  Who  were  present? 

Phaed.  Of  native  Athenians  there  were,  be 
sides  Apollodorus,  Critobulus  and  his  father 
Crito,  Hermogenes,  Epigenes,  Aeschines,  An- 
tisthenes;  likewise  Ctesippus  of  the  deme  of 
Paeania,  Menexenus,  and  some  others;  Plato, 
if  I  am  not  mistaken,  was  ill. 

Ech.  Were  there  any  strangers? 

Phaed.  Yes,  there  were;  Simmias  the  Theban, 
and  Cebes,  and  Phaedondes;  Euclid  and  Terp- 
sion,  who  came  from  Megara. 

Ech.  And  was  Aristippus  there,  and  Cleom- 
brotus  ? 

Phaed.  No,  they  were  said  to  be  in  Aegina. 

Ech.  Any  one  else? 

Phaed.  I  think  that  these  were  nearly  all. 

Ech.  Well,  and  what  did  you  talk  about? 

Phacd.  I  will  begin  at  the  beginning,  and 
endeavour  to  repeat  the  entire  conversation. 
On  the  previous  days  we  had  been  in  the  habit 
of  assembling  early  in  the  morning  at  the  court 
in  which  the  trial  took  place,  and  which  is  not 
far  from  the  prison.  There  we  used  to  wait 
talking  with  one  another  until  the  opening  of 
the  doors  (for  they  were  not  opened  very 
early);  then  we  went  in  and  generally  passed 
the  day  with  Socrates.  On  the  last  morning  we 
assembled  sooner  than  usual,  having  heard  on 
the  day  before  when  we  quitted  the  prison  in 
the  evening  that  the  sacred  ship  had  come  from 
Delos;  and  so  we  arranged  to  meet  very  early 
at  the  accustomed  place.  On  our  arrival  the 
jailer  who  answered  the  door,  instead  of  ad 
mitting  us,  came  out  and  told  us  to  stay  until 
he  called  us  "For  the  Eleven,"  he  said,  "are 
now  with  Socrates;  they  are  taking  off  his 
chains,  and  giving  orders  that  he  is  to  die  to 
day."  He  soon  returned  and  said  that  we  might 
come  in.  [60]  On  entering  we  found  Socrates 
just  released  from  chains,  and  Xanthippe,  whom 
you  know,  sitting  by  him,  and  holding  his  child 
in  her  arms.  When  she  saw  us  she  uttered  a 


cry  and  said,  as  women  will:  "O  Socrates,  this 
is  the  last  time  that  either  you  will  converse 
with  your  friends,  or  they  with  you."  Socrates 
turned  to  Crito  and  said:  "Crito,  let  some  one 
take  her  home."  Some  of  Crito's  people  accord 
ingly  led  her  away,  crying  out  and  beating  her 
self.  And  when  she  was  gone,  Socrates,  sitting 
up  on  the  couch,  bent  and  rubbed  his  leg,  say 
ing,  as  he  was  rubbing:  How  singular  is  the 
thing  called  pleasure,  and  how  curiously  re 
lated  to  pain,  which  might  be  thought  to  be 
the  opposite  of  it;  for  they  are  never  present 
to  a  man  at  the  same  instant,  and  yet  he  who 
pursues  either  is  generally  compelled  to  take 
the  other;  their  bodies  are  two,  but  they  are 
joined  by  a  single  head.  And  I  cannot  help 
thinking  that  if  Aesop  had  remembered  them, 
he  would  have  made  a  fable  about  God  trying 
to  reconcile  their  strife,  and  how,  when  he 
could  not,  he  fastened  their  heads  together; and 
this  is  the  reason  why  when  one  comes  the 
other  follows:  as  I  know  by  my  own  experience 
now,  when  after  the  pain  in  my  leg  which  was 
caused  by  the  chain,  pleasure  appears  to  suc 
ceed. 

Upon  this  Cebes  said:  I  am  glad,  Socrates, 
that  you  have  mentioned  the  name  of  Aesop. 
For  it  reminds  me  of  a  question  which  has 
been  asked  by  many,  and  was  asked  of  me  only 
the  day  before  yesterday  by  Evenus  the  poet — 
he  will  be  sure  to  ask  it  again,  and  therefore 
if  you  would  like  me  to  have  an  answer  ready 
for  him,  you  may  as  well  tell  me  what  I  should 
say  to  him: — he  wanted  to  know  why  you, 
who  never  before  wrote  a  line  of  poetry,  now 
that  you  are  in  prison  are  turning  Aesop's  fa 
bles  into  verse,  and  also  composing  that  hyrnn 
in  honour  of  Apollo. 

Tell  him,  Cebes,  he  replied,  what  is  the  truth 
— that  I  had  no  idea  of  rivalling  him  or  his 
poems;  to  do  so,  as  I  knew,  would  be  no  easy 
task.  But  I  wanted  to  see  whether  I  could  purge 
away  a  scruple  which  I  felt  about  the  meaning 
of  certain  dreams.  In  the  course  of  my  life  I 
have  often  had  intimations  in  dreams  "that  I 
should  compose  music."  The  same  dream  came 
to  me  sometimes  in  one  form,  and  sometimes 
in  another,  but  always  saying  the  same  or  near 
ly  the  same  words:  "Cultivate  and  make  mu 
sic,"  said  the  dream.  And  hitherto  I  had  imag 
ined  that  this  was  only  intended  to  exhort  and 
encourage  me  in  the  study  of  philosophy,  which 
has  been  the  pursuit  of  my  life,  [61]  and  is  the 
noblest  and  best  of  music.  The  dream  was  bid 
ding  me  do  what  I  was  already  doing,  in  the 
same  way  that  the  competitor  in  a  race  is  bid- 
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den  by  the  spectators  to  run  when  he  is  already 
running.  But  I  was  not  certain  of  this;  for  the 
dream  might  have  meant  music  in  the  popular 
sense  of  the  word,  and  being  under  sentence 
of  death,  and  the  festival  giving  me  a  respite, 
I  thought  that  it  would  be  safer  for  me  to  satisfy 
the  scruple,  and,  in  obedience  to  the  dream,  to 
compose  a  few  verses  before  I  departed.  And 
first  I  made  a  hymn  in  honour  of  the  god  of 
the  festival,  and  then  considering  that  a  poet, 
if  he  is  really  to  be  a  poet,  should  not  only  put 
together  words,  but  should  invent  stories,  and 
that  I  have  no  invention,  I  took  some  fables  of 
Aesop,  which  I  had  ready  at  hand  and  which  I 
knew — they  were  the  first  I  came  upon — and 
turned  them  into  verse.  Tell  this  to  Evenus, 
Cebes,  and  bid  him  be  of  good  cheer;  say  that 
I  would  have  him  come  after  me  if  he  be  a  wise 
man,  and  not  tarry;  and  that  to-day  I  am  likely 
to  be  going,  for  the  Athenians  say  that  I  must. 
Sirnmias  said:  What  a  message  for  such  a 
man!  having  been  a  frequent  companion  of  his 
I  should  say  that,  as  far  as  I  know  him,  he  will 
never  take  your  advice  unless  he  is  obliged. 

Why,  said  Socrates, — is  not  Evenus  a  philos 
opher  ? 

I  think  that  he  is,  said  Simrnias. 
Then  he,  or  any  man  who  has  the  spirit  of 
philosophy,  will  be  willing  to  die;  but  he  will 
not  take  his  own  life,  for  that  is  held  to  be  un 
lawful. 

Here  he  changed  his  position,  and  put  his  legs 
off  the  couch  on  to  the  ground,  and  during 
the  rest  of  the  conversation  he  remained  sitting. 
Why  do  you  say,  enquired  Cebes,  that  a  man 
ought  not  to  take  his  own  life,  but  that  the 
philosopher  will  be  ready  to  follow  the  dying? 
Socrates  replied:  And  have  you,  Cebes  and 
Simmias,  who  are  the  disciples  of  Philolaus, 
never  heard  him  speak  of  this? 
Yes,  but  his  language  was  obscure,  Socrates. 
My  words,  too,  are  only  an  echo;  but  there 
is  no  reason  why  I  should  not  repeat  what  I 
have  heard:  and  indeed,  as  I  am  going  to  an 
other  place,  it  is  very  meet  for  me  to  be  think 
ing  and  talking  of  the  nature  of  the  pilgrimage 
which  I  am  about  to  make.  What  can  I  do  bet 
ter  in  the  interval  between  this  and  the  setting 
of  the  sun? 

Then  tell  me,  Socrates,  why  is  suicide  held 
to  be  unlawful?  as  1  have  certainly  heard  Philo 
laus,  about  whom  you  were  just  now  asking, 
affirm  when  he  was  staying  with  us  at  Thebes; 
and  there  are  others  who  say  the  same,  although 
I  have  never  understood  what  was  meant  by 
any  of  them. 


[62]  Do  not  lose  heart,  replied  Socrates,  and 
the  day  may  come  when  you  will  understand. 
I  suppose  that  you  wonder  why,  when  other 
things  which  are  evil  may  be  good  at  certain 
times  and  to  certain  persons,  death  is  to  be  the 
only  exception,  and  why,  when  a  man  is  bet 
ter  dead,  he  is  not  permitted  to  be  his  own 
benefactor,  but  must  wait  for  the  hand  of  an 
other. 

Very  true,  said  Cebes,  laughing  gently  and 
speaking  in  his  native  Boeotian. 

I  admit  the  appearance  of  inconsistency  in 
what  I  am  saying;  but  there  may  not  be  any 
real  inconsistency  after  all.  There  is  a  doctrine 
whispered  in  secret  that  man  is  a  prisoner  who 
has  no  right  to  open  the  door  and  run  away; 
this  is  a  great  mystery  which  I  do  not  quite 
understand.  Yet  I  too  believe  that  the  gods  are 
our  guardians,  and  that  we  men  are  a  posses 
sion  of  theirs.  Do  you  not  agree? 
Yes,  I  quite  agree,  said  Cebes. 
And  if  one  of  your  own  possessions,  an  ox 
or  an  ass,  for  example,  took  the  liberty  of  put 
ting  himself  out  of  the  way  when  you  had 
given  no  intimation  of  your  wish  that  he  should 
die,  would  you  not  be  angry  with  him,  and 
would  you  not  punish  him  if  you  could? 
Certainly,  replied  Cebes. 
Then,  if  we  look  at  the  matter  thus,  there 
may  be  reason  in  saying  that  a  man  should 
wait,  and  not  take  his  own  life  until  God  sum 
mons  him,  as  he  is  now  summoning  me. 

Yes,  Socrates,  said  Cebes,  there  seems  to  be 
truth  in  what  you  say.  And  yet  how  can  you 
reconcile  this  seemingly  true  belief  that  God  is 
our  guardian  and  we  his  possessions,  with  the 
willingness  to  die  which  you  were  just  now  at 
tributing  to  the  philosopher?  That  the  wisest 
of  men  should  be  willing  to  leave  a  service  in 
which  they  are  ruled  by  the  gods  who  are  the 
best  of  rulers,  is  not  reasonable;  for  surely  no 
wise  man  thinks  that  when  set  at  liberty  he 
can  take  better  care  of  himself  than  the  gods 
take  of  him.  A  fool  may  perhaps  think  so — he 
may  argue  that  he  had  better  run  away  from 
his  master,  not  considering  that  his  duty  is  to 
remain  to  the  end,  and  not  to  run  away  from 
the  good,  and  that  there  would  be  no  sense  in 
his  running  away.  The  wise  man  will  want  to 
be  ever  with  him  who  is  better  than  himself. 
Now  this,  Socrates,  is  the  reverse  of  what  was 
just  now  said;  for  upon  this  view  the  wise  man 
should  sorrow  and  the  fool  rejoice  at  passing 
out  of  life. 

[63]  The  earnestness  of  Cebes  seemed  to 
please  Socrates,  Here,  said  he,  turning  to  us, 
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Is  a  man  who  is  always  enquiring,  and  is  not  so 
easily  convinced  by  the  first  thing  which  he 
hears. 

And  certainly,  added  Simmias,  the  objec 
tion  which  he  is  now  making  does  appear  to 
me  to  have  some  force.  For  what  can  be  the 
meaning  of  a  truly  wise  man  wanting  to  fly 
away  and  lighdy  leave  a  master  who  is  better 
than  himself?  And  I  rather  imagine  that  Cebes 
is  referring  to  you;  he  thinks  that  you  are  too 
ready  to  leave  us,  and  too  ready  to  leave  the 
gods  whom  you  acknowledge  to  be  our  good 
masters. 

Yes,  replied  Socrates;  there  is  reason  in  what 
you  say.  And  so  you  think  that  I  ought  to  an 
swer  your  indictment  as  if  I  were  in  a  court? 

We  should  like  you  to  do  so,  said  Simmias. 

Then  I  must  try  to  make  a  more  successful 
defence  before  you  than  I  did  before  the  judges. 
For  I  am  quite  ready  to  admit,  Simmias  and 
Cebes,  that  I  ought  to  be  grieved  at  death,  if  I 
were  not  persuaded  in  the  first  place  that  I  am 
going  to  other  gods  who  are  wise  and  good  (of 
which  I  am  as  certain  as  I  can  be  of  any  such 
matters),  and  secondly  (though  I  am  not  so 
sure  of  this  last)  to  men  departed,  better  than 
those  whom  I  leave  behind;  and  therefore  I  do 
not  grieve  as  I  might  have  done,  for  I  have  good 
hope  that  there  is  yet  something  remaining  for 
the  dead,  and  as  has  been  said  of  old,  some  far 
better  thing  for  the  good  than  for  the  evil. 

But  do  you  mean  to  take  away  your  thoughts 
with  you,  Socrates?  said  Simmias.  Will  you 
not  impart  them  to  us? — for  they  are  a  benefit 
in  which  we  too  are  entitled  to  share.  More 
over,  if  you  succeed  in  convincing  us,  that  will 
be  an  answer  to  the  charge  against  yourself. 

I  will  do  my  best,  replied  Socrates.  But  you 
must  first  let  me  hear  what  Crito  wants;  he  has 
long  been  wishing  to  say  something  to  me. 

Only  this,  Socrates,  replied  Crito: — the  at 
tendant  who  is  to  give  you  the  poison  has  been 
telling  me,  and  he  wants  me  to  tell  you,  that 
you  are  not  to  talk  much;  talking,  he  says,  in 
creases  heat,  and  this  is  apt  to  interfere  with 
the  action  of  the  poison;  persons  who  excite 
themselves  are  sometimes  obliged  to  take  a 
second  or  even  a  third  dose. 

Then,  said  Socrates,  let  him  mind  his  busi 
ness  and  be  prepared  to  give  the  poison  twice 
or  even  thrice  if  necessary;  that  is  all. 

I  knew  quite  well  what  you  would  say,  re 
plied  Crito;  but  I  was  obliged  to  satisfy  him. 

Never  mind  him,  he  said. 

And  now,  O  my  judges,  I  desire  to  prove  to 
you  that  the  real  philosopher  has  reason  to  be 


of  good  cheer  when  he  is  about  to  die,  and  that 
after  death  he  may  hope  to  obtain  the  greatest 
good  in  the  [64]  other  world.  And  how  this 
may  be,  Simmias  and  Cebes,  I  will  endeavour 
to  explain.  For  I  deem  that  the  true  votary  of 
philosophy  is  likely  to  be  misunderstood  by 
other  men;  they  do  not  perceive  that  he  is  al 
ways  pursuing  death  and  dying;  and  if  this  be 
so,  and  he  has  had  the  desire  of  death  all  his 
life  long,  why  when  his  time  comes  should  he 
repine  at  that  which  he  has  been  always  pursu 
ing  and  desiring? 

Simmias  said  laughingly:  Though  not  in  a 
laughing  humour,  you  have  made  me  laugh, 
Socrates;  for  I  cannot  help  thinking  that  the 
many  when  they  hear  your  words  will  say  how 
truly  you  have  described  philosophers,  and  our 
people  at  home  will  likewise  say  that  the  life 
which  philosophers  desire  is  in  reality  death, 
and  that  they  have  found  them  out  to  be  de 
serving  of  the  death  which  they  desire 

And  they  are  right,  Simmias,  in  thinking  so, 
with  the  exception  of  the  words  "they  have 
found  them  out";  for  they  have  not  found  out 
either  what  is  the  nature  of  that  death  which 
the  true  philosopher  deserves,  or  how  he  de 
serves  or  desires  death.  But  enough  of  them: — 
let  us  discuss  the  matter  among  ourselves.  Do 
we  believe  that  there  is  such  a  thing  as  death? 

To  be  sure,  replied  Simmias. 

Is  it  not  the  separation  of  soul  and  body? 
And  to  be  dead  is  the  completion  of  this;  when 
the  soul  exists  in  herself,  and  is  released  from 
the  body  and  the  body  is  released  from  the  soul, 
what  is  this  but  death? 

Just  so,  he  replied. 

There  is  another  question,  which  will  prob 
ably  throw  light  on  our  present  enquiry  if  you 
and  I  can  agree  about  it: — Ought  the  philoso 
pher  to  care  about  the  pleasures — if  they  are  to 
be  called  pleasures — of  eating  and  drinking? 

Certainly  not,  answered  Simmias. 

And  what  about  the  pleasures  of  love — 
should  he  care  for  them  ? 

By  no  means. 

And  will  he  think  much  of  the  other  ways 
of  indulging  the  body,  for  example,  the  acquisi 
tion  of  costly  raiment,  or  sandals,  or  other 
adornments  of  the  body  ?  Instead  of  caring  about 
them,  does  he  not  rather  despise  anything  more 
than  nature  needs?  What  do  you  say? 

I  should  say  that  the  true  philosopher  would 
despise  them. 

Would  you  not  say  that  he  is  entirely  con 
cerned  with  the  soul  and  not  with  the  body? 
He  would  like,  as  far  as  he  can,  to  get  away 
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from  the  body  and  to  turn  to  the  soul. 

Quite  true. 

In  matters  of  this  sort  philosophers,  above  all 
other  men,  may  be  observed  in  every  sort  of 
way  to  dissever  the  soul  from  the  communion 
[65]  of  the  body. 

Very  true. 

Whereas,  Simmias,  the  rest  of  the  world  are 
of  opinion  that  to  him  who  has  no  sense  of 
pleasure  and  no  part  in  bodily  pleasure,  life  is 
not  worth  having;  and  that  he  who  is  indiffer 
ent  about  them  is  as  good  as  dead. 

That  is  also  true. 

What  again  shall  we  say  of  the  actual  ac 
quirement  of  knowledge? — is  the  body,  if  in 
vited  to  share  in  the  enquiry,  a  hinderer  or  a 
helper?  I  mean  to  say,  have  sight  and  hearing 
any  truth  in  them?  Are  they  not,,  as  the  poets 
are  always  telling  us,  inaccurate  witnesses?  and 
yet,  if  even  they  are  inaccurate  and  indistinct, 
what  is  to  be  said  of  the  other  senses? — for 
you  will  allow  that  they  are  the  best  of  them? 

Certainly,  he  replied. 

Then  when  does  the  soul  attain  truth? — for 
in  attempting  to  consider  anything  in  company 
with  the  body  she  is  obviously  deceived. 

True. 

Then  must  not  true  existence  be  revealed  to 
her  in  thought,  if  at  all  ? 

Yes. 

And  thought  is  best  when  the  mind  is  gath 
ered  into  herself  and  none  of  these  things  trou 
ble  her— neither  sounds  nor  sights  nor  pain 
nor  any  pleasure,— when  she  takes  leave  of  the 
body,  and  has  as  little  as  possible  to  do  with  it, 
when  she  has  no  bodily  sense  or  desire,  but  is 
aspiring  after  true  being? 

Certainly. 

And  in  this  the  philosopher  dishonours  the 
body;  his  soul  runs  away  from  his  body  and  de 
sires  to  be  alone  and  by  herself? 

That  is  true. 

Well,  but  there  is  another  thing,  Simmias: 
Is  there  or  is  there  not  an  absolute  justice? 

Assuredly  there  is. 

And  an  absolute  beauty  and  absolute  good? 

Of  course. 

But  did  you  ever  behold  any  of  them  with 
your  eyes? 

Certainly  not. 

Or  did  you  ever  reach  them  with  any  other 
bodily  sense?— arid  I  speak  not  of  these  alone, 
but  of  absolute  greatness,  and  health,  and 
strength,  and  of;  the  essence  or  true  nature  of 
everything.  Has  the  reality  of  them  ever  been 
perceived  by  you  through  the  bodily  organs? 


or  rather,  is  not  the  nearest  approach  to  the 
knowledge  of  their  several  natures  made  by 
him  who  so  orders  his  intellectual  vision  as  to 
have  the  most  exact  conception  of  the  essence 
of  each  thing  which  he  considers? 

Certainly. 

And  he  attains  to  the  purest  knowledge  of 
them  who  goes  to  each  with  the  mind  alone,  not 
introducing  or  intruding  in  the  act  of  thought 
sight  or  any  other  sense  together  with  reason, 
but  with  the  very  light  of  the  mind  in  her  own 
clearness  searches  into  the  very  [66]  truth  of 
each;  he  who  has  got  rid,  as  far  as  he  can,  of 
eyes  and  ears  and,  so  to  speak,  of  the  whole 
body,  these  being  in  his  opinion  distracting 
elements  which  when  they  infect  the  soul  hin 
der  her  from  acquiring  truth  and  knowledge — 
who,  if  not  he,  is  likely  to  attain  to  the  knowl 
edge  of  true  being? 

What  you  say  has  a  wonderful  truth  in  it, 
Socrates,  replied  Simmias. 

And  when  real  philosophers  consider  all  these 
things,  will  they  not  be  led  to  make  a  reflection 
which  they  will  express  in  words  something 
like  the  following?  "Have  we  not  found,"  they 
will  say,  "a  path  of  thought  which  seems  to 
bring  us  and  our  argument  to  the  conclusion, 
that  while  we  are  in  the  body,  and  while  the 
soul  is  infected  with  the  evils  of  the  body,  our 
desire  will  not  be  satisfied?  and  our  desire  is  of 
the  truth.  For  the  body  is  a  source  of  endless 
trouble  to  us  by  reason  of  the  mere  requirement 
of  food;  and  is  liable  also  to  diseases  which  over 
take  and  impede  us  in  the  search  after  true  be 
ing:  it  fills  us  full  of  loves,  and  lusts,  and  fears, 
and  fancies  of  all  kinds,  and  endless  foolery, 
and  in  fact,  as  men  say,  takes  away  from  us  the 
power  of  thinking"  at  all.  Whence  come  wars, 
and  lightings,  and  factions?  whence  but  from 
the  body  and  the  lusts  of  the  body?  Wars  are 
occasioned  by  the  love  of  money,  and  money 
has  to  be  acquired  for  the  sake  and  in  the  serv 
ice  of  the  body;  and  by  reason  of  all  these  im 
pediments  we  have  no  time  to  give  to  philoso 
phy;  and,  last  and  worst  of  all,  even  if  we  are 
at  leisure  and  betake  ourselves  to  some  specula 
tion,  the  body  is  always  breaking  in  upon  us, 
causing  turmoil  and  confusion  incur  enquiries, 
and  so  amazing  us  that  we  arc  prevented  from 
seeing  the  truth.  It  has  been  proved  to  us  by 
experience  that  if  we  would  have  pure  knowl 
edge  of  anything  we  must  be  quit  of  the  body— 
the  soul  in  herself  must  behold  things  in  them* 
selves:  and  then  we  shall  attain  the  wisdom 
which  we  desire,  and  of  which  we  say  that  we 
are  lovers;  not  while  we  live,  but  alter  death;  for 
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if  while  in  company  with  the  body,  the  soul  can 
not  have  pure  knowledge,  one  of  two  things 
follows — either  knowledge  is  not  to  be  attained 
at  all,  or,  if  at  all,  [6j]  after  death.  For  then, 
and  not  till  then,  the  soul  will  be  parted  from 
the  body  and  exist  in  herself  alone.  In  this 
present  life,  I  reckon  that  we  make  the  nearest 
approach  to  knowledge  when  we  have  the 
least  possible  intercourse  or  communion  with 
the  body,  and  are  not  surfeited  with  the  bodily 
nature,,  but  keep  ourselves  pure  until  the  hour 
when  God  himself  is  pleased  to  release  us.  And 
thus  having  got  rid  of  the  foolishness  of  the 
body  we  shall  be  pure  and  hold  converse  with 
the  pure,  and  know  of  ourselves  the  clear  light 
everywhere,  which  is  no  other  than  the  light 
of  truth."  For  the  impure  are  not  permitted  to 
approach  the  pure.  These  are  the  sort  of  words, 
Simmias,  which  the  true  lovers  of  knowledge 
cannot  help  saying  to  one  another,  and  think 
ing.  You  would  agree;  would  you  not? 

Undoubtedly,  Socrates. 

But,  O  my  friend,  if  this  be  true,  there  is 
great  reason  to  hope  that,  going  whither  I  go, 
when  I  have  come  to  the  end  of  my  journey,  I 
shall  attain  that  which  has  been  the  pursuit  of 
my  life.  And  therefore  I  go  on  my  way  rejoic 
ing,  and  not  I  only,  but  every  other  man  who 
believes  that  his  mind  has  been  made  ready  and 
that  he  is  in  a  manner  purified. 

Certainly,  replied  Simrnias. 

And  what  is  purification  but  the  separation 
of  the  soul  from  the  body,  as  I  was  saying  be 
fore;  the  habit  of  the  soul  gathering  and  col 
lecting  herself  into  herself  from  all  sides  out  of 
the  body;  the  dwelling  in  her  own  place  alone, 
as  in  another  life,  so  also  in  this,  as  far  as  she 
can; — the  release  of  the  soul  from  the  chains  of 
the  body? 

Very  true,  he  said. 

And  this  separation  and  release  of  the  soul 
from  the  body  is  termed  death? 

To  be  sure,  he  said. 

And  the  true  philosophers,  and  they  only, 
are  ever  seeking  to  release  the  soul.  Is  not  the 
separation  and  release  of  the  soul  from  the  body 
their  especial  study? 

That  is  true. 

And,  as  I  was  saying  at  first,  there  would  be 
a  ridiculous  contradiction  in  men  studying  to 
live  as  nearly  as  they  can  in  a  state  of  death,  and 
yet  repining  when  it  comes  upon  them. 

Clearly. 

And  the  true  philosophers,  Simmias,  are  al 
ways  occupied  in  the  practice  of  dying,  where 
fore  also  to  them  least  of  all  men  is  death  terri 


ble.  Look  at  the  matter  thus: — if  they  have 
been  in  every  way  the  enemies  of  the  body,  and 
are  wanting  to  be  alone  with  the  soul,  when 
this  desire  of  theirs  is  granted,  how  inconsistent 
would  they  be  if  they  trembled  and  repined,  in 
stead  of  rejoicing  at  their  departure  to  that 
place  where,  when  they  arrive,  they  hope  to 
gain  that  which  in  life  they  desired — and  this 
was  wisdom — and  at  the  [68]  same  time  to  be 
rid  of  the  company  of  their  enemy.  Many  a  man 
has  been  willing  to  go  to  the  world  below  ani 
mated  by  the  hope  of  seeing  there  an  earthly 
love,  or  wife,  or  son,  and  conversing  with  them. 
And  will  he  who  is  a  true  lover  of  wisdom,  and 
is  strongly  persuaded  in  like  manner  that  only 
in  the  world  below  he  can  worthily  enjoy  her, 
still  repine  at  death?  Will  he  not  depart  with 
joy?  Surely  he  will,  O  my  friend,  if  he  be  a 
true  philosopher.  For  he  will  have  a  firm  con 
viction  that  there,  and  there  only,  he  can  find 
wisdom  in  her  purity.  And  if  this  be  true,  he 
would  be  very  absurd,  as  I  was  saying,  if  he 
were  afraid  of  death. 

He  would  indeed,  replied  Simmias. 

And  when  you  see  a  man  who  is  repining 
at  the  approach  of  death,  is  not  his  reluctance 
a  sufficient  proof  that  he  is  not  a  lover  of  wis 
dom,  but  a  lover  of  the  body,  and  probably  at 
the  same  time  a  lover  of  either  money  or  power, 
or  both? 

Quite  so,  he  replied. 

And  is  not  courage,  Simmias,  a  quality  which 
is  specially  characteristic  of  the  philosopher? 

Certainly. 

There  is  temperance  again,  which  even  by 
the  vulgar  is  supposed  to  consist  in  the  control 
and  regulation  of  the  passions,  and  in  the  sense 
of  superiority  to  them — is  not  temperance  a 
virtue  belonging  to  those  only  who  despise  the 
body,  and  who  pass  their  lives  in  philosophy? 

Most  assuredly. 

For  the  courage  and  temperance  of  other 
men,  if  you  will  consider  them,  are  really  a  con 
tradiction. 

How  so? 

Well,  he  said,  you  are  aware  that  death  is  re 
garded  by  men  in  general  as  a  great  evil. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

And  do  not  courageous  men  face  death  be 
cause  they  are  afraid  of  yet  greater  evils  ? 

That  is  quite  true. 

Then  all  but  the  philosophers  are  courageous 
only  from  fear,  and  because  they  are  afraid;  and 
yet  that  a  man  should  be  courageous  from  fear, 
and  because  he  is  a  coward,  is  surely  a  strange 
thing. 
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Very  true. 

And  are  not  the  temperate  exactly  in  the 
same  case?  They  are  temperate  because  they  are 
intemperate — which  might  seem  to  be  a  con 
tradiction,  but  is  nevertheless  the  sort  of  thing 
which  happens  with  this  foolish  temperance. 
For  there  are  pleasures  which  they  are  afraid  of 
losing;  and  in  their  desire  to  keep  them,  they 
abstain  from  some  pleasures,  because  they  are 
overcome  by  others;  and  although  to  be  con 
quered  by  pleasure  is  called  by  men  intemper 
ance,  [69]  to  them  the  conquest  of  pleasure 
consists  in  being  conquered  by  pleasure.  And 
that  is  what  I  mean  by  saying  that,  in  a  sense, 
they  are  made  temperate  through  intemper 
ance. 

Such  appears  to  be  the  case. 

Yet  the  exchange  of  one  fear  or  pleasure  or 
pain  for  another  fear  or  pleasure  or  pain,  and  of 
the  greater  for  the  less,  as  if  they  were  coins, 
is  not  the  exchange  of  virtue.  O  my  blessed 
Simmias,  is  there  not  one  true  coin  for  which 
all  things  ought  to  be  exchanged? — and  that 
is  wisdom;  and  only  in  exchange  for  this,  and 
in  company  with  this,  is  anything  truly  bought 
or  sold,  whether  courage  or  temperance  or  jus 
tice.  And  is  not  all  true  virtue  the  companion 
of  wisdom,  no  matter  what  fears  or  pleasures  or 
other  similar  goods  or  evils  may  or  may  not  at 
tend  her?  But  the  virtue  which  is  made  up  of 
these  goods,  when  they  are  severed  from  wisdom 
and  exchanged  with  one  another,  is  a  shadow 
of  virtue  only,  nor  is  there  any  freedom  or 
health  or  truth  in  her;  but  in  the  true  exchange 
there  is  a  purging  away  of  all  these  things,  and 
temperance,  and  justice,  and  courage,  and  wis 
dom  herself  are  the  purgation  of  them.  The 
founders  of  the  mysteries  would  appear  to  have 
had  a  real  meaning,  and  were  not  talking  non 
sense  when  they  intimated  in  a  figure  long  ago 
that  he  who  passes  unsanctified  and  uninitiated 
into  the  world  below  will  lie  in  a  slough,  but 
that  he  who  arrives  there  after  initiation  and 
purification  will  dwell  with  the  gods.  For 
"many,"  as  they  say  in  the  mysteries,  "are  the 
thyrsus-bearers,  but  few  are  the  mystics," — 
meaning,  as  !  interpret  the  words,  "the  true 
philosophers."  In  the  number  of  whom,  during 
my  whole  life,  I  have  been  seeking,  according 
to  my  ability,  to  find  a  place; — whether  I  have 
sought  in  a  right  way  or  not,  and  whether  I 
have  succeeded  or  not,  I  shall  truly  know  in  a 
little  while,  if  (rod  will,  when  I  myself  arrive  in 
the  other  world — such  is  my  belief.  And  there 
fore  I  maintain  that  I  am  right,  Simmias  and 
Cebes,  in  not  grieving  or  repining  at  parting 


from  you  and  my  masters  in  this  world,  for  I 
believe  that  I  shall  equally  find  good  masters 
and  friends  in  another  world.  But  most  men 
do  not  believe  this  saying;  if  then  I  succeed  in 
convincing  you  by  my  defence  better  than  I 
did  the  Athenian  judges,  it  will  be  well. 

Cebes  answered:  I  agree,  Socrates,  in  the 
greater  part  of  what  you  say.  [jo]  But  in  what 
concerns  the  soul,  men  are  apt  to  be  incredu 
lous;  they  fear  that  when  she  has  left  the  body 
her  place  may  be  nowhere,  and  that  on  the  very 
day  of  death  she  may  perish  and  come  to  an 
end — immediately  on  her  release  from  the  body, 
issuing  forth  dispersed  like  smoke  or  air  and  in 
her  flight  vanishing  away  into  nothingness.  If 
she  could  only  be  collected  into  herself  after 
she  has  obtained  release  from  the  evils  of  which 
you  were  speaking,  there  would  be  good  reason 
to  hope,  Socrates,  that  what  you  say  is  true. 
But  surely  it  requires  a  great  deal  of  argument 
and  many  proofs  to  show  that  when  the  man 
is  dead  his  soul  yet  exists,  and  has  any  force  or 
intelligence. 

True,  Cebes,  said  Socrates;  and  shall  I  sug 
gest  that  we  converse  a  little  of  the  probabilities 
of  these  things? 

I  am  sure,  said  Cebes,  that  I  should  greatly 
like  to  know  your  opinion  about  them. 

I  reckon,  said  Socrates,  that  no  one  who 
heard  me  now,  not  even  if  he  were  one  of  my 
old  enemies,  the  Comic  poets,  could  accuse  me 
of  idle  talking  about  matters  in  which  I  have 
no  concern: — If  you  please,  then,  we  will  pro 
ceed  with  the  enquiry- 
Suppose  we  consider  the  question  whether 
the  souls  of  men  after  death  are  or  are  not  in 
the  world  below.  There  comes  into  my  mind 
an  ancient  doctrine  which  affirms  that  they  go 
from  hence  into  the  other  world,  and  returning 
hither,  are  born  again  from  the  dead.  Now  if 
it  be  true  that  the  living  come  from  the  dead, 
then  our  souls  must  exist  in  the  other  world, 
for  if  not,  how  could  they  have  beca  born  again? 
And  this  would  be  conclusive,  if  there  were 
any  real  evidence  that  the  living  are  only  born 
from  the  dead;  but  if  this  is  not  so,  then  other 
arguments  will  have  to  be  adduced. 

Very  true,  replied  Cebes. 

Then  let  us  consider  the  whole  question,  not 
in  relation  to  man  only,  but  in  relation  to  ani 
mals  generally,  and  to  plants,  and  to  every 
thing  of  which  there  is  generation,  and  the 
proof  will  be  easier.  Are  not  all  things  which 
have  opposites  generated  out  of  their  opposites? 
I  mean  such  things  as  good  and  evil,  just  and 
unjust — and  there  are  innumerable  other  op- 
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posites  which  are  generated  out  of  opposites. 
And  I  want  to  show  that  in  all  opposites  there 
is  of  necessity  a  similar  alternation;  I  mean  to 
say,  for  example,  that  anything  which  becomes 
greater  must  become  greater  after  being  less. 

True. 

And  that  which  becomes  less  must  have  been 
once  greater  and  then  have  become  less,  [ji] 

Yes. 

And  the  weaker  is  generated  from  the 
stronger,  and  the  swifter  from  the  slower. 

Very  true. 

And  the  worse  is  from  the  better,  and  the 
more  just  is  from  the  more  unjust. 

Of  course. 

And  is  this  true  of  all  opposites?  and  are  we 
convinced  that  all  of  them  are  generated  out 
of  opposites? 

Yes. 

And  in  this  universal  opposition  of  all  things, 
are  there  not  also  two  intermediate  processes 
which  are  ever  going  on,  from  one  to  the  other 
opposite,  and  back  again;  where  there  is  a  great 
er  and  a  less  there  is  also  an  intermediate  process 
of  increase  and  diminution,  and  that  which 
grows  is  said  to  wax,  and  that  which  decays  to 
wane? 

Yes,  he  said. 

And  there  are  many  other  processes,  such  as 
division  and  composition,  cooling  and  heating, 
which  equally  involve  a  passage  into  and  out 
of  one  another.  And  this  necessarily  holds  of 
all  opposites,  even  though  not  always  expressed 
in  words — they  are  really  generated  out  of  one 
another,  and  there  is  a  passing  or  process  from 
one  to  the  other  of  them? 

Very  true,  he  replied. 

Well,  and  is  there  not  an  opposite  of  life,  as 
sleep  is  the  opposite  of  waking? 

True,  he  said. 

And  what  is  it? 

Death,  he  answered. 

And  these,  if  they  are  opposites,  are  gener 
ated  the  one  from  the  other,  and  have  their 
two  intermediate  processes  also? 

Of  course. 

Now,  said  Socrates,  I  will  analyze  one  of  the 
two  pairs  of  opposites  which  I  have  mentioned 
to  you,  and  also  its  intermediate  processes,  and 
you  shall  analyze  the  other  to  me.  One  of  them 
I  term  sleep,  the  other  waking.  The  state  of 
sleep  is  opposed  to  the  state  of  waking,  and  out 
of  sleeping  waking  is  generated,  and  out  of 
waking,  sleeping;  and  the  process  of  generation 
is  in  the  one  case  falling  asleep,  and  in  the  other 
waking  up.  Do  you  agree? 


I  entirely  agree. 

Then,  suppose  that  you  analyze  life  and 
death  to  me  in  the  same  manner.  Is  not  death 
opposed  to  life  ? 

Yes. 

And  they  are  generated  one  from  the  other? 

Yes. 

What  is  generated  from  the  living? 

The  dead. 

And  what  from  the  dead? 

I  can  only  say  in  answer — the  living. 

Then  the  living,  whether  things  or  persons, 
Cebes,  are  generated  from  the  dead? 

That  is  clear,  he  replied. 

Then  the  inference  is  that  our  souls  exist  in 
the  world  below? 

That  is  true. 

And  one  of  the  two  processes  or  generations 
is  visible — for  surely  the  act  of  dying  is  visible? 

Surely,  he  said. 

What  then  is  to  be  the  result?  Shall  we  ex 
clude  the  opposite  process?  and  shall  we  sup 
pose  nature  to  walk  on  one  leg  only?  Must  we 
not  rather  assign  to  death  some  corresponding 
process  of  generation? 

Certainly,  he  replied. 

And  what  is  that  process? 

Return  to  life. 

And  return  to  life,  if  there  be  such  a  thing,  is 
the  birth  of  the  dead  into  the  world  of  the  liv 
ing?  (727 

Quite  true. 

Then  here  is  a  new  way  by  which  we  arrive 
at  the  conclusion  that  the  living  come  from  the 
dead,  just  as  the  dead  come  from  the  living;  and 
this,  if  true,  affords  a  most  certain  proof  that  the 
souls  of  the  dead  exist  in  some  place  out  of 
which  they  come  again. 

Yes,  Socrates,  he  said;  the  conclusion  seems 
to  flow  necessarily  out  of  our  previous  admis 
sions. 

And  that  these  admissions  were  not  unfair, 
Cebes,  he  said,  may  be  sho^n,  I  think,  as  fol 
lows:  If  generation  were  in  a  straight  line 
only,  and  there  were  no  compensation  or  circle 
in  nature,  no  turn  or  return  of  elements  into 
their  opposites,  then  you  know  that  all  things 
would  at  last  have  the  same  form  and  pass  into 
the  same  state,  and  there  would  be  no  more 
generation  of  them. 

What  do  you  mean?  he  said. 

A  simple  thing  enough,  which  I  will  illus 
trate  by  the  case  of  sleep,  he  replied.  You  know 
that  if  there  were  no  alternation  of  sleeping  and 
waking,  the  tale  of  the  sleeping  Endyrnion 
would  in  the  end  have  no  meaning,  because 
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all  other  things  would  be  asleep  too,  and  he 
would  not  be  distinguishable  from  the  rest.  Or 
if  there  were  composition  only,  and  no  division 
of  substances,  then  the  chaos  of  Artaxagoras 
would  come  again.  And  in  like  manner,  my 
dear  Cebes,  if  all  things  which  partook  of  life 
were  to  die,  and  after  they  were  dead  remained 
in  the  form  of  death,  and  did  not  come  to  life 
again,  all  would  at  last  die,  and  nothing  would 
be  alive — what  other  result  could  there  be?  For 
if  the  living  spring  from  any  other  things,  and 
they  too  die,  must  not  all  things  at  last  be 
swallowed  up  in  death? x 

There  is  no  escape,  Socrates,  said  Cebes;  and 
to  me  your  argument  seems  to  be  absolutely 
true. 

Yes,  he  said,  Cebes,  it  is  and  must  be  so,  In 
my  opinion;  and  we  have  not  been  deluded  in 
making  these  admissions;  but  I  am  confident 
that  there  truly  is  such  a  thing  as  living  again, 
and  that  the  living  spring  from  the  dead,  and 
that  the  souls  of  the  dead  are  in  existence,  and 
that  the  good  souls  have  a  better  portion  than 
the  evil. 

Cebes  added:  Your  favourite  doctrine,  Soc 
rates,  that  knowledge  is  simply  recollection,  if 
true,  also  necessarily  implies  a  previous  time  in. 
which  we  have  learned  that  which  we  now 
recollect.  But  this  would  be  impossible  unless 
our  soul  had  been  in  some  place  [j$]  before 
existing  in  the  form  of  man;  here  then  is  an 
other  proof  of  the  soul's  immortality. 

But  tell  me,  Cebes,  said  Simmias,  interpos 
ing,  what  arguments  are  urged  in  favour  of 
this  doctrine  of  recollection.  I  am  not  very  sure 
at  the  moment  that  I  remember  them. 

One  excellent  proof,  said  Cebes,  is  afforded 
by  questions.  If  you  put  a  question  to  a  person 
in  a  right  way,  he  will  give  a  true  answer  of 
himself,  but  how  could  he  do  this  unless  there 
were  knowledge  and  right  reason  already  in 
him?  And  this  is  most  clearly  shown  when  he 
is  taken  to  a  diagram  or  to  anything  of  that 
sort.a 

But  if,  said  Socrates,  you  are  still  incredulous, 
Simmias,  I  would  ask  you  whether  you  may 
not  agree  with  me  when  you  look  at  the  matter 
in  another  way; — I  mean,  if  you  are  still  in 
credulous  as  to  whether  knowledge  is  recollec 
tion? 

Incredulous  I  am  not,  said  Simmias;  but  I 
want  to  have  this  doctrine  of  recollection 
brought  to  my  own  recollection,  and,  from 
what  Ccbcs  has  said,  I  am  beginning  to  rccol- 

1  But  cf.  Republic,  x.  6ix. 

fl  Cf.  Menot  83  ff. 


lect  and  be  convinced:  but  I  should  still  like  to 
hear  what  you  were  going  to  say. 

This  is  what  I  would  say,  he  replied: — We 
should  agree,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  that  what 
a  man  recollects  he  must  have  known  at  some 
previous  time. 

Very  true. 

And  what  is  the  nature  of  this  knowledge  or 
recollection?  I  mean  to  ask,  Whether  a  person 
who,  having  seen  or  heard  or  in  any  way  per 
ceived  anything,  knows  not  only  that,  but  has 
a  conception  of  something  else  which  is  the 
subject,  not  of  the  same  but  of  some  other  kind 
of  knowledge,  may  not  be  fairly  said  to  recol 
lect  that  of  which  he  has  the  conception? 

What  do  you  mean? 

1  mean  what  I  may  illustrate  by  the  follow 
ing  instance: — The  knowledge  of  a  lyre  is  not 
the  same  as  the  knowledge  of  a  man  ? 

True. 

And  yet  what  is  the  feeling  of  lovers  when 
they  recognize  a  lyre,  or  a  garment,  or  any 
thing  else  which  the  beloved  has  been  in  the 
habit  of  using?  Do  not  they,  from  knowing  the 
lyre,  form  in  the  mind's  eye  an  image  of  the 
youth  to  whom  the  lyre  belongs?  And  this  is 
recollection.  In  like  manner  any  one  who  sees 
Simmias  may  remember  Cebes;  and  there  are 
endless  examples  of  the  same  thing. 

Endless,  indeed,  replied  Simmias. 

And  recollection  is  most  commonly  a  process 
of  recovering  that  which  has  been  already  for 
gotten  through  time  and  inattention. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

Well;  and  may  you  not  also  from  seeing  the 
picture  of  a  house  or  a  lyre  remember  a  man? 
ancl  from  the  picture  of  Simmias,  you  may  be 
led  to  remember  Cebes; 

True, 

Or  you  may  also  be  led  to  the  recollection  of 
Simmias  himself? 

[,74]  Quite  so. 

And  in  all  these  cases,  the  recollection  may 
be  derived  from  things  either  like  or  unlike? 

It  may  be. 

Ancl  when  the  recollection  is  derived  from 
like  things,  then  another  consideration  is  sure 
to  arise,  which  is— whether  the  likeness  ia  any 
degree  falls  short  or  not  of  that  which  is  recol 
lected?  ' 

Very  true,  he  said. 

And  shall  we  proceed  a  step  further,  and 
affirm  that  there  is  such  a  thing  as  equality, 
not  of  one  piece  of  wood  or  stone  with  another, 
but  that,  over  and  above  this,  there  is  absolute 
equality?  Shall  we  say  so? 
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Say  so,  yes,  replied  Simmias,  and  swear  to 
it,  with  all  the  confidence  in  life. 

And  do  we  know  the  nature  of  this  absolute 
essence? 

To  be  sure,  he  said. 

And  whence  did  we  obtain  our  knowledge? 
Did  we  not  see  equalities  of  material  things, 
such  as  pieces  of  wood  and  stones,  and  gather 
from  them  the  idea  of  an  equality  which  is 
different  from  them?  For  you  will  acknowl 
edge  that  there  is  a  difference.  Or  look  at  the 
matter  in  another  way : — Do  not  the  same  pieces 
of  wood  or  stone  appear  at  one  time  equal,  and 
at  another  time  unequal? 

That  is  certain. 

But  are  real  equals  ever  equal?  or  is  the 
idea  of  equality  the  same  as  of  inequality? 

Impossible,  Socrates. 

Then  these  (so-called)  equals  are  not  the 
same  with  the  idea  of  equality? 

I  should  say,  clearly  not,  Socrates. 

And  yet  from  these  equals,  although  differ 
ing  from  the  idea  of  equality,  you  conceived 
and  attained  that  idea? 

Very  true,  he  said. 

Which  might  be  like,  or  might  be  unlike 
them? 

Yes. 

But  that  makes  no  difference:  whenever  from 
seeing  one  thing  you  conceived  another,  wheth 
er  like  or  unlike,  there  must  surely  have  been 
an  act  of  recollection? 

Very  true. 

But  what  would  you  say  of  equal  portions  of 
wood  and  stone,  or  other  material  equals  ?  and 
what  is  the  impression  produced  by  them?  Are 
they  equals  in  the  same  sense  in  which  absolute 
equality  is  equal  ?  or  do  they  fall  short  of  this 
perfect  equality  in  a  measure? 

Yes,  he  said,  in  a  very  great  measure  too. 

And  must  we  not  allow,  that  when  I  or  any 
one,  looking  at  any  object,  observes  that  the 
thing  which  he  sees  aims  at  being  some  other 
thing,  but  falls  short  of,  and  cannot  be,  that 
other  thing,  but  is  inferior,  he  who  makes  this 
observation  must  have  had  a  previous  knowl 
edge  of  that  to  which  the  other,  although  simi 
lar,  was  inferior. 

Certainly. 

And  has  not  this  been  our  own  case  in  the 
matter  of  equals  and  of  absolute  equality? 

Precisely. 

Then  we  must  have  known  equality  pre 
viously  to  the  time  when  we  first  saw  the  mate 
rial  equals,  [75]  and  reflected  that  all  these 
apparent  equals  strive  to  attain  absolute  equal 


ity,  but  fall  short  of  it? 

Very  true. 

And  we  recognize  also  that  this  absolute 
equality  has  only  been  known,  and  can  only  be 
known,  through  the  medium  of  sight  or  touch, 
or  of  some  other  of  the  senses,  which  are  all 
alike  in  this  respect? 

Yes,  Socrates,  as  far  as  the  argument  is  con 
cerned,  one  of  them  is  the  same  as  the  other. 

From  the  senses  then  is  derived  the  knowl 
edge  that  all  sensible  things  aim  at  an  absolute 
equality  of  which  they  fall  short? 

Yes. 

Then  before  we  began  to  see  or  hear  or  per 
ceive  in  any  way,  we  must  have  had  a  knowl 
edge  of  absolute  equality,  or  we  could  not  have 
referred  to  that  standard  the  equals  which  are 
derived  from  the  senses? — for  to  that  they  all 
aspire,  and  of  that  they  fall  short. 

No  other  inference  can  be  drawn  from  the 
previous  statements. 

And  did  we  not  see  and  hear  and  have  the 
use  of  our  other  senses  as  soon  as  we  were  born? 

Certainly. 

Then  we  must  have  acquired  the  knowledge 
of  equality  at  some  previous  time? 

Yes. 

That  is  to  say,  before  we  were  born,  I  sup 
pose? 

True. 

And  if  we  acquired  this  knowledge  before  we 
were  born,  and  were  born  having  the  use  of  it, 
then  we  also  knew  before  we  were  born  and  at 
the  instant  of  birth  not  only  the  equal  or  the 
greater  or  the  less,  but  all  other  ideas;  for  we 
are  not  speaking  only  of  equality,  but  of  beauty, 
goodness,  justice,  holiness,  and  of  all  which  we 
stamp  with  the  name  of  essence  in  the  dia 
lectical  process,  both  when  we  ask  and  when 
we  answer  questions.  Of  all  this  we  may  cer 
tainly  affirm  that  we  acquired  the  knowledge 
before  birth? 

We  may. 

But  if,  after  having  acquired,  we  have  not 
forgotten  what  in  each  case  we  acquired,  then 
we  must  always  have  come  into  life  having 
knowledge,  and  shall  always  continue  to  know 
as  long  as  life  lasts; — for  knowing  is  the  acquir 
ing  and  retaining  knowledge  and  not  forget 
ting.  Is  not  forgetting,  Simmias,  just  the  los 
ing  of  knowledge? 

Quite  true,  Socrates. 

But  if  the  knowledge  which  we  acquired 
before  birth  was  lost  by  us  at  birth,  and  if  after 
wards  by  the  use  of  the  senses  we  recovered 
what  we  previously  knew,  will  not  the  process 
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which  we  call  learning  be  a  recovering  of  the 
knowledge  which  is  natural  to  us,  and  may  not 
this  be  rightly  termed  recollection? 

Very  true. 

[76]  So  much  is  clear — that  when  we  per 
ceive  something,  either  by  the  help  of  sight,  or 
hearing,  or  some  other  sense,  from  that  per 
ception  we  are  able  to  obtain  a  notion  of  some 
other  thing  like  or  unlike  which  is  associated 
with  it  but  has  been  forgotten.  Whence,  as  I 
was  saying,  one  of  two  alternatives  follows: — 
either  we  had  this  knowledge  at  birth,  and  con 
tinued  to  know  through  life;  or,  after  birth, 
those  who  are  said  to  learn  only  remember,  and 
learning  is  simply  recollection. 

Yes,  that  is  quite  true,  Socrates. 

And  which  alternative,  Simmias,  do  you  pre 
fer?  Had  we  the  knowledge  at  our  birth,  or  did 
we  recollect  the  things  which  we  knew  pre 
viously  to  our  birth? 

I  cannot  decide  at  the  moment. 

At  any  rate  you  can  decide  whether  he  who 
has  knowledge  will  or  will  not  be  able  to  render 
an  account  of  his  knowledge?  What  do  you 
say? 

Certainly,  he  will. 

But  do  you  think  that  every  man  is  able  to 
give  an  account  of  these  very  matters  about 
which  we  are  speaking? 

Would  that  they  could,  Socrates,  but  I  rather 
fear  that  to-morrow,  at  this  time,  there  will  no 
longer  be  any  one  alive  who  is  able  to  give  an 
account  of  them  such  as  ought  to  be  given. 

Then  you  are  not  of  opinion,  Simmias,  that 
all  men  know  these  things? 

Certainly  not. 

They  are  in  process  of  recollecting  that  which 
they  learned  before? 

Certainly. 

But  when  did  our  souls  acquire  this  knowl 
edge? — not  since  we  were  born  as  men? 

Certainly  not. 

And  therefore,  previously? 

Yes. 

Then,  Simmias,  our  souls  must  also  have 
existed  without  bodies  before  they  were  in  the 
form  of  man,  and  must  have  had  intelligence. 

Unless  indeed  you  suppose,  Socrates,  that 
these  notions  are  given  us  at  the  very  moment 
of  birth;  for  this  is  the  only  time  which  remains. 

Yes,  my  friend,  but  if  so,  when  do  we  lose 
them?  for  they  are  not  in  us  when  we  are 
born — that  is  admitted.  Do  we  lose  them  at 
the  moment  of  receiving  them,  or  if  not  at  what 
other  time  ? 

No,  Socrates,  I  perceive  that  I  was  uncon 


sciously  talking  nonsense. 

Then  may  we  not  say,  Simmias,  that  if,  as 
we  are  always  repeating,  there  is  an  absolute 
beauty,  and  goodness,  and  an  absolute  essence 
of  all  things;  and  if  to  this,  which  is  now  dis 
covered  to  have  existed  in  our  former  state, 
we  refer  all  our  sensations,  and  with  this  com 
pare  them,  finding  these  ideas  to  be  pre-existent 
and  our  inborn  possession — then  our  souls  must 
have  had  a  prior  existence,  but  if  not,  there 
would  be  no  force  in  the  argument?  There  is 
the  same  proof  that  these  ideas  must  have  ex 
isted  before  we  were  born,  as  that  our  souls  ex 
isted  before  we  were  born;  and  if  not  the  ideas, 
then  not  the  souls. 

Yes,  Socrates;  I  am  convinced  that  there  is 
precisely  the  same  necessity  for  the  one  as  for 
the  other;  and  the  argument  retreats  success 
fully  to  the  position  that  the  existence  of  the 
soul  before  [jj]  birth  cannot  be  separated  from 
the  existence  of  the  essence  of  which  you  speak. 
For  there  is  nothing  which  to  my  mind  is  so 
patent  as  that  beauty,  goodness,  and  the  other 
notions  of  which  you  were  just  now  speaking, 
have  a  most  real  and  absolute  existence;  and  I 
am  satisfied  with  the  proof. 

Well,  but  is  Cebes  equally  satisfied?  for  I 
must  convince  him  too. 

T  think,  said  Simmias,  that  Cebes  is  satisfied: 
although  he  is  the  most  incredulous  of  mortals, 
yet  I  believe  that  he  is  sufficiently  convinced  of 
the  existence  of  the  soul  before  birth.  But  that 
after  death  the  soul  will  continue  to  exist  is 
not  yet  proven  even  to  my  own  satisfaction.  I 
cannot  get  rid  of  the  feeling  of  the  many  to 
which  Cebes  was  referring-— the  feeling  that 
when  the  man  dies  the  soul  will  be  dispersed, 
and  that  this  may  be  the  extinction  of  her.  For 
admitting  that  she  may  have  been  born  else 
where,  and  framed  out  of  other  elements,  and 
was  in  existence  before  entering  the  human 
body,  why  after  having  entered  in  and  gone  out 
again  may  she  not  herself  be  destroyed  and 
come  to  an  end? 

Very  true,  Simmias,  said  Cebes;  about  half 
of  what  was  required  has  been  proven;  to  wit, 
that  our  souls  existed  before  we  were  born: — 
that  the  soul  will  exist  after  death  as  well  as 
before  birth  is  the  other  half  of  which  the  proof 
is  still  wanting,  and  has  to  be  supplied;  when 
that  is  given  the  demonstration  will  be  com 
plete. 

But  that  proof,  Simmias  and  Cebes,  has  been 
already  given,  said  Socrates,  if  you  put  the  two 
arguments  together—I  mean  this  and  the  for 
mer  one,  in  which  we  admitted  that  everything 
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living  is  born  of  the  dead.  For  if  the  soul  exists 
before  birth,  and  in  coming  to  life  and  being 
born  can  be  born  only  from  death  and  dying, 
must  she  not  after  death  continue  to  exist,  since 
she  has  to  be  born  again? — Surely  the  proof 
which  you  desire  has  been  already  furnished. 
Still  I  suspect  that  you  and  Simmias  would  be 
glad  to  probe  the  argument  further.  Like  chil 
dren,  you  are  haunted  with  a  fear  that  when 
the  soul  leaves  the  body,  the  wind  may  really 
blow  her  away  and  scatter  her;  especially  if  a 
man  should  happen  to  die  in  a  great  storm  and 
not  when  the  sky  is  calm. 

Cebes  answered  with  a  smile:  Then,  Socrates, 
you  must  argue  us  out  of  our  fears — and  yet, 
strictly  speaking,  they  are  not  our  fears,  but 
there  is  a  child  within  us  to  whom  death  is  a 
sort  of  hobgoblin:  him  too  we  must  persuade 
not  to  be  afraid  when  he  is  alone  in  the  dark. 

Socrates  said :  Let  the  voice  of  the  charmer  be 
applied  daily  until  you  have  charmed  away  the 
fear. 

[j8]  And  where  shall  we  find  a  good  charmer 
of  our  fears,  Socrates,  when  you  are  gone? 

Hellas,  he  replied,  is  a  large  place,  Cebes, 
and  has  many  good  men,  and  there  are  barba 
rous  races  not  a  few:  seek  for  him  among  them 
all,  far  and  wide,  sparing  neither  pains  nor 
money;  for  there  is  no  better  way  of  spending 
your  money.  And  you  must  seek  among  your 
selves  too;  for  you  will  not  find  others  better 
able  to  make  the  search. 

The  search,  replied  Cebes,  shall  certainly  be 
made.  And  now,  if  you  please,  let  us  return  to 
the  point  of  the  argument  at  which  we  di 
gressed. 

By  all  means,  replied  Socrates;  what  else 
should  I  please? 

Very  good. 

Must  we  not,  said  Socrates,  ask  ourselves 
what  that  is  which,  as  we  imagine,  is  liable  to 
be  scattered,  and  about  which  we  fear?  and 
what  again  is  that  about  which  we  have  no  fear? 
And  then  we  may  proceed  further  to  enquire 
whether  that  which  suffers  dispersion  is  or  is 
not  of  the  nature  of  soul — our  hopes  and  fears 
as  to  our  own  souls  will  turn  upon  the  answers 
to  these  questions. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

Now  the  compound  or  composite  may  be 
supposed  to  be  naturally  capable,  as  of  being 
compounded,  so  also  of  being  dissolved;  but  that 
which  is  uncompounded,  and  that  only,  must 
be,  if  anything  is,  indissoluble. 

Yes;  I  should  imagine  so,  said  Cebes. 

And  the  uncompounded  may  be  assumed  to 


be  the  same  and  unchanging,  whereas  the  com 
pound  is  always  changing  and  never  the  same. 

I  agree,  he  said. 

Then  now  let  us  return  to  the  previous  dis 
cussion.  Is  that  idea  or  essence,  which  in  the 
dialectical  process  we  define  as  essence  or  true 
existence — whether  essence  of  equality,  beauty, 
or  anything  else — are  these  essences,  I  say,  lia 
ble  at  times  to  some  degree  of  change?  or  are 
they  each  of  them  always  what  they  are,  hav 
ing  the  same  simple  self-existent  and  unchang 
ing  forms,  not  admitting  of  variation  at  all,  or 
in  any  way,  or  at  any  time? 

They  must  be  always  the  same,  Socrates,  re 
plied  Cebes. 

And  what  would  you  say  of  the  many  beau 
tiful — whether  men  or  horses  or  garments  or 
any  other  things  which  are  named  by  the  same 
names  and  may  be  called  equal  or  beautiful, — 
are  they  all  unchanging  and  the  same  always, 
or  quite  the  reverse?  May  they  not  rather  be  de 
scribed  as  almost  always  changing  and  hardly 
ever  the  same,  either  with  themselves  or  with 
one  another? 

The  latter,  replied  Cebes;  they  are  always  in 
a  state  of  change. 

/7p7  And  these  you  can  touch  and  see  and 
perceive  with  the  senses,  but  the  unchanging 
things  you  can  only  perceive  with  the  mind — 
they  are  invisible  and  are  not  seen? 

That  is  very  true,  he  said. 

Well  then,  added  Socrates,  let  us  suppose 
that  there  are  two  sorts  of  existences — one  seen, 
the  other  unseen. 

Let  us  suppose  them. 

The  seen  is  the  changing,  and  the  unseen  is 
the  unchanging? 

That  may  be  also  supposed. 

And,  further,  is  not  one  part  of  us  body,  an 
other  part  soul  ? 

To  be  sure. 

And  to  which  class  is  the  body  more  alike 
and  akin? 

Clearly  to  the  seen — no  one  can  doubt  that. 

And  is  the  soul  seen  or  not  seen? 

Not  by  man,  Socrates. 

And  what  we  mean  by  "seen"  and  "not 
seen"  is  that  which  is  or  is  not  visible  to  the  eye 
of  man? 

Yes,  to  the  eye  of  man. 

And  is  the  soul  seen  or  not  seen? 

Not  seen. 

Unseen  then? 

Yes. 

Then  the  soul  is  more  like  to  the  unseen,  and 
the  body  to  the  seen? 
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That  follows  necessarily,  Socrates. 

And  were  we  not  saying  long  ago  that  the 
soul  when  using  the  body  as  an  instrument  of 
perception,  that  is  to  say,  when  using  the  sense 
of  sight  or  hearing  or  some  other  sense  (for  the 
meaning  of  perceiving  through  the  body  is  per 
ceiving  through  the  senses) — were  we  not  say 
ing  that  the  soul  too  is  then  dragged  by  the 
body  into  the  region  of  the  changeable,  and 
wanders  and  is  confused;  the  world  spins  round 
her,  and  she  is  like  a  drunkard,  when  she 
touches  change  ? 

Very  true. 

But  when  returning  into  herself  she  reflects, 
then  she  passes  into  the  other  world,  the  region 
of  purity,  and  eternity,  and  immortality,  and 
unchangeableness,  which  are  her  kindred,  and 
with  them  she  ever  lives,  when  she  is  by  herself 
and  is  not  let  or  hindered;  then  she  ceases  from, 
her  erring  ways,  and  being  in  communion  with 
the  unchanging  is  unchanging.  And  this  state 
of  the  soul  is  called  wisdom  ? 

That  is  well  and  truly  said,  Socrates,  he  re 
plied. 

And  to  which  class  is  the  soul  more  nearly 
alike  and  akin,  as  far  as  may  be  inferred  from 
this  argument,  as  well  as  from  the  preceding 
one? 

I  think,  Socrates,  that,  in  the  opinion  of  every 
one  who  follows  the  argument,  the  soul  will 
be  infinitely  more  like  the  unchangeable — 
even  the  most  stupid  person  will  not  deny 
that* 

And  the  body  is  more  like  the  changing? 

Yes. 

Yet  once  more  consider  the  matter  in  an 
other  light:  When  the  soul  and  the  body  are 
united,  [80]  then  nature  orders  the  soul  to  rule 
and  govern,  and  the  body  to  obey  and  serve. 
Now  which  of  these  two  functions  is  akin  to 
the  divine?  and  which  to  the  mortal?  Does  not 
the  divine  appear  to  you  to  be  that  which  nat 
urally  orders  and  rules,  and  the  mortal  to  be 
that  which  is  subject  and  servant? 

True, 

And  which  does  the  soul  resemble? 

The  soul  resembles  the  divine,  and  the  body 
the  mortal — there  can  be  no  doubt  of  that, 
Socrates. 

Then  reflect,  Cebes:  of  all  which  has  been 
said  is  not  this  the  conclusion? — that  the  soul 
is  in  the  very  likeness  of  the  divine,  and  im 
mortal,  and  intellectual,  and  uniform,  and  in 
dissoluble,  and  unchangeable;  and  that  the 
body  is  in  the  very  likeness  of  the  human,  and 
mortal,  and  unintcllectual,  and  multiform,  and 


dissoluble,  and  changeable.  Can  this,  my  dear 
Cebes,  be  denied  ? 

It  cannot. 

But  if  it  be  true,  then  is  not  the  body  liable 
to  speedy  dissolution?  and  is  not  the  soul  al 
most  or  altogether  indissoluble  ? 

Certainly. 

And  do  you  further  observe,  that  after  a  man 
is  dead,  the  body,  or  visible  part  of  -him,  which 
is  lying  in  the  visible  world,  and  is  called  a 
corpse,  and  would  naturally  be  dissolved  and 
decomposed  and  dissipated,  is  not  dissolved  or 
decomposed  at  once,  but  may  remain  for  some 
time,  nay  even  for  a  long  time,  if  the  constitu 
tion  be  sound  at  the  time  of  death,  and  the  sea 
son  of  the  year  favourable  ?  For  the  body  when 
shrunk  and  embalmed,  as  the  manner  is  in 
Egypt,  may  remain  almost  entire  through  infi 
nite  ages;  and  even  in  decay,  there  are  still  some 
portions,  such  as  the  bones  and  ligaments, 
which  are  practically  indestructible: — Do  you 
agree? 

Yes. 

And  is  it  likely  that  the  soul,  which  is  invisi 
ble,  in  passing  to  the  place  of  the  true  Hades, 
which  like  her  is  invisible,  and  pure,  and  noble, 
and  on  her  way  to  the  good  and  wise  God, 
whither,  if  God  will,  my  soul  is  also  soon  to 
go, — that  the  soul,  I  repeat,  if  this  be  her  nature 
and  origin,  will  be  blown  away  and  destroyed 
irrimediately  on  quitting  the  body,  as  the  many 
say?  That  can  never  be,  my  dear  Simrnias  and 
Cebes.  The  truth  rather  is,  that  the  soul  which 
is  pure  at  departing  and  draws  after  her  no 
bodily  taint,  having  never  voluntarily  during 
life  had  connection  with  the  body,  which  she  is 
ever  avoiding,  herself  gathered  into  herself;— 
and  making  such  abstraction  her  perpetual 
study- —  which  means  that  she  has  been,  a  true 
disciple  of  philosophy;  [8*]  and  therefore  has 
in  fact  been  always  engaged  in  the  practice 'of 
dying?  For  is  not  philosophy  the  study  of 
death? — 

Certainly — 

That  soul,  I  say,  herself  invisible,  departs  to 
the  invisible  world — to  the  divine  and  immor 
tal  and  rational;  thither  arriving,  she  is  secure 
of  bliss  and  is  released  from  the  error  and  folly 
of  men,  their  fears  and  wild  passions  atid  all 
other  human  ills,  and  for  ever  dwells,  as  they 
say  of  the  initiated,  in  company  with  the  gods/ 
Is  not  this  true,  Cebes? 

Yes,  said  Cebes,  beyond  a  doubt. 

But  the  soul  which  has  been  polluted.,  and  1& 
impure  at  the  time  of  her  departure,  and  is  the 

1  C£.  Apology*  40. 
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companion  and  servant  of  the  body  always,  and 
is  in  love  with  and  fascinated  by  the  body  and 
by  the  desires  and  pleasures  of  the  body,  until 
she  is  led  to  believe  that  the  truth  only  exists  in 
a  bodily  form,  which  a  man  may  touch  and  see 
and  taste,  and  use  for  the  purposes  of  his  lusts, 
— the  soul,  I  mean,  accustomed  to  hate  and  fear 
and  avoid  the  intellectual  principle,  which  to 
the  bodily  eye  is  dark  and  invisible,  and  can  be 
attained  only  by  philosophy; — do  you  suppose 
that  such  a  soul  will  depart  pure  and  unalloyed? 

Impossible,  he  replied. 

She  is  held  fast  by  the  corporeal,  which  the 
continual  association  and  constant  care  of  the 
body  have  wrought  into  her  nature. 

Very  true. 

And  this  corporeal  element,  my  friend,  is 
heavy  and  weighty  and  earthy,  and  is  that  ele 
ment  of  sight  by  which  a  soul  is  depressed  and 
dragged  down  again  into  the  visible  world,  be 
cause  she  is  afraid  of  the  invisible  and  of  the 
world  below — prowling  about  tombs  and  sepul 
chres,  near  which,  as  they  tell  us,  are  seen  cer 
tain  ghostly  apparitions  of  souls  which  have 
not  departed  pure,  but  are  cloyed  with  sight 
and  therefore  visible.1 

That  is  very  likely,  Socrates. 

Yes,  that  is  very  likely,  Cebes;  and  these  must 
be  the  souls,  not  of  the  good,  but  of  the  evil, 
which  are  compelled  to  wander  about  such 
places  in  payment  of  the  penalty  of  their  former 
evil  way  of  life;  and  they  continue  to  wander 
until  through  the  craving  after  the  corporeal 
which  never  leaves  them,  they  are  imprisoned 
finally  in  another  body.  And  they  may  be  sup 
posed  to  find  their  prisons  in  the  same  natures 
which  they  have  had  in  their  former  lives. 

What  natures  do  you  mean,  Socrates? 

What  I  mean  is  that  men  who  have  followed 
after  gluttony,  and  wantonness,  and  drunken 
ness,  and  have  had  no  thought  of  avoiding  them, 
[82]  would  pass  into  asses  and  animals  of  that 
sort.  What  do  you  think? 

1  Compare  Milton,  Comus,  463  ff . : 

But  when  lust, 

By  unchaste  loofys,  loose  gestures,  and  foul  tal\, 
But  most  by  lewd  and  lavish  act  of  sin, 
Lets  in  defilement  to  the  inward  parts f 
The  soul  grows  dotted  by  contagion, 
Imbodies,  and  imbrutes,  till  she  quite  lose, 
The  divine  property  of  her  first  being. 
Such  are  those  thic\  and  gloomy  shadows  damp 
Oft  seen  in  charnel  vaults  and  sepulchres, 
Lingering,  and  sitting  by  a  new  made  grave, 
As  loath  to  leave  the  body  that  it  lov'd, 
And  linked  itself  by  carnal  sensuality 
To  a  degenerate  and  degraded  state. 


I  think  such  an  opinion  to  be  exceedingly 
probable. 

And  those  who  have  chosen  the  portion  of 
injustice,  and  tyranny,  and  violence,  will  pass 
into  wolves,  or  into  hawks  and  kites; — whither 
else  can  we  suppose  them  to  go  ? 

Yes,  said  Cebes;  with  such  natures,  beyond 
question. 

And  there  is  no  difficulty,  he  said,  in  assign 
ing  to  all  of  them  places  answering  to  their 
several  natures  and  propensities? 

There  is  not,  he  said. 

Some  are  happier  than  others;  and  the  hap 
piest  both  in  themselves  and  in  the  place  to 
which  they  go  are  those  who  have  practised  the 
civil  and  social  virtues  which  are  called  temper 
ance  and  justice,  and  are  acquired  by  habit  and 
attention  without  philosophy  and  mind.2 

Why  are  they  the  happiest? 

Because  they  may  be  expected  to  pass  into 
some  gentle  and  social  kind  which  is  like  their 
own,  such  as  bees  or  wasps  or  ants,  or  back 
again  into  the  form  of  man,  and  just  and  mod 
erate  men  may  be  supposed  to  spring  from 
them. 

Very  likely. 

No  one  who  has  not  studied  philosophy  and 
who  is  not  entirely  pure  at  the  time  of  his  de 
parture  is  allowed  to  enter  the  company  of  the 
Gods,  but  the  lover  of  knowledge  only.  And 
this  is  the  reason,  Simmias  and  Cebes,  why  the 
true  votaries  of  philosophy  abstain  from  all 
fleshy  lusts,  and  hold  out  against  them  and  re 
fuse  to  give  themselves  up  to  them, — not  be 
cause  they  fear  poverty  or  the  ruin  of  their 
families,  like  the  lovers  of  money,  and  the  world 
in  general;  nor  like  the  lovers  of  power  and 
honour,  because  they  dread  the  dishonour  or 
disgrace  of  evil  deeds. 

No,  Socrates,  that  would  not  become  them, 
said  Cebes. 

No  indeed,  he  replied;  and  therefore  they 
who  have  any  care  of  their  own  souls,  and  do 
not  merely  live  moulding  and  fashioning  the 
body,  say  farewell  to  all  this;  they  will  not  walk 
in  the  ways  of  the  blind:  and  when  philosophy 
offers  them  purification  and  release  from  evil, 
they  feel  that  they  ought  not  to  resist  her  in 
fluence,  and  whither  she  leads  they  turn  and 
follow. 

What  do  you  mean,  Socrates? 

1  will  tell  you,  he  said.  The  lovers  of  knowl^ 
edge  are  conscious  that  the  soul  was  simply 
fastened  and  glued  to  the  body — until  philoso 
phy  received  her,  she  could  only  view  real  ex- 

2  Cf .  Republic,  x.  619. 
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istence  through  the  bars  of  a  prison,  not  in  and 
through  herself;  she  was  wallowing  in  the  mire 
of  every  sort  of  ignorance,  and  by  reason  of  lust 
had  become  the  principal  accomplice  in  her 
own  captivity.  [83]  This  was  her  original 
state;  and  then,  as  I  was  saying,  and  as  the 
lovers  of  knowledge  are  well  aware,  philoso 
phy,  seeing  how  terrible  was  her  confinement, 
of  which  she  was  to  herself  the  cause,  received 
and  gently  comforted  her  and  sought  to  release 
her,  pointing  out  that  the  eye  and  the  ear  and 
the  other  senses  are  full  of  deception,  and  per 
suading  her  to  retire  from  them,  and  abstain 
from  all  but  the  necessary  use  of  them,  and  be 
gathered  up  and  collected  into  herself,  bidding 
her  trust  in  herself  and  her  own  pure  appre 
hension  of  pure  existence,  and  to  mistrust  what 
ever  comes  to  her  through  other  channels  and 
is  subject  to  variation;  for  such  things  are  vis 
ible  and  tangible,  but  what  she  sees  in  her  own 
nature  is  intelligible  and  invisible.  And  the 
soul  of  the  true  philosopher  thinks  that  she 
ought  not  to  resist  this  deliverance,  and  there 
fore  abstains  from  pleasures  and  desires  and 
pains  and  fears,  as  far  as  she  is  able;  reflecting 
that  when  a  man  has  great  joys  or  sorrows  or 
fears  or  desires,  he  suffers  from  them,  not  mere 
ly  the  sort  of  evil  which  might  be  anticipated 
— as  for  example,  the  loss  of  his  health  or  prop 
erty  which  he  has  sacrificed  to  his  lusts — but 
an  evil  greater  far,  which  is  the  greatest  and 
worst  of  all  evils,  and  one  of  which  he  never 
thinks. 

What  is  it,  Socrates  ?  said  Cebes. 

The  evil  is  that  when  the  feeling  of  pleasure 
or  pain  is  most  intense,  every  soul  of  man 
imagines  the  objects  of  this  intense  feeling  to 
be  then  plainest  and  truest;  but  this  is  not  so, 
they  are  really  the  things  of  sight. 

Very  true. 

And  is  not  this  the  state  in  which  the  soul  is 
most  enthralled  by  the  body? 

How  so  ? 

Why,  because  each  pleasure  and  pain  is  a 
sort  of  nail  which  nails  and  rivets  the  soul  to 
the  body,  until  she  becomes  like  the  body,  and 
believes  that  to  be  true  which  the  body  affirms 
to  be  true;  and  from  agreeing  with  the  body 
and  having  the  same  delights  she  is  obliged  to 
have  the  same  habits  and  haunts,  and  is  not 
likely  ever  to  be  pure  at  her  departure  to  the 
world  below,  but  is  always  infected  by  the 
body;  and  so  she  sinks  into  another  body  and 
there  germinates  and  grows,  and  has  therefore 
no  part  in  the  communion  of  the  divine  and 
pure  and  simple. 


Most  true,  Socrates,  answered  Cebes. 

And  this,  Cebes,  is  the  reason  why  the  true 
lovers  of  knowledge  are  temperate  and  brave; 
and  not  for  the  reason  which  the  world  gives. 

[84]  Certainly  not. 

Certainly  not !  The  soul  of  a  philosopher  will 
reason  in  quite  another  way;  she  will  not  ask 
philosophy  to  release  her  in  order  that  when  re 
leased  she  may  deliver  herself  up  again  to  the 
thraldom  of  pleasures  and  pains,  doing  a  work 
only  to  be  undone  again,  weaving  instead  of 
unweaving  her  Penelope's  web.  But  she  will 
calm  passion,  and  follow  reason,  and  dwell  in 
the  contemplation  of  her,  beholding  the  true 
and  divine  (which  is  not  matter  of  opinion), 
and  thence  deriving  nourishment.  Thus  she 
seeks  to  live  while  she  lives,  and  after  death 
she  hopes  to  go  to  her  own  kindred  and  to  that 
which  is  like  her,  and  to  be  freed  from  human 
ills.  Never  fear,  Simmias  and  Cebes,  that  a  soul 
which  has  been  thus  nurtured  and  has  had 
these  pursuits,  will  at  her  departure  from  the 
body  be  scattered  and  blown  away  by  the  winds 
and  be  nowhere  and  nothing. 

When  Socrates  had  done  speaking,  for  a 
considerable  time  there  was  silence;  he  him 
self  appeared  to  be  meditating,  as  most  of  us 
were,  on  what  had  been  said;  only  Cebes  and 
Simmias  spoke  a  few  words  to  one  another. 
And  Socrates  observing  them  asked  what  they 
thought  o£  the  argument,  and  whether  there 
was  anything  wanting?  For,  said  he,  there  are 
many  points  still  open  to  suspicion  and  attack, 
if  any  one  were  disposed  to  sift  the  matter  thor 
oughly.  Should  you  be  considering  some  other 
matter  I  say  no  more,  but  if  you  are  still  in 
doubt  do  not  hesitate  to  say  exactly  what  you 
think,  and  let  us  have  anything  better  which 
you  can  suggest;  and  if  you  think  that  I  can  be 
of  any  use,  allow  me  to  help  you. 

Simmias  said;  I  must  confess,  Socrates,  that 
doubts  did  arise  in  our  minds,  and  each  of  us 
was  urging  and  inciting  the  other  to  put  the 
question  which  we  wanted  to  have  answered 
but  which  neither  of  us  liked  to  ask,  fearing 
that  our  importunity  might  be  troublesome  at 
such  a  time. 

Socrates  replied  with  a  smile:  O  Simmias, 
what  are  you  saying?  I  am  not  very  likely  to 
persuade  other  men  that  I  do  not  regard  my 
present  situation  as  a  misfortune,  if  I  cannot 
even  persuade  you  that  1  am  no  worse  off  now 
than  at  any  other  time  in  my  life.  Will  you  not 
allow  that  I  have  as  much  of  the  spirit  of  proph 
ecy  in  me  as  the  swans?  For  they,  when  they 
perceive  that  they  must  die,  having  sung  all 
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their  life  long,  do  then  sing  more  lustily  than 
ever,  rejoicing  in  the  thought  that  they  are 
about  to  go  away  to  the  god  [85]  whose  min 
isters  they  are.  But  men,  because  they  are  them 
selves  afraid  of  death,  slanderously  affirm  of  the 
swans  that  they  sing  a  lament  at  the  last,  not 
considering  that  no  bird  sings  when  cold,  or 
hungry,  or  in  pain,  not  even  the  nightingale, 
nor  the  swallow,  nor  yet  the  hoopoe;  which 
are  said  indeed  to  tune  a  lay  of  sorrow,  al 
though  I  do  not  believe  this  to  be  true  of  them 
any  more  than  of  the  swans.  But  because  they 
are  sacred  to  Apollo,  they  have  the  gift  of 
prophecy,  and  anticipate  the  good  things  of 
another  world;  wherefore  they  sing  and  rejoice 
in  that  day  more  than  ever  they  did  before. 
And  I  too,  believing  myself  to  be  the  conse 
crated  servant  of  the  same  God,  and  the  fellow- 
servant  of  the  swans,  and  thinking  that  I  have 
received  from  my  master  gifts  of  prophecy 
which  are  not  inferior  to  theirs,  would  not  go 
out  of  life  less  merrily  than  the  swans.  Never 
mind  then,  if  this  be  your  only  objection,  but 
speak  and  ask  anything  which  you  like,  while 
the  eleven  magistrates  of  Athens  allow. 

Very  good,  Socrates,  said  Simmias;  then  I 
will  tell  you  my  difficulty,  and  Cebes  will  tell 
you  his.  I  feel  myself  (and  I  dare  say  that  you 
have  the  same  feeling),  how  hard  or  rather  im 
possible  is  the  attainment  of  any  certainty  about 
questions  such  as  these  in  the  present  life.  And 
yet  I  should  deem  him  a  coward  who  did  not 
prove  what  is  said  about  them  to  the  uttermost, 
or  whose  heart  failed  him  before  he  had  exam 
ined  them  on  every  side.  For  he  should  per 
severe  until  he  has  achieved  one  of  two  things: 
either  he  should  discover,  or  be  taught  the 
truth  about  them;  or,  if  this  be  impossible,  I 
would  have  him  take  the  best  and  most  irre 
fragable  of  human  theories,  and  let  this  be  the 
raft  upon  which  he  sails  through  life — not 
without  risk,  as  I  admit,  if  he  cannot  find  some 
word  of  God  which  will  more  surely  and  safely 
carry  him.  And  now,  as  you  bid  me,  I  will  ven 
ture  to  question  you,  and  then  I  shall  not  have 
to  reproach  myself  hereafter  with  not  having 
said  at  the  time  what  I  think.  For  when  I  con 
sider  the  matter,  either  alone  or  with  Cebes, 
the  argument  does  certainly  appear  to  me,  Soc 
rates,  to  be  not  sufficient. 

Socrates  answered:  I  dare  say,  my  friend, 
that  you  may  be  right,  but  I  should  like  to 
know  in  what  respect  the  argument  is  insuffi 
cient. 

In  this  respect,  replied  Simmias: — Suppose 
a  person  to  use  the  same  argument  about  har 


mony  and  the  lyre — might  he  not  say  that  har 
mony  is  a  thing  invisible,  [86]  incorporeal, 
perfect,  divine,  existing  in  the  lyre  which  is 
harmonized,  but  that  the  lyre  and  the  strings 
are  matter  and  material,  composite,  earthy,  and 
akin  to  mortality?  And  when  some  one  breaks 
the  lyre,  or  cuts  and  rends  the  strings,  then  he 
who  takes  this  view  would  argue  as  you  do,  and 
on  the  same  analogy,  that  the  harmony  sur 
vives  and  has  not  perished — you  cannot  imag 
ine,  he  would  say,  that  the  lyre  without  the 
strings,  and  the  broken  strings  themselves 
which  are  mortal  remain,  and  yet  that  the  har 
mony,  which  is  of  heavenly  and  immortal  na 
ture  and  kindred,  has  perished — perished  be 
fore  the  mortal.  The  harmony  must  still  be 
somewhere,  and  the  wood  and  strings  will  de 
cay  before  anything  can  happen  to  that.  The 
thought,  Socrates,  must  have  occurred  to  your 
own  mind  that  such  is  our  conception  of  the 
soul;  and  that  when  the  body  is  in  a  manner 
strung  and  held  together  by  the  elements  of 
hot  and  cold,  wet  and  dry,  then  the  soul  is  the 
harmony  or  due  proportionate  admixture  of 
them.  But  if  so,  whenever  the  strings  of  the 
body  are  unduly  loosened  or  overstrained 
through  disease  or  other  injury,  then  the  soul, 
though  most  divine,  like  other  harmonies  of 
music  or  of  works  of  art,  of  course  perishes  at 
once;  although  the  material  remains  of  the 
body  may  last  for  a  considerable  time,  until 
they  are  either  decayed  or  burnt.  And  if  any 
one  maintains  that  the  soul,  being  the  harmony 
of  the  elements  of  the  body,  is  first  to  perish 
in  that  which  is  called  death,  how  shall  we  an 
swer  him? 

Socrates  looked  fixedly  at  us  as  his  manner 
was,  and  said  with  a  smile:  Simmias  has  reason 
on  his  side;  and  why  does  not  some  one  of  you 
who  is  better  able  than  myself  answer  him?  for 
there  is  force  in  his  attack  upon  me.  But  per 
haps,  before  we  answer  him,  we  had  better  also 
hear  what  Cebes  has  to  say  that  we  may  gain 
time  for  reflection,  and  when  they  have  both 
spoken,  we  may  either  assent  to  them,  if  there 
is  truth  in  what  they  say,  or  if  not,  we  will 
maintain  our  position.  Please  to  tell  me  then, 
Cebes,  he  said,  what  was  the  difficulty  which 
troubled  you? 

Cebes  said:  I  will  tell  you.  My  feeling  is  that 
the  argument  is  where  it  was,  and  open  to  the 
same  objections  which  were  urged  before; 
[8j]  for  I  am  ready  to  admit  that  the  existence 
of  the  soul  before  entering  into  the  bodily  form 
has  been  very  ingeniously,  and,  if  I  may  say  so, 
quite  sufficiently  proven;  but  the  existence  of 
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the  soul  after  death  is  still,  in  my  judgment, 
unproven.  Now  my  objection  is  not  the  same 
as  that  of  Simmias;  for  I  am  not  disposed  to 
deny  that  the  soul  is  stronger  and  more  lasting 
than  the  body,  being  of  opinion  that  in  all 
such  respects  the  soul  very  far  excels  the  body. 
Well  then,  says  the  argument  to  me,  why  do 
you  remain  unconvinced? — When  you  see  that 
the  weaker  continues  in  existence  after  the  man> 
is  dead,  will  you  not  admit  that  the  more  last 
ing  must  also  survive  during  the  same  period 
of  time?  Now  I  will  ask  you  to  consider  wheth 
er  the  objection,  which,  like  Simmias,  I  will 
express  in  a  figure,  is  of  any  weight.  The  anal 
ogy  which  I  will  adduce  is  that  of  an  old  weav 
er,  who  dies,  and  after  his  death  somebody 
says: — He  is  not  dead,  he  must  be  alive; — see, 
there  is  the  coat  which  he  himself  wove  and 
wore,  and  which  remains  whole  and  unde- 
cayed.  And  then  he  proceeds  to  ask  of  some  one 
who  is  incredulous,  whether  a  man  lasts  long 
er,  or  the  coat  which  is  in  use  and  wear;  and 
when  he  is  answered  that  a  man  lasts  far  long 
er,  thinks  that  he  has  thus  certainly  demon 
strated  the  survival  of  the  man,  who  is  the  more 
lusting,  because  the  less  lasting  remains.  But 
that,  Simmias,  as  I  would  beg  you  to  remark, 
i§  a  mistake;  any  one  can  see  that  he  who  talks 
thus  is  talking  nonsense.  For  the  truth  is,  that 
the  weaver  aforesaid,  having  woven  and  worn 
many  such  coats,  outlived  several  of  them;  and 
was  outlived  by  the  last;  but  a  man  is  not  there 
fore  proved  to  be  slighter  and  weaker  than  a 
coat.  Now  the  relation  of  the  body  to  the  soul 
may  be  expressed  in  a  similar  figure;  and  any 
one  may  very  fairly  say  in  like  manner  that 
the  soul  is  lasting,  and  the  body  weak  and 
shortlived  in  comparison.  He  may  'argue  in  like 
manner  that  every  soul  wears  out  many  bodies, 
especially  if  a  man  live  many  years.  While  he 
is  alive  the  body  deliquesces  and  decays,  and 
the  soul  always  weaves  another  garment  and 
repairs  the  waste.  But  of  course,  whenever  the 
soul  perishes,  she  must  have  on  her  last  gar 
ment,  and  this  will  survive  her;  and  then  at 
length,  when  the  soul  is  dead,  the  body  will 
show  its  native  weakness,  and  quickly  decom 
pose  and  pass  away.  I  would  therefore  rather 
not  rely  on  the  argument  from  superior  strength 
to  prove  the  continued  existence  of  the  soul 
after  death.  [88]  For  granting  even  more  than 
you  affirm  to  be  possible,  and  acknowledging 
not  only  that  the  soul  existed  before  birth,  but 
also  that  the  souls  of  some  exist,  and  will  con 
tinue  to  exist  after  death,  and  will  be  born  and 
die  again,  and  that  there  is  a  natural  strength 


in  the  soul  which  will  hold  out  and  be  born 
many  times — nevertheless,  we  may  be  still  in 
clined  to  think  that  she  will  weary  in  the  la 
bours  of  successive  births,  and  may  at  last  suc 
cumb  in  one  of  her  deaths  and  utterly  perish; 
and  this  death  and  dissolution  of  the  body 
which  brings  destruction  to  the  soul  may  be 
unknown  to  any  of  us,  for  no  one  of  us  can 
have  had  any  experience  of  it:  and  if  so,  then 
I  maintain  that  he  who  is  confident  about 
death  has  but  a  foolish  confidence,  unless  he 
is  able  to  prove  that  the  soul  is  altogether  im 
mortal  and  imperishable.  But  if  he  cannot 
prove  the  soul's  immortality,  he  who  is  about 
to  die  will  always  have  reason  to  fear  that 
when  the  body  is  disunited,  the  soul  also  may 
utterly  perish. 

All  of  us,  as  we  afterwards  remarked  to  one 
another,  had  an  unpleasant  feeling  at  hearing 
what  they  said.  When  we  had  been  so  firmly 
convinced  before,  now  to  have  our  faith  shak 
en  seemed  to  introduce  a  confusion  and  uncer 
tainty,  not  only  into  the  previous  argument, 
but  into  any  future  one;  either  we  were  inca 
pable  of  forming  a  judgment,  or  there  were  no 
grounds  o£  belief. 

Ech.  There  I  feel  with  you — by  heaven  I  do, 
Phacdo,  and  when  you  were  speaking,  I  was 
beginning  to  ask  myself  the  same  question: 
What  argument  can  I  ever  trust  again?  For 
what  could  be  more  convincing  than  the  argu 
ment  of  Socrates,  which  has  now  fallen  into 
discredit?  That  the  soul  is  a  harmony  is  a  doc 
trine  which  has  always  had  a  wonderful  attrac 
tion  for  me,  and,  when  mentioned,  came  back 
to  me  at  once,  as  my  own  original  conviction, 
And  now  I  must  begin  again  and  find  another 
argument  which  will  assure  me  that  when  the 
man  is  dead  the  soul  survives.  Tell  me,  I  im 
plore  you,  how  did  Socrates  proceed?  Did  he 
appear  to  share  the  unpleasant  feeling  which 
you  mention?  or  did  he  calmly  meet  the  at* 
tack?  And  did  he  answer  forcibly  or  feebly? 
Narrate  what  passed  as  exactly  as  you  can, 

Phacd.  Often,  Echecratcs,  I  have  wondered 
at  Socrates,  but  never  more  than  on  that  oc 
casion.  [S$]  That  he  should  be  able  to  answer 
was  nothing,  but  what  astonished  me  was,  first, 
the  gentle  and  pleasant  and  approving  manner 
in  which  he  received  the  words  of  the  young 
men,  and  then  his  quick  sense  of  the  wound 
which  had  been  inflicted  by  the  argument,  and 
the  readiness  with  which  he  healed  it- He  might 
be  compared  to  a  general  rallying  his  defeated 
and  broken  army,  urging  them  to  accompany 
him  and  return  to  the  field  of  argument. 
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Ech.  What  followed? 

Phaed.  You  shall  hear,  for  I  was  close  to  him 
on  his  right  hand,  seated  on  a  sort  of  stool,  and 
he  on  a  couch  which  was  a  good  deal  higher.  He 
stroked  my  head,  and  pressed  the  hair  upon 
my  neck — he  had  a  way  of  playing  with  my 
hair;  and  then  he  said:  To-morrow,  Phaedo,  I 
suppose  that  these  fair  locks  of  yours  will  be 
severed. 

Yes,  Socrates,  I  suppose  that  they  will,  I  re 
plied. 

Not  so,  if  you  will  take  my  advice. 

What  shall  I  do  with  them?  I  said. 

To-day,  he  replied,  and  not  to-morrow,  if 
this  argument  dies  and  we  cannot  bring  it  to 
life  again,  you  and  I  will  both  shave  our  locks: 
and  if  I  were  you,  and  the  argument  got  away 
from  me,  and  I  could  not  hold  my  ground 
against  Simmias  and  Cebes,  I  would  myself 
take  an  oath,  like  the  Argives,  not  to  wear  hair 
any  more  until  I  had  renewed  the  conflict  and 
defeated  them. 

Yes,  I  said;  but  Heracles  himself  is  said  not 
to  be  a  match  for  two. 

Summon  me  then,  he  said,  and  I  will  be 
your  lolaus  until  the  sun  goes  down. 

I  summon  you  rather,  I  rejoined,  not  as 
Heracles  summoning  lolaus,  but  as  lolaus  might 
summon  Heracles. 

That  will  do  as  well,  he  said.  But  first  let  us 
take  care  that  we  avoid  a  danger. 

Of  what  nature?  I  said. 

Lest  we  become  misologists,  he  replied:  no 
worse  thing  can  happen  to  a  man  than  this. 
For  as  there  are  misanthropists  or  haters  of 
men,  there  are  also  misologists  or  haters  of 
ideas,  and  both  spring  from  the  same  cause, 
which  is  ignorance  of  the  world.  Misanthropy 
arises  out  of  the  too  great  confidence  of  inex 
perience; — you  trust  a  man  and  think  him  al 
together  true  and  sound  and  faithful,  and  then 
in  a  little  while  he  turns  out  to  be  false  and 
knavish;  and  then  another  and  another,  and 
when  this  has  happened  several  times  to  a 
man,  especially  when  it  happens  among  those 
whom  he  deems  to  be  his  own  most  trusted 
and  familiar  friends,  and  he  has  often  quar 
relled  with  them,  he  at  last  hates  all  men,  and 
believes  that  no  one  has  any  good  in  him  at  all. 
You  must  have  observed  this  trait  of  character? 

I  have. 

And  is  not  the  feeling  discreditable?  Is  it  not 
obvious  that  such  an  one  having  to  deal  with 
other  men,  was  clearly  without  any  experience 
of  human  nature;  for  experience  would  have 
taught  him  the  true  state  of  the  case,  [go]  that 


few  are  the  good  and  few  the  evil,  and  that  the 
great  majority  are  in  the  interval  bet  ween  them. 

What  do  you  mean?  I  said. 

I  mean,  he  replied,  as  you  might  say  of  the 
very  large  and  very  small — that  nothing  is 
more  uncommon  than  a  very  large  or  very 
small  man;  and  this  applies  generally  to  all 
extremes,  whether  of  great  and  small,  or  swift 
and  slow,  or  fair  and  foul,  or  black  and  white: 
and  whether  the  instances  you  select  be  men 
or  dogs  or  anything  else,  few  are  the  extremes, 
but  many  are  in  the  mean  between  them.  Did 
you  never  observe  this? 

Yes,  I  said,  I  have. 

And  do  you  not  imagine,  he  said,  that  if 
there  were  a  competition  in  evil,  the  worst 
would  be  found  to  be  very  few? 

Yes,  that  is  very  likely,  I  said. 

Yes,  that  is  very  likely,  he  replied;  although 
in  this  respect  arguments  are  unlike  men- 
there  I  was  led  on  by  you  to  say  more  than  I 
had  intended;  but  the  point  of  comparison  was^ 
that  when  a  simple  man  who  has  no  skill  in 
dialectics  believes  an  argument  to  be  true  which 
he  afterwards  imagines  to  be  false,  whether 
really  false  or  not,  and  then  another  and  an 
other,  he  has  no  longer  any  faith  left,  and  great 
disputers,  as  you  know,  come  to  think  at  last 
that  they  have  grown  to  be  the  wisest  of  man 
kind;  for  they  alone  perceive  the  utter  un- 
SQundness  and  instability  of  all  arguments,  or 
indeed,  of  all  things,  which,  like  the  currents 
in  the  Euripus,  are  going  up  and  down  in 
never-ceasing  ebb  and  flow. 

That  is  quite  true,  I  said. 

Yes,  Phaedo,  he  replied,  and  how  melan 
choly,  if  there  be  such  a  thing  as  truth  or  cer 
tainty  or  possibility  of  knowledge — that  a  man 
should  have  lighted  upon  some  argument  or 
other  which  at  first  seemed  true  and  then 
turned  out  to  be  false,  and  instead  of  blaming 
himself  and  his  own  want  of  wit,  because  he  is 
annoyed,  should  at  last  be  too  glad  to  transfer 
the  blame  from  himself  to  arguments  in  gen 
eral:  and  for  ever  afterwards  should  hate  and 
revile  them,  and  lose  truth  and  the  knowledge 
of  realities. 

Yes,  indeed,  I  said;  that  is  very  melancholy. 

Let  us  then,  in  the  first  place,  he  said,  be 
careful  of  allowing  or  of  admitting  into  our 
souls  the  notion  that  there  is  no  health  or 
soundness  in  any  arguments  at  all,  Rather  say 
that  we  have  not  yet  attained  to  soundness  in 
ourselves,  and  that  we  must  struggle  manfully 
and  do  our  best  to  gain  health  of  mind — you 
and  all  other  men  having  regard  to  the  whole 
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of  your  future  life,  and  I  myself  in  the  pros 
pect  of  death.  [91]  For  at  this  moment  I  am 
sensible  that  I  have  not  the  temper  of  a  philos 
opher;  like  the  vulgar,  I  am  only  a  partisan. 
Now  the  partisan,  when  he  is  engaged  in  a  dis 
pute,  cares  nothing  about  the  rights  of  the  ques 
tion,  but  is  anxious  only  to  convince  his  hearers 
of  his  own  assertions.  And  the  difference  be 
tween  him  and  me  at  the  present  moment  is 
merely  this — that  whereas  he  seeks  to  convince 
his  hearers  that  what  he  says  is  true,  I  am  rather 
seeking  to  convince  myself;  to  convince  my 
hearers  is  a  secondary  matter  with  me.  And  do 
but  see  much  I  gain  by  the  argument.  For  if 
what  I  say  is  true,  then  I  do  well  to  be  per 
suaded  of  the  truth;  but  if  there  be  nothing 
after  death,  still,  during  the  short  time  that 
remains,  I  shall  not  distress  my  friends  with 
lamentations,  and  my  ignorance  will  not  last, 
but  will  die  with  me,  and  therefore  no  harm 
will  be  done.  This  is  the  state  of  mind,  Sim- 
mias  and  Cebes,  in  which  I  approach  the  argu 
ment.  And  I  would  ask  you  to  be  thinking  of 
the  truth  and  not  of  Socrates:  agree  with  rne, 
if  I  seem  to  you  to  be  speaking  the  truth;  or  if 
not,  withstand  me  might  and  main,  that  I  may 
not  deceive  you  as  well  as  myself  in  my  en 
thusiasm,  and  like  the  bee,  leave  my  sting  in 
you  before  I  die. 

And  now  let  us  proceed,  he  said.  And  first 
of  all  let  me  be  sure  that  I  have  in  my  mind 
what  you  were  saying.  Simrnias,  if  I  remember 
rightly,  has  fears  and  misgivings  whether  the 
soul,  although  a  fairer  and  diviner  thing  than 
the  body,  being  as  she  is  in  the  form  of  har 
mony,  may  not  perish  first.  On  the  other  hand, 
Cebes  appeared  to  grant  that  the  soul  was  more 
lasting  than  the  body,  but  he  said  that  no  one 
could  know  whether  the  soul,  after  having 
worn  out  many  bodies,  might  not  perish  her 
self  and  leave  her  last  body  behind  her;  and 
that  this  is  death,  which  is  the  destruction  not 
of  the  body  but  of  the  soul,  for  in  the  body  the 
work  of  destruction  is  ever  going  on.  Are  not 
these,  Simmias  and  Cebes,  the  points  which  we 
have  to  consider? 

They  both  agreed  to  this  statement  of  them. 

He  proceeded:  And  did  you  deny  the  force 
of  the  whole  preceding  argument,  or  of  a  part 
only? 

Of  a  part  only,  they  replied. 

And  what  did  you  think,  he  said,  of  that 
part  of  the  argument  in  which  we  said  that 
knowledge  was  recollection,  and  hence  in 
ferred  that  the  soul  must  have  previously 
existed  somewhere  else  [92]  before  she  was 


enclosed  in  the  body? 

Cebes  said  that  he  had  been  wonderfully  im 
pressed  by  that  part  of  the  argument,  and  that 
his  conviction  retnained  absolutely  unshaken. 
Simmias  agreed,  and  added  that  he  himself 
could  hardly  imagine  the  possibility  of  his 
ever  thinking  differently. 

But,  rejoined  Socrates,  you  will  have  to  think 
differently,  my  Theban  friend,  if  you  still  main 
tain  that  harmony  is  a  compound,  and  that  the 
soul  is  a  harmony  which  is  made  out  of  strings 
set  in  the  frame  of  the  body;  for  you  will  surely 
never  allow  yourself  to  say  that  a  harmony  is 
prior  to  the  elements  which  compose  it. 

Never,  Socrates. 

But  do  you  not  see  that  this  is  what  you  im 
ply  when  you  say  that  the  soul  existed  before 
she  took  the  form  and  body  of  man,  and  was 
made  up  of  elements  which  as  yet  had  no  exist 
ence  ?  For  harmony  is  not  like  the  soul,  as  you 
suppose;  but  first  the  lyre,  and  the  strings,  and 
the  sounds  exist  in  a  state  of  discord,  and  then 
harmony  is  made  last  of  all,  and  perishes  first. 
And  how  can  such  a  notion  of  the  soul  as  this 
agree  with  the  other? 

Not  at  all,  replied  Simmias, 

And  yet,  he  said,  there  surely  ought  to  be 
harmony  in  a  discourse  of  which  harmony  is 
the  theme? 

There  ought,  replied  Simmias. 

But  there  is  no  harmony,  he  said,  in  the  two 
propositions  that  knowledge  is  recollection, 
and  that  the  soul  is  a  harmony.  Which  of  them 
will  you  retain  ? 

I  think,  he  replied,  that  I  have  a  much 
stronger  faith,  Socrates,  in  the  first  of  the  two, 
which  has  been  fully  demonstrated  to  me,  than 
in  the  latter,  which  has  not  been  demonstrated 
at  all,  but  rests  only  on  probable  and  plausible 
grounds;  and  is  therefore  believed  by  the  many. 
I  know  too  well  that  these  arguments  from 
probabilities  are  impostors,  and  unless  great 
caution  is  observed  in  the  use  of  them,  they  are 
apt  to  be  deceptive— -in  geometry,  and  in  other 
things  too,  But  the  doctrine  of  knowledge  and 
recollection  has  been  proven  to  me  on  trust 
worthy  grounds:  and  the  proof  was  that  the 
soul  must  have  existed  before  she  came  into  the 
body,  because  to  her  belongs  the  essence  of 
which  the  very  name  implies  existence.  Having, 
as  I  am  convinced,  rightly  accepted  this  con 
clusion,  and  on  sufficient  grounds,  I  must,  as  I 
suppose,  cease  to  argue  or  allow  others  to  ar 
gue  that  the  soul  is  a  harmony. 

Let  me  put  the  matter,  Simmias,  he  said,  in 
another  point  of  view:  [$$]  Do  you  imagine 
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that  a  harmony  or  any  other  composition  can 
be  in  a  state  other  than  that  o£  the  elements, 
out  of  which  it  is  compounded? 

Certainly  not. 

Or  do  or  surfer  anything  other  than  they  do 
or  suffer? 

He  agreed. 

Then  a  harmony  does  not,  properly  speak 
ing,  lead  the  parts  or  elements  which  make  up 
the  harmony,  but  only  follows  them. 

He  assented. 

For  harmony  cannot  possibly  have  any  mo 
tion,  or  sound,  or  other  quality  which  is  op 
posed  to  its  parts. 

That  would  be  impossible,  he  replied. 

And  does  not  the  nature  of  every  harmony 
depend  upon  the  manner  in  which  the  ele 
ments  are  harmonized? 

I  do  not  understand  you,  he  said. 

I  mean  to  say  that  a  harmony  admits  of  de 
grees,  and  is  more  of  a  harmony,  and  more 
completely  a  harmony,  when  more  truly  and 
fully  harmonized,  to  any  extent  which  is  pos 
sible;  and  less  of  a  harmony,  and  less  complete 
ly  a  harmony,  when  less  truly  and  fully  har 
monized. 

True. 

But  does  the  soul  admit  of  degrees  ?  or  is  one 
soul  in  the  very  least  degree  more  or  less,  or 
more  or  less  completely,  a  soul  than  another? 

Not  in  the  least. 

Yet  surely  of  two  souls,  one  is  said  to  have 
intelligence  and  virtue,  and  to  be  good,  and 
the  other  to  have  folly  and  vice,  and  to  be  an 
evil  soul :  and  this  is  said  truly  ? 

Yes,  truly. 

But  what  will  those  who  maintain  the  soul 
to  be  a  harmony  say  of  this  presence  of  virtue 
and  vice  in  the  soul? — will  they  say  that  here 
is  another  harmony,  and  another  discord,  and 
that  the  virtuous  soul  is  harmonized,  and  her 
self  being  a  harmony  has  another  harmony 
within  her,  and  that  the  vicious  soul  is  inhar- 
monical  and  has  no  harmony  within  her? 

I  cannot  tell,  replied  Simmias;  but  I  suppose 
that  something  of  the  sort  would  be  asserted 
by  those  who  say  that  the  soul  is  a  harmony. 

And  we  have  already  admitted  that  no  soul 
is  more  a  soul  than  another;  which  is  equiva 
lent  to  admitting  that  harmony  is  not  more  or 
less  harmony,  or  more  or  less  completely  a  har 
mony? 

Quite  true. 

And  that  which  is  not  more  or  less  a  har 
mony  is  not  more  or  less  harmonized? 

True. 


And  that  which  is  not  more  or  less  harmo 
nized  cannot  have  more  or  less  of  harmony, 
but  only  an  equal  harmony? 

Yes,  an  equal  harmony. 

Then  one  soul  not  being  more  or  less  abso 
lutely  a  soul  than  another,  is  not  more  or  less 
harmonized  ? 

Exacdy. 

And  therefore  has  neither  more  nor  less  of 
discord,  nor  yet  of  harmony  ? 

She  has  not. 

And  having  neither  more  nor  less  of  har 
mony  or  of  discord,  one  soul  has  no  more  vice 
or  virtue  than  another,  if  vice  be  discord  and 
virtue  harmony? 

Not  at  all  more. 

[94]  Or  speaking  more  correctly,  Simmias, 
the  soul,  if  she  is  a  harmony,  will  never  have 
any  vice;  because  a  harmony,  being  absolutely 
a  harmony,  has  no  part  in  the  inharmonical. 

No. 

And  therefore  a  soul  which  is  absolutely  a 
soul  has  no  vice? 

How  can  she  have,  if  the  previous  argument 
holds? 

Then,  if  all  souls  are  equally  by  their  nature 
souls,  all  souls  of  all  living  creatures  will  be 
equally  good? 

I  agree  with  you,  Socrates,  he  said. 

And  can  all  this  be  true,  think  you?  he  said; 
for  these  are  the  consequences  which  seem  to 
follow  from  the  assumption  that  the  soul  is  a 
harmony  ? 

It  cannot  be  true. 

Once  more,  he  said,  what  ruler  is  there  of 
the  elements  of  human  nature  other  than  the 
soul,  and  especially  the  wise  soul?  Do  you 
know  of  any? 

Indeed,  I  do  not. 

And  is  the  soul  in  agreement  with  the  affec 
tions  of  the  body?  or  is  she  at  variance  with 
them?  For  example,  when  the  body  is  hot  and 
thirsty,  does  not  the  soul  incline  us  against 
drinking?  and  when  the  body  is  hungry, 
against  eating?  And  this  is  only  one  instance 
out  of  ten  thousand  of  the  opposition  of  the 
soul  to  the  things  of  the  body. 

Very  true. 

But  we  have  already  acknowledged  that  the 
soul,  being  a  harmony,  can  never  utter  a  note 
at  variance  with  the  tensions  and  relaxations 
and  vibrations  and  other  affections  of  the  strings 
out  of  which  she  is  composed;  she  can  only  fol 
low,  she  cannot  lead  them? 

It  must  be  so,  he  replied. 

And  yet  do  we  not  now  discover  the  soul 
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to  be  doing  the  exact  opposite — leading  the  ele 
ments  of  which  she  is  believed  to  be  composed; 
almost  always  opposing  and  coercing  them  in 
all  sorts  of  ways  throughout  life,  sometimes 
more  violently  with  the  pains  of  medicine  and 
gymnastic;  then  again  more  gently;  now  threat 
ening,  now  admonishing  the  desires,  passions, 
fears,  as  if  talking  to  a  thing  which  is  not  her 
self,  as  Homer  in  the  Odyssey  represents  Odys 
seus  doing  in  the  words: 

He  beat  his  breast,  and  thus  reproached  his  heart: 
Endure,  my  heart;  far  worse  hast  thou  endured! 

Do  yon  think  that  Homer  wrote  this  under 
the  idea  that  the  soul  is  a  harmony  capable  of 
being  led  by  the  affections  of  the  body,  and 
not  rather  of  a  nature  which  should  lead  and 
master  them — herself  a  far  diviner  thing  than 
any  harmony? 

Yes,  Socrates,  I  quite  think  so. 

Then,  my  friend,  we  can  never  be  right  in 
saying  that  the  soul  is  a  harmony,  /95/  for  we 
should  contradict  the  divine  Homer,  and  con 
tradict  ourselves. 

True,  he  said. 

Thus  much,  said  Socrates,  of  Harmonia, 
your  Theban  goddess,  who  has  graciously  yield 
ed  to  us;  but  what  shall  I  say,  Cebes,  to  her 
husband  Cadmus,  and  how  shall  I  make  peace 
with  him? 

I  think  that  you  will  discover  a  way  of  pro 
pitiating  him,  said  Cebes;  I  am  sure  that  you 
have  put  the  argument  with  Harmonia  in  a 
manner  that  I  could  never  have  expected.  For 
when  Simmias  was  mentioning  his  difficulty,  I 
quite  imagined  that  no  answer  could  be  given 
to  him,  and  therefore  I  was  surprised  at  finding 
that  his  argument  could  not  sustain  the  first 
onset  of  yours,  and  not  impossibly  the  other, 
whom  you  call  Cadmus,  may  share  a  similar 
fate. 

Nay,  my  good  friend,  said  Socrates,  let  us 
not  boast,  lest  some  evil  eye  should  put  to  flight 
the  word  which  I  am  about  to  speak.  That, 
however,  may  be  left  in  the  hands  of  those 
above;  while  I  draw  near  in  Homeric  fashion, 
and  try  the  mettle  of  your  words.  Here  lies  the 
point: — You  want  to  have  it  proven  to  you 
that  the  soul  is  imperishable  and  immortal,  and 
the  philosopher  who  is  confident  in  death  ap 
pears  to  yourto  have  but  a  vain  and  foolish  con 
fidence,  if  he  believes  that  he  will  fare  better  in 
the,  world  below  than  one  who  has  led  another 
sort  of  life,  unless  he  can  prove  this*  and  you 
say  that  the  demonstration  of  the  strength  and 
<?livim|;y»of  the -soul,-  aad«of  her  existence  prior 


to  our  becoming  men,  does  not  necessarily  im 
ply  her  immortality.  Admitting  the  soul  to  be 
long-lived,  and  to  have  known  and  done  much 
in  a  former  state,  still  she  is  not  on  that  account 
immortal;  and  her  entrance  into  the  human 
form  may  be  a  sort  of  disease  which  is  the  be 
ginning  of  dissolution,  and  may  at  last,  after 
die  toils  of  life  are  over,  end  in  that  which  is 
called  death.  And  whether  the  soul  enters  into 
the  body  once  only  or  many  times,  does  not, 
as  you  say,  make  any  difference  in  the  fears  of 
individuals.  For  any  man,  who  is  not  devoid 
of  sense,  must  fear,  if  he  has  no  knowledge  and 
can  give  no  account  of  the  soul's  immortality. 
This,  or  something  like  this,  I  suspect  to  be 
your  notion,  Cebes;  and  I  designedly  recur  to 
it  in  order  that  nothing  may  escape  us,  and 
that  you  may,  if  you  wish,  add  or  subtract  any 
thing. 

But,  said  Cebes,  as  far  as  I  see  at  present,  I 
have  nothing  to  add  or  subtract:  I  mean  what 
you  say  that  I  mean. 

Socrates  paused  awhile,  and  seemed  to  be 
absorbed  in  reflection.  At  length  he  said:  You 
are  raising  a  tremendous  question,  Cebes,  in 
volving  the  whole  nature  of  generation  and 
corruption,  [96]  about  which,  if  you  like,  I 
will  give  you  my  own  experience;  and  if  any 
thing  which  I  say  is  likely  to  avail  towards  the 
solution  of  your  difficulty  you  may  make  use 
of  it. 

I  should  very  much  like,  said  Cebes,  to  hear 
what  you  have  to  say. 

Then  I  will  tell  you,  said  Socrates.  When  I 
was  young,  Cebes,  I  had  a  prodigious  desire  to 
know  that  department  of  philosophy  which  is 
called  the  investigation  of  nature;  to  know  the 
causes  of  things,  and  why  a  thing  is  and  is 
created  or  destroyed  appeared  to  me  to  be  a 
lofty  profession;  and  I  was  always  agitating 
myself  with  the  consideration  of  questions  such 
as  these: — Is  the  growth  of  animals  the  result 
of  some  decay  which  the  hot  and  cold  principle 
contracts,  as  some  have  said?  Is  the  blood  the 
element  with  which  we  think,  or  the  air,  or 
the  fire?  or  perhaps  nothing  of  the  kind — but 
the  brain  may  be  the  originating  power  of  the 
perceptions  of  hearing  and  sight  and  smell,  and 
memory  and  opinion  may  come  from  them," 
and  science  may  be  based  on  memory  and 
opinion  when  they  have  attained  fixity.  And 
then  I  went  on  to  examine  the  corruption  of. 
them,  and  then  to  the  things  of  heaven  and 
earth,  and  at  last  I  concluded  myself  to  be 
utterly  and  absolutely  incapable  of  these  en 
quiries,  as  I  will  satisfactorily  prove  to  you.  For 
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I  was  fascinated  by  them  to  such  a  degree  that 
my  eyes  grew  blind  to  things  which  I  had 
seemed  to  myself,  and  also  to  others,  to  know 
quite  well;  I  forgot  what  I  had  before  thought 
self-evident  truths;  e.g.  such  a  fact  as  that  the 
growth  of  man  is  the  result  of  eating  and 
drinking;  for  when  by  the  digestion  of  food 
flesh  is  added  to  flesh  and  bone  to  bone,  and 
whenever  there  is  an  aggregation  of  congenial 
elements,  the  lesser  bulk  becomes  larger  and 
the  small  man  great.  Was  not  that  a  reasonable 
notion? 

Yes,  said  Cebes,  I  think  so. 

Well;  but  let  me  tell  you  something  more. 
There  was  a  time  when  I  thought  that  I  under 
stood  the  meaning  of  greater  and  less  pretty 
well;  and  when  I  saw  a  great  man  standing  by 
a  little  one,  I  fancied  that  one  was  taller  than 
the  other  by  a  head;  or  one  horse  would  appear 
to  be  greater  than  another  horse:  and  still  more 
clearly  did  I  seem  to  perceive  that  ten  is  two 
more  than  eight,  and  that  two  cubits  are  more 
than  one,  because  two  is  the  double  of  one. 

And  what  is  now  your  notion  of  such  mat 
ters?  said  Cebes. 

I  should  be  far  enough  from  imagining,  he 
replied,  that  I  knew  the  cause  of  any  of  them, 
by  heaven  I  should;  for  I  cannot  satisfy  myself 
that,  [yj]  when  one  is  added  to  one,  the  one 
to  which  the  addition  is  made  becomes  two, 
or  that  the  two  units  added  together  make 
two  by  reason  of  the  addition.  I  cannot  under 
stand  how,  when  separated  from  the  other, 
each  of  them  was  one  and  not  two,  and  now, 
when  they  are  brought  together,  the,  mere 
juxtaposition  or  meeting  of  them  should  be  the 
cause  of  their  becoming  two:  neither  can  I 
understand  how  the  division  of  one  is  the  way 
to  make  two;  for  then  a  different  cause  would 
produce  the  same  effect, — as  in  the  former  in 
stance  the  addition  and  juxtaposition  of  one  to 
one  was  the  cause  of  two,  in  this  the  separa 
tion  and  subtraction  of  one  from  the  other 
would  be  the  cause.  Nor  am  I  any  longer  satis 
fied  that  I  understand  the  reason  why  one  or 
anything  else  is  either  generated  or  destroyed 
or  is  at  all,  but  I  have  in  my  mind  some  con 
fused  notion  of  a  new  method,  and  ca#  never 
admit  the  other. 

Then  I  heard  some  one  reading,  as  he  said, 
frora  a  book  of  Anaxagoras,  that  mind  was  the 
disposer  and  cause  of  all,  and  I  was  delighted 
at  this  notion,  which  appeared  quite  admirable, 
ar^d  I  said  to  myself:  It  mind  is  the  disposer, 
mind  will  dispose  all  for  the  best,  and  put  each 
particular  in  the  best  pjace;  and  I  argued  that  if 


any  one  desired  to  find  out  the  cause  of  the 
generation  or  destruction  or  existence  of  any 
thing,  he  must  find  out  what  state  of  being  or 
doing  or  suffering  was  best  for  that  thing,  and 
therefore  a  man  had  only  to  consider  the  best 
for  himself  and  others,  and  then  he  would  also 
know  the  worse7  since  the  same  science  com 
prehended  both.  And  I  rejoiced  to  think  that 
I  had  found  in  Anaxagoras  a  teacher  of  the 
causes  of  existence  such  as  I  desired,  and  I 
imagined  that  he  would  tell  me  first  whether 
the  earth  is  flat  or  round;  and  whichever  was 
true,  he  would  proceed  to  explain  the  cause 
and  the  necessity  of  this  being  so,  and  then  he 
would  teach  me  the  nature  of  the  best  and 
show  that  this  was  best;  and  if  he  said  that  the 
earth  was  in  the  centre,  he  would  further  ex 
plain  that  this  position  was  the  best,  and  I 
should  be  satisfied  with  the  explanation  given, 
and  not  want  any  other  sort  of  cause.  [98]  And 
I  thought  that  I  would  then  go  on  and  ask  him 
about  the  sun  and  moon, and  stars,  and  that  he 
would  explain  to  me  their  comparative  swift 
ness,  and  their  returnings  and  various  states, 
active  and  passive,  and  how  all  of  them  were 
for  the  best.  For  I  could  not  imagine  that  when 
he  spoke  of  mind  as  the  disposer  of  them,  he 
would  give  any  other  account  of  their  being 
as  they  are,  except  that  this  was  best;  and  I 
thought  that  when  he  had  explained  to  me  in 
detail  the  cause  of  each  and  the  cause  of  all,  he 
would  go  on  to  explain  to  me  what  was  best 
for  each  and  what  was  good  for  all.  These 
hopes  I  would  not  have  sold  for  a  large  sum  of 
money,  and  I  seized  the  hooks  and  reacj  theni 
as  fast  as  I  could  in  my  eagerness  to  know  the 
better  and  the  worse. 

What  expectations  I  had  formed,  and  how 
grievously  was  I  disappointed!  As  I  proceeded, 
I  found  my  philosopher  altogether  forsaking 
mind  or  any  other  principle  of  order,  but  hav 
ing  recourse  to  air,  and  ether,  anp!  water,  and 
other  eccentricities.  I  might  compare  him  to  a 
person  who  began  by  maintaining  generally 
that  mii>d  is  the  cause  of  the  actions  of  Socrates, 
but  who,  when  he  endeavoured  to  explain  the 
causes  of  my  several  actions  in  detail,  went  on 
tp  show  that  I  sit  here  because  my  body  is  made 
up  of  bones  and  muscles;,  arid  tjie,  bones,  as  he 
would  say,  are  hard  and  have,  joints  which  di 
vide  them,  and  the  muscles  are  elastic,  and 
they  cover,  the  bones,  which  have  al$P  a  cover 
ing  or  environment  of  flesh  and  $kin  which 
contains  them;  and  as  the  bones  are  lifted  at 
their  joints,  by  the  contraction  or  relaxation  of 
tfie  muscles,  I  am  ablq-tjp  bend  my  limbs, 
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this  is  why  I  am  sitting  here  in  a  curved  pos 
ture — that  is  what  he  would  say;  and  he  would 
have  a  similar  explanation  of  my  talking  to 
you,  which  he  would  attribute  to  sound,  and 
air,  and  hearing,  and  he  would  assign  ten  thou 
sand  other  causes  of  the  same  sort,  forgetting 
to  mention  the  true  cause,  which  is,  that  the 
Athenians  have  thought  fit  to  condemn  me, 
and  accordingly  I  have  thought  it  better  and 
more  right  to  remain  here  and  undergo  my 
sentence;  [gg]  for  I  am  inclined  to  think  that 
these  muscles  and  bones  of  mine  would  have 
gone  off  long  ago  to  Megara  or  Boeotia — by  the 
dog,  they  would,  if  they  had  been  moved  only 
by  their  own  idea  of  what  was  best,  and  if  I 
had  not  chosen  the  better  and  nobler  part,  in 
stead  of  playing  truant  and  running  away,  of 
enduring  any  punishment  which  the  state  in 
flicts.  There  is  surely  a  strange  confusion  of 
causes  and  conditions  in  all  this.  It  may  be  said, 
indeed,  that  without  bones  and  muscles  and 
the  other  parts  of  the  body  I  cannot  execute  my 
purposes.  But  to  say  that  I  do  as  I  do  because 
of  them,  and  that  this  is  the  way  in  which  mind 
acts,  and  not  from  the  choice  of  the  best,  is  a 
very  careless  and  idle  mode  of  speaking.  I  won 
der  that  they  cannot  distinguish  the  cause  from 
the  condition,  which  the  many,  feeling  about 
in  the  dark,  are  always  mistaking  and  mis 
naming.  And  thus  one  man  makes  a  vortex  all 
round  and  steadies  the  earth  by  the  heaven; 
another  gives  the  air  as  a  support  to  the  earth, 
which  is  a  sort  of  broad  trough.  Any  power 
which  in  arranging  them  as  they  are  arranges 
them  for  the  best  never  enters  into  their  minds; 
and  instead  of  finding  any  superior  strength 
in  it,  they  rather  expect  to  discover  another 
Atlas  of  the  world  who  is  stronger  and  more 
everlasting  and  more  containing  than  the  good; 
— of  the  obligatory  and  containing  power  of 
the  good  they  think  nothing;  and  yet  this  is  the 
principle  which  I  would  fain  learn  if  any  one 
would  teach  me.  But  as  I  have  failed  either  to 
discover  myself,  or  to  learn  of  any  one  else,  the 
nature  of  the  best,  I  will  exhibit  to  you,  if  you 
like,  what  I  have  found  to  be  the  second  best 
mode  of  enquiring  into  the  cause. 

I  should  very  much  like  to  hear,  he  replied. 

Socrates  proceeded:  I  thought  that  as  I  had 
failed  in  the  contemplation  of  true  existence,  I 
ought  to  be  careful  that  I  did  not  lose  the  eye 
of  my  soul;  as  people  may  injure  their  bodily 
eye  by  observing  and  gazing  on  the  sun  dur 
ing  an  eclipse,  unless  they  take  the  precaution 
of  only  looking  at  the  image  reflected  in  the 
water,  or  in  some  similar  medium.  So  in  my 


own  case,  I  was  afraid  that  my  soul  might  be 
blinded  altogether  if  I  looked  at  things  with  my 
eyes  or  tried  to  apprehend  them  by  the  help  of 
the  senses.  And  I  thought  that  I  had  better  have 
recourse  to  the  world  of  mind  and  seek  there 
the  truth  of  existence.  [100]  I  dare  say  that  the 
simile  is  not  perfect — for  I  am  very  far  from 
admitting  that  he  who  contemplates  existences 
through  the  medium  of  thought,  sees  them 
only  "through  a  glass  darkly,"  any  more  than 
he  who  considers  them  in  action  and  opera 
tion.  However,  this  was  the  method  which  I 
adopted :  I  first  assumed  some  principle  which 
I  judged  to  be  the  strongest,  and  then  I  affirmed 
as  true  whatever  seemed  to  agree  with  this, 
whether  relating  to  the  cause  or  to  anything 
else;  and  that  which  disagreed  I  regarded  as 
untrue.  But  I  should  like  to  explain  my  mean 
ing  more  clearly,  as  I  do  not  think  that  you  as 
yet  understand  me. 

No  indeed,  replied  Cebes,  not  very  well. 

There  is  nothing  new,  he  said,  in  what  I  am 
about  to  tell  you;  but  only  what  I  have  been 
always  and  everywhere  repeating  in  the  pre 
vious  discussion  and  on  other  occasions:  I  want 
to  show  you  the  nature  of  that  cause  which  has 
occupied  my  thoughts.  I  shall  have  to  go  back 
to  those  familiar  words  which  are  in  the  mouth 
of  every  one,  and  first  of  all  assume  that  there 
is  an  absolute  beauty  and  goodness  and  great 
ness,  and  the  like;  grant  me  this,  and  I  hope  to 
be  able  to  show  you  the  nature  of  the  cause,  and 
to  prove  the  immortality  of  the  soul. 

Cebes  said:  You  may  proceed  at  once  with 
the  proof,  for  I  grant  you  this. 

Well,  he  said,  then  I  should  like  to  know 
whether  you  agree  with  me  in  the  next  step; 
for  I  cannot  help  thinking,  if  there  be  any 
thing  beautiful  other  than  absolute  beauty 
should  there  be  such,  that  it  can  be  beautiful 
only  in  so  far  as  it  partakes  of  absolute  beauty — 
and  I  should  say  the  same  of  everything.  Do 
you  agree  in  this  notion  of  the  cause? 

Yes,  he  said,  I  agree. 

He  proceeded:  I  know  nothing  and  can  un 
derstand  nothing  of  any  other  of  those  wise 
causes  which  are  alleged;  and  if  a  person  says 
to  me  that  the  bloom  of  colour,  or  form,  or 
any  such  thing  is  a  source  of  beauty,  I  leave  all 
that,  which  is  only  confusing  to  me,  and  sim 
ply  and  singly,  and  perhaps  foolishly,  hold  and 
am  assured  in  my  own  mind  that  nothing 
makes  a  thing  beautiful  but  the  presence  and 
participation  of  beauty  in  whatever  way  or 
manner  obtained;  for  as  to  the  manner  I  am 
uncertain,  but  I  stoutly  contend  that  by  beauty 
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ail  beautiful  things  become  beautiful.  This  ap 
pears  to  me  to  be  the  safest  answer  which  I 
can  give,  either  to  myself  or  to  another,  and  to 
this  I  cling,  in  the  persuasion  that  this  princi 
ple  will  never  be  overthrown,  and  that  to  my 
self  or  to  any  one  who  asks  the  question,  I  may 
safely  reply,  That  by  beauty  beautiful  things 
become  beautiful.  Do  you  not  agree  with  me? 

I  do. 

And  that  by  greatness  only  great  things  be 
come  great  and  greater  greater,  and  by  small- 
ness  the  less  become  less? 

True. 

Then  if  a  person  were  to  remark  that  A  is 
taller  by  a  head  than  B,  [101]  and  B  less  by  a 
head  than  A,  you  would  refuse  to  admit  his 
statement,  and  would  stoutly  contend  that 
what  you  mean  is  only  that  the  greater  is  great 
er  by,  and  by  reason  of,  greatness,  and  the  less 
is  less  only  by,  and  by  reason  of,  smallness;  and 
thus  you  would  avoid  the  danger  of  saying  that 
the  greater  is  greater  and  the  less  less  by  the 
measure  of  the  head,  which  is  the  same  in 
both,  and  would  also  avoid  the  monstrous  ab 
surdity  of  supposing  that  the  greater  man  is 
greater  by  reason  of  the  head,  which  is  small. 
You  would  be  afraid  to  draw  such  an  infer 
ence,  would  you  not? 

Indeed,  I  should,  said  Cebes,  laughing. 

In  like  manner  you  would  be  afraid  to  say 
that  ten  exceeded  eight  by,  and  by  reason  of, 
two;  but  would  say  by,  and  by  reason  of,  num 
ber;  or  you  would  say  that  two  cubits  exceed 
one  cubit  not  by  a  half,  but  by  magnitude? — 
for  there  is  the  same  liability  to  error  in  all 
these  cases. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

Again,  would  you  not  be  cautious  of  affirm 
ing  that  the  addition  of  one  to  one,  or  the  di 
vision  of  one,  is  the  cause  of  two?  And  you 
would  loudly  asseverate  that  you  know  of  no 
way  in  which  anything  comes  into  existence  ex 
cept  by  participation  in  its  own  proper  essence, 
and  consequently,  as  far  as  you  know,  the  only 
cause  of  two  is  the  participation  in  duality — 
this  is  the  way  to  make  two,  and  the  participa 
tion  in  one  is  the  way  to  make  one.  You  would 
say:  I  will  let  alone  puzzles  of  division  and  ad 
dition — wiser  heads  than  mine  may  answer 
them;  inexperienced  as  I  am,  and  ready  to 
start,  as  the  proverb  says,  at  my  own  shadow, 
I  cannot  afford  to  give  up  the  sure  ground  of 
a  principle.  And  if  any  one  assails  you  there, 
you  would  not  mind  him,  or  answer  him  until 
you  had  seen  whether  the  consequences  which 
follow  agree  with  one  another  or  not,  and 


when  you  are  further  required  to  give  an  ex 
planation  of  this  principle,  you  would  go  on  to 
assume  a  higher  principle,  and  a  higher,  until 
you  found  a  resting-place  in  the  best  of  the 
higher;  but  you  would  not  confuse  the  princi 
ple  and  the  consequences  in  your  reasoning, 
like  the  Eristics — at  least  if  you  wanted  to  dis 
cover  real  existence.  Not  that  this  confusion 
signifies  to  them,  who  never  care  or  think 
about  the  matter  at  all,  for  they  have  the  wit  to 
be  well  pleased  with  themselves  however  great 
may  be  the  turmoil  of  their  ideas.  [102]  But 
you,  if  you  are  a  philosopher,  will  certainly  do 
as  I  say. 

What  you  say  is  most  true,  said  Simmias  and 
Cebes,  both  speaking  at  once. 

Ech.  Yes,  Phaedo;  and  I  do  not  wonder  at 
their  assenting.  Any  one  who  has  the  least 
sense  will  acknowledge  the  wonderful  clear 
ness  of  Socrates'  reasoning. 

Phaed.  Certainly,  Echecrates;  and  such  was 
the  feeling  of  the  whole  company  at  the  time. 

Ech.  Yes,  and  equally  of  ourselves,  who  were 
not  of  the  company,  and  are  now  listening  to 
your  recital.  But  what  followed  ? 

Phaed.  After  all  this  had  been  admitted,  and 
they  had  agreed  that  ideas  exist,  and  that  other 
things  participate  in  them  and  derive  their 
names  from  them,  Socrates,  if  I  remember 
rightly,  said: — 

This  is  your  way  of  speaking;  and  yet  when 
you  say  that  Simmias  is  greater  than  Socrates 
and  less  than  Phaedo,  do  you  not  predicate  of 
Simmias  both  greatness  and  smallness  ? 

Yes,  I  do. 

But  still  you  allow  that  Simmias  does  not 
really  exceed  Socrates,  as  the  words  may  seem 
to  imply,  because  he  is  Simmias,  but  by  reason 
of  the  size  which  he  has;  just  as  Simmias  does 
not  exceed  Socrates  because  he  is  Simmias,  any 
more  than  because  Socrates  is  Socrates,  but 
because  he  has  smallness  when  compared  with 
the  greatness  of  Simmias? 

True. 

And  if  Phaedo  exceeds  him  in  size,  this  is 
not  because  Phaedo  is  Phaedo,  but  because 
Phaedo  has  greatness  relatively  to  Simmias, 
who  is  comparatively  smaller? 

That  is  true. 

And  therefore  Simmias  is  said  to  be  great, 
and  is  also  said  to  be  small,  because  he  is  in  a 
mean  between  them,  exceeding  the  smallness 
of  the  one  by  his  greatness,  and  allowing  the 
greatness  of  the  other  to  exceed  his  smallness. 
He  added, laughing,  I  am  speaking  like  a  book, 
but  I  believe  that  what  I  am  saying  is  true. 
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Simmias  assented. 

I  speak  as  I  do  because  I  want  you  to  agree 
with  me  in  thinking,  not  only  that  absolute 
greatness  will  never  be  great  and  also  small,  but 
that  greatness  in  us  or  in  the  concrete  will  never 
admit  the  small  or  admit  of  being  exceeded: 
instead  of  this,  one  of  two  things  will  happen, 
either  the  greater  will  fly  or  retire  before  the 
opposite,  which  is  the  less,  or  at  the  approach 
of  the  less  has  already  ceased  to  exist;  but  will 
not,  if  allowing  or  admitting  of  smallness,  be 
changed  by  that;  even  as  I,  having  received 
and  admitted  smallness  when  compared  with 
Simmias,  remain  just  as  I  was,  and  am  the 
same  small  person.  And  as  the  idea  of  great 
ness  cannot  condescend  ever  to  be  or  become 
small,  in  like  manner  the  smallness  in  ns  can 
not  be  or  become  great;  nor  can  any  other  op 
posite  which  remains  the  same  ever  be  or  be 
come  its  own  opposite,  [103]  but  either  passes 
away  or  perishes  in  the  change. 

That,  replied  Cebes,  is  quite  my  notion. 

Hereupon  one  of  the  company,  though  I  do 
not  exacdy  remember  which  of  them,  said:  In 
heaven's  name,  is  not  this  the  direct  contrary 
of  what  was  admitted  before — that  out  of  the 
greater  came  the  less  and  out  of  the  less  the 
greater,  and  that  opposites  were  simply  gener 
ated  from  opposites;  but  now  this  principle 
seems  to  be  utterly  denied. 

Socrates  inclined  his  head  to  the  speaker  and 
listened.  I  like  your  courage,  he  said,  in  re 
minding  us  of  this.  But  you  do  not  observe 
that  there  is  a  difference  in  the  two  cases.  For 
then  we  were  speaking  of  opposites  in  the  con 
crete,  and  now  of  the  essential  opposite  which, 
as  is  affirmed,  neither  in  us  nor  in  nature  can 
ever  be  at  variance  with  itself:  then,  my  friend, 
we  were  speaking  of  things  in  which  opposites 
are  inherent  and  which  are  called  after  them, 
but  now  about  the  opposites  which  are  inherent 
in  them  and  which  give  their  name  to  them; 
and  these  essential  opposites  will  never,  as  we 
maintain,  admit  of  generation  into  or  out  of 
one  another.  At  die  same  time,  turning  to 
Cebes,  he  said:  Are  you  at  all  disconcerted, 
Cebes,  at  our  friend's  objection? 

No,  I  do  not  feel  so,  said  Cebes;  and  yet  I 
cannot  deny  that  I  am  often  disturbed  by  ob 
jections* 

Then  we  are  agreed  after  all,  said  Socrates, 
that 'the  opposite  will  never  in  any  case  be  op 
posed  to  itself  ?  , 

To  that  we  are  quite  agreed,  he  replied, 
,    Yet. once  more  let -me  ask  you  to  consider 
the  question  firorn  another  point  of  view,  and 


see  whether  you  agree  with  me: — There  is  a 
thing  which  you  term  heat,  and  another  thing 
which  you  term  cold? 

Certainly. 

But  are  they  the  same  as  fire  and  snow? 

Most  assuredly  not. 

Heat  is  a  thing  different  from  fire,  and  cold 
is  not  the  same  with  snow? 

Yes. 

And  yet  you  will  surely  admit,  that  when 
snow,  as  was  before  said,  is  under  the  influence 
of  heat,  they  will  not  remain  snow  and  heat; 
but  at  the  advance  of  the  heat,  the  snow  will 
either  retire  or  perish? 

Very  true,  he  replied. 

And  the  fire  too  at  the  advance  of  the  cold 
will  either  retire  or  perish;  and  when  the  fire 
is  under  the  influence  of  the  cold,  they  will  not 
remain  as  before,  fire  and  cold. 

That  is  true,  he  said. 

And  in  some  cases  the  name  of  the  idea  is 
not  only  attached  to  the  idea  in  an  eternal  con 
nection,  but  anything  else  which,  not  being  the 
idea,  exists  only  in  the  form  of  the  idea,  may 
also  lay  claim  to  it.  I  will  try  to  make  this 
clearer  by  an  example: — The  odd  number  is 
always  called  by  the  name  of  odd  ? 

Very  true. 

But  is  this  the  only  thing  which  is  called 
odd?  Are  there  not  other  things  which  have 
their  own  name,  [104] -and  yet  are  called  odd, 
because,  although  not  the  same  as  oddness,  they 
are  never  without  oddness? — that  is  what  I 
mean  to  ask — whether  numbers  such  as  the 
number  three  are  not  of  the  class  of  odd.  And 
there  are  many  other  examples:  would  you  not 
say,  for  example,  that  three  may  be  called  by  its 
proper  name,  and  also  be  called  odd,  which  is 
not  the  same  with  three?  and  this  may  be  said 
not  only  of  three  but  also  of  five,  and  of  every 
alternate  number — each  of  them  without  being 
oddness  is  odd;  and  in  the  same  way  two  and 
four,  and  the  other  series  of  alternate  numbers, 
has  every  number  even,  without  being  even 
ness.  Do  you  agree? 

Of  course. 

Then  now  mark  the  point  at  which  I  am 
aiming: — not  only  do  essential  opposites  ex 
clude  one  another,  but  also  concrete  things, 
which,  although  not  in  themselves  opposed, 
contain  opposites;  these,  I  say,  likewise  reject 
the  idea  which  is  opposed  to  that  which  is  con 
tained  in  them,  and  when  it  approaches  them 
they  either  perish  or  withdraw.  For  example; 
Will  not  the  number  three  endure  annihilation 
or  anything'  sooner  than  be  converted  into  an 
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even  number,  while  remaining  three? 

Very  true,  said  Cebes. 

And  yet,  he  said,  the  number  two  is  certainly 
not  opposed  to  the  number  three? 

It  is  not. 

Then  not  only  do  opposite  ideas  repel  the 
advance  of  one  another,  but  also  there  are  other 
natures  which  repel  the  approach  of  opposites. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

Suppose,  he  said,  that  we  endeavour,  if  pos 
sible,  to  determine  what  these  are. 

By  all  means. 

Are  they  not,  Cebes,  such  as  compel  the 
things  of  which  they  have  possession,  not  only 
to  take  their  own  form,  but  also  the  form  of 
some  opposite? 

What  do  you  mean? 

I  mean,  as  I  was  just  now  saying,  and  as  I 
am  sure  that  you  know,  that  those  things  which 
are  possessed  by  the  number  three  must  not 
only  be  three  in  number,  but  must  also  be  odd. 

Quite  true. 

And  on  this  oddness,  of  which  the  number 
three  has  the  impress,  the  opposite  idea  will 
never  intrude? 

No. 

And  this  impress  was  given  by  the  odd  prin 
ciple? 

Yes. 

And  to  the  odd  is  opposed  the  even? 

True. 

Then  the  idea  of  the  even  number  will  never 
arrive  at  three? 

No. 

Then  three  has  no  part  in  the  even? 

None. 

Then  the  triad  or  number  three  is  uneven? 

Very  true. 

To  return  then  to  my  distinction  of  natures 
which  are  not  opposed,  and  yet  do  not  admit 
opposites — as,  in  the  instance  given,  three,  al 
though  not  opposed  to  the  even,  does  not  any 
the  more  admit  of  the  even,  but  always  brings 
the  opposite  into  play  on  the  other  side;  [105] 
or  as  two  does  not  receive  the  odd,  or  fire  the 
cold — from  these  examples  (and  there  are 
many  more  of  them)  perhaps  you  may  be  able 
to  arrive  at  the  general  conclusion,  that  not 
only  opposites  will  not  receive  opposites,  but 
also  that  nothing  which  brings  the  opposite 
will  admit  the  opposite  of  that  which  it  brings, 
in  that  to  which  it  is  brought.  And  here  let  me 
recapitulate — for  there  is  no  harm  in  repeti 
tion.  The  number  five  will  not  admit  the  na 
ture  of  the  even,  any  more  than  ten,  which  is 
the  double  of  five,  will  admit  the  nature  of  the 


odd.  The  double  has  another  opposite,  and  is 
not  strictly  opposed  to  the  odd,  but  neverthe 
less  rejects  the  odd  altogether.  Nor  again  will 
parts  in  the  ratio  3:2,  nor  any  fraction  in  which 
there  is  a  half,  nor  again  in  which  there  is  a 
third,  admit  the  notion  of  the  whole,  although 
they  are  not  opposed  to  the  whole:  You  will 
agree? 

Yes,  he  said,  I  entirely  agree  and  go  along 
with  you  in  that. 

And  now,  he  said,  let  us  begin  again;  and 
do  not  you  answer  my  question  in  the  words 
in  which  I  ask  it:  let  me  have  not  the  old  safe 
answer  of  which  I  spoke  at  first,  but  another 
equally  safe,  of  which  the  truth  will  be  in 
ferred  by  you  from  what  has  been  just  said.  I 
mean  that  if  any  one  asks  you  "what  that  is,  of 
which  the  inherence  makes  the  body  hot,"  you 
will  reply  not  heat  (this  is  what  I  call  the  safe 
and  stupid  answer),  but  fire,  a  far  superior  an 
swer,  which  we  are  now  in  a  condition  to  give. 
Or  if  any  one  asks  you  "why  a  body  is  dis 
eased,"  you  will  not  say  from  disease,  but  from 
fever;  and  instead  of  saying  that  oddness  is 
the  cause  of  odd  numbers,  you  will  say  that  the 
monad  is  the  cause  of  them:  and  so  of  things 
in  general,  as  I  dare  say  that  you  will  under 
stand  sufficiently  without  my  adducing  any 
further  examples. 

Yes,  he  said,  I  quite  understand  you. 

Tell  me,  then,  what  is  that  of  which  the  in 
herence  will  render  the  body  alive? 

The  soul,  he  replied. 

And  is  this  always  the  case? 

Yes,  he  said,  of  course. 

Then  whatever  the  soul  possesses,  to  that 
she  comes  bearing  life? 

Yes,  certainly. 

And  is  there  any  opposite  to  life? 

There  is,  he  said. 

And  what  is  that? 

Death. 

Then  the  soul,  as  has  been  acknowledged, 
will  never  receive  the  opposite  of  what  she 
brings. 

Impossible,  replied  Cebes. 

And  now,  he  said,  what  did  we  just  now  call 
that  principle  which  repels  the  even  ? 

The  odd. 

And  that  principle  which  repels  the  musical 
or  the  just? 

The  unmusical,  he  said,  and  the  unjust. 

And  what  do  we  call  that  principle  which 
does  not  admit  of , death? 

The  immortal,  he  said. 

And  does  the  soul  admit  of  death?          1     l 
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No. 

Then  the  soul  is  immortal? 

Yes,  he  said. 

And  may  we  say  that  this  has  been  proven? 

Yes,  abundantly  proven,  Socrates,  he  replied. 

[106]  Supposing  that  the  odd  were  imper 
ishable,  must  not  three  be  imperishable? 

Of  course. 

And  if  that  which  is  cold  were  imperishable, 
when  the  warm  principle  came  attacking  the 
snow,  must  not  the  snow  have  retired  whole 
and  unmelted — for  it  could  never  have  per 
ished,  nor  could  it  have  remained  and  admitted 
the  heat? 

True,  he  said. 

Again,  if  the  uncooling  or  warm  principle 
were  imperishable,  the  fire  when  assailed  by 
cold  would  not  have  perished  or  have  been  ex 
tinguished,  but  would  have  gone  away  un 
affected? 

Certainly,  he  said. 

And  the  same  may  be  said  of  the  immortal: 
if  the  immortal  is  also  imperishable,  the  soul 
when  attacked  by  death  cannot  perish;  for  the 
preceding  argument  shows  that  the  soul  will 
not  admit  of  death,  or  ever  be  dead,  any  more 
than  three  or  the  odd  number  will  admit  of  the 
even,  or  fire,  or  the  heat  in  the  fire,  of  the  cold. 
Yet  a  person  may  say:  "But  although  the  odd 
will  not  become  even  at  the  approach  of  the 
even,  why  may  not  the  odd  perish  and  the 
even  take  the  place  of  the  odd?"  Now  to  him 
who  makes  this  objection,  we  cannot  answer 
that  the  odd  principle  is  imperishable;  for  this 
has  not  been  acknowledged,  but  if  this  had 
been  acknowledged,  there  would  have  been 
no  difficulty  in  contending  that  at  the  approach 
of  the  even  the  odd  principle  and  the  number 
three  took  their  departure;  and  the  same  argu 
ment  would  have  held  good  of  fire  and  heat 
and  any  other  thing. 

Very  true. 

And  the  same  may  be  said  of  the  immortal: 
if  the  immortal  is  also  imperishable,  then  the 
soul  will  be  imperishable  as  well  as  immortal; 
but  if  not,  some  other  proof  of  her  imperish- 
ableness  will  have  to  be  given. 

No  other  proof  is  needed,  he  said;  for  if  the 
immortal,  being  eternal,  is  liable  to  perish,  then 
nothing  is  imperishable. 

Yes,  replied  Socrates,  and  yet  all  men  will 
agree  that  God,  and  the  essential  form  of  life, 
and  the  immortal  in  general,  will  never  perish. 

Yes,  all  men,  he  said — that  is  true;  and  what 
is  more,  gods^  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  as  well  as 
men. 


Seeing  then  that  the  immortal  is  indestruct 
ible,  must  not  the  soul,  if  she  is  immortal,  be 
also  imperishable? 

Most  certainly. 

Then  when  death  attacks  a  man,  the  mortal 
portion  of  him  may  be  supposed  to  die,  but  the 
immortal  retires  at  the  approach  of  death  and 
is  preserved  safe  and  sound? 

True. 

Then,  Cebes,  beyond  question,  the  soul  is 
immortal  and  imperishable,  [icy]  and  our 
souls  will  truly  exist  in  another  world! 

I  am  convinced,  Socrates,  said  Cebes,  and 
have  nothing  more  to  object;  but  if  my  friend 
Simmias,  or  any  one  else,  has  any  further  ob 
jection  to  make,  he  had  better  speak  out,  and 
not  keep  silence,  since  I  do  not  know  to  what 
other  season  he  can  defer  the  discussion,  if 
there  is  anything  which  he  wants  to  say  or  to 
have  said. 

But  I  have  nothing  more  to  say,  replied  Sim 
mias;  nor  can  I  see  any  reason  for  doubt  after 
what  has  been  said.  But  I  still  feel  and  cannot 
help  feeling  uncertain  in  my  own  mind,  when 
I  think  of  the  greatness  of  the  subject  and  the 
feebleness  of  man. 

Yes,  Simmias,  replied  Socrates,  that  is  well 
said:  and  I  may  add  that  first  principles,  even 
if  they  appear  certain,  should  be  carefully  con 
sidered;  and  when  they  are  satisfactorily  ascer 
tained,  then,  with  a  sort  of  hesitating  confi 
dence  in  human  reason,  you  may,  I  think,  fol 
low  the  course  of  the  argument;  and  if  that  be 
plain  and  clear,  there  will  be  no  need  for  any 
further  enquiry. 

Very  true. 

But  then,  O  my  friends,  he  said,  if  the  soul 
is  really  immortal,  what  care  should  be  taken 
of  her,  not  only  in  respect  of  the  portion  of 
time  which  is  called  life,  but  of  eternity!  And 
the  danger  of  neglecting  her  from  this  point  of 
view  does  indeed  appear  to  be  awful.  If  death 
had  only  been  the  end  of  all,  the  wicked  would 
have  had  a  good  bargain  in  dying,  for  they 
would  have  been  happily  quit  not  only  of  their 
body,  but  of  their  own  evil  together  with  their 
souls.  But  now,  inasmuch  as  the  soul  is  mani 
festly  immortal,  there  is  no  release  or  salvation 
from  evil  except  the  attainment  of  the  highest 
virtue  and  wisdom.  For  the  soul  when  on  her 
progress  to  the  world  below  takes  nothing 
with  her  but  nurture  and  education;  and  these 
are  said  greatly  to  benefit  or  greatly  to  injure 
the  departed,  at  the  very  beginning  of  his  jour 
ney  thither. 
For  after  death,  as  they  say,  the  genius  of 
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each  individual,  to  whom  he  belonged  in  life, 
leads  him  to  a  certain  place  in  which  the  dead 
are  gathered  together,  whence  after  judgment 
has  been  given  they  pass  into  the  world  below, 
following  the  guide,  who  is  appointed  to  con 
duct  them  from  this  world  to  the  other:  and 
when  they  have  there  received  their  due  and 
remained  their  time,  another  guide  brings  them 
back  again  after  many  revolutions  of  ages.Now 
this  way  to  the  other  world  is  not,  [108]  as 
Aeschylus  says  in  the  Telephus,  a  single  and 
straight  path — if  that  were  so  no  guide  would 
be  needed,  for  no  one  could  miss  it;  but  there 
are  many  partings  of  the  road,  and  windings, 
as  I  infer  from  the  rites  and  sacrifices  which 
are  offered  to  the  gods  below  in  places  where 
three  ways  meet  on  earth.  The  wise  and  order 
ly  soul  follows  in  the  straight  path  and  is  con 
scious  of  her  surroundings;  but  the  soul  which 
desires  the  body,  and  which,  as  I  was  relating 
before,  has  long  been  fluttering  about  the  life 
less  frame  and  the  world  of  sight,  is  after  many 
struggles  and  many  sufferings  hardly  and  with 
violence  carried  away  by  her  attendant  genius; 
and  when  she  arrives  at  the  place  where  the 
other  souls  are  gathered,  if  she  be  impure  and 
have  done  impure  deeds,  whether  foul  murders 
or  other  crimes  which  are  the  brothers  of  these, 
and  the  works  of  brothers  in  crime — from  that 
soul  every  one  flees  and  turns  away;  no  one 
will  be  her  companion,  no  one  her  guide,  but 
alone  she  wanders  in  extremity  of  evil  until 
certain  times  are  fulfilled,  and  when  they  are 
fulfilled,  she  is  borne  irresistibly  to  her  own 
fitting  habitation;  as  every  pure  and  just  soul 
which  has  passed  through  life  in  the  company 
and  under  the  guidance  of  the  gods  has  also 
her  own  proper  home. 

Now  the  earth  has  divers  wonderful  regions, 
and  is  indeed  in  nature  and  extent  very  unlike 
the  notions  of  geographers,  as  I  believe  on  the 
authority  of  one  who  shall  be  nameless. 

What  do  you  mean,  Socrates?  said  Simmias. 
I  have  myself  heard  many  descriptions  of  the 
earth,  but  I  do  not  know,  and  I  should  very 
much  like  to  know,  in  which  of  these  you  put 
faith. 

And  I,  Simmias,  replied  Socrates,  if  I  had 
the  art  of  Glaucus  would  tell  you;  although  I 
know  not  that  the  art  of  Glaucus  could  prove 
the  truth  of  my  tale,  which  I  myself  should  nev 
er  be  able  to  prove,  and  even  if  I  could,  I  fear, 
Simmias,  that  my  life  would  come  to  an  end 
before  the  argument  was  completed.  I  may  de 
scribe  to  you,  however,  the  form  and  regions  of 
the  earth  according  to  my  conception  of  them. 


That,  said  Simmias,  will  be  enough. 

Well  then,  he  said,  my  conviction  is,  that  the 
earth  is  a  round  body  in  the  centre  of  the  heav 
ens,  and  therefore  has  no  need  of  air  or  of  any 
similar  force  to  be  a  support,  [109]  but  is  kept 
there  and  hindered  from  falling  or  inclining 
any  way  by  the  equability  of  the  surrounding 
heaven  and  by  her  own  equipoise.  For  that 
which,  being  in  equipoise,  is  in  the  centre  of 
that  which  is  equably  diffused,  will  not  in 
cline  any  way  in  any  degree,  but  will  always 
remain  in  the  same  state  and  not  deviate.  And 
this  is  my  first  notion. 

Which  is  surely  a  correct  one,  said  Sim 
mias. 

Also  I  believe  that  the  earth  is  very  vast,  and 
that  we  who  dwell  in  the  region  extending 
from  the  river  Phasis  to  the  Pillars  of  Heracles 
inhabit  a  small  portion  only  about  the  sea,  like 
ants  or  frogs  about  a  marsh,  and  that  there  are 
other  inhabitants  of  many  other  like  places;  for 
everywhere  on  the  face  of  the  earth  there  are 
hollows  of  various  forms  and  sizes,  into  which 
the  water  and  the  mist  and  the  lower  air  col 
lect.  But  the  true  earth  is  pure  and  situated  in 
the  pure  heaven — there  are  the  stars  also;  and 
it  is  the  heaven  which  is  commonly  spoken  of 
by  us  as  the  ether,  and  of  which  our  own  earth 
is  the  sediment  gathering  in  the  hollows  be 
neath.  But  we  who  live  in  these  hollows  are 
deceived  into  the  notion  that  we  are  dwelling 
above  on  the  surface  of  the  earth;  which  is  just 
as  if  a  creature  who  was  at  the  bottom  of  the 
sea  were  to  fancy  that  he  was  on  the  surface 
of  the  water,  and  that  the  sea  was  the  heaven 
through  which  he  saw  the  sun  and  the  other 
stars,  he  having  never  come  to  the  surface  by 
reason  of  his  feebleness  and  sluggishness,  and 
having  never  lifted  up  his  head  and  seen,  nor 
ever  heard  from  one  who  had  seen,  how  much 
purer  and  fairer  the  world  above  is  than  his 
own.  And  such  is  exactly  our  case:  for  we  are 
dwelling  in  a  hollow  of  the  earth,  and  fancy 
that  we  are  on  the  surface;  and  the  air  we  call 
heaven,  in  which  we  imagine  that  the  stars 
move.  But  the  fact  is,  that  owing  to  our  feeble 
ness  and  sluggishness  we  are  prevented  from 
reaching  the  surface  of  the  air:  for  if  any  man 
could  arrive  at  the  exterior  limit,  or  take  the 
wings  of  a  bird  and  corne  to  the  top,  then  like 
a  fish  who  puts  his  head  out  of  the  water  and 
sees  this  world,  he  would  see  a  world  beyond; 
and,  if  the  nature  of  man  could  sustain  the 
sight,  he  would  acknowledge  that  this  other 
world  was  the  place  of  the  true  heaven  and  the 
true  light  and  the  true  earth,  [no]  For  our 
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earth,  and  the  stones,  and  the  entire  region 
which  surrounds  us,  are  spoilt  and  corroded, 
as  in  the  sea  all  things  are  corroded  hy  the 
brine,  neither  is  there  any  noble  or  perfect 
growth,  but  caverns  only,  and  sand,  and  an 
endless  slough  of  mud;  and  even  the  shore  is 
not  to  be  compared  to  the  fairer  sights  of  this 
world.  And  still  less  is  this  our  world  to  be 
compared  with  the  other.  Of  that  upper  earth 
which  is  under  the  heaven,  I  can  tell  you  a 
charming  tale,  Sirnmias,  which  is  well  worth 
hearing. 

And  we,  Socrates,  replied  Simmias,  shall  be 
charmed  to  listen  to  you. 

The  tale,  my  friend,  he  said,  is  as  follows: — 
In  the  first  place,  the  earth,  when  looked  at 
from  above,  is  in  appearance  streaked  like  one 
of  those  balls  which  have  leather  coverings  in 
twelve  pieces,  and  is  decked  with  various  col 
ours,  of  which  the  colours  used  by  painters  on 
earth  are  in  a  manner  samples.  But  there  the 
whole  earth  is  made  up  of  them,  and  they  are 
brighter  far  and  clearer  than  ours;  there  is  a 
purple  of  wonderful  lustre,  also  the  radiance  of 
gold,  and  the  white  which  is  in  the  earth  is 
whiter  than  any  chalk  or  snow.  Of  these  and 
other  colours  the  earth  is  made  up,  and  they  are 
more  in  number  and  fairer  than  the  eye  of  man 
has  ever  seen;  the  very  hollows  (of  which  I  was 
speaking)  filled  with  air  and  water  have  a  col 
our  of  their  own,  and  are  seen  like  light  gleam 
ing  amid  the  diversity  of  the  other  colours,  so 
that  the  whole  presents  a  single  and  continu^ 
ous  appearance  of  variety  in  unity.  And  in  this 
fair  region  everything  that  grows — trees,  and 
flowers,  and  fruits — are  in  a  like  degree  fairer 
than  any  here;  and  there  archills,  having  stones 
in  them  in  a  like  degree  smoother,  and  more 
transparent,  and  fairer  in  colour  than  our 
highly-valued  emeralds  and  sardonyxes  and 
jaspers,  and  other  gems,  which  are  but  minute 
fragments  of  them:  for  there  all  the  stones  are 
like  our  precious  stones,  and  fairer  still.1  The 
reason  is,  that  they  are  pure,  and  not,  like  our 
precious  stones,  infected  or  corroded  by  the 
corrupt  briny  elements  which  coagulate  among 
us,  and  which  breed  foulness  and  disease  both 
in  earth  and  stones,  as  well  as  in  animals  and 
plants.  They  are  the  jewels  of  the  upper  earth, 
which  also  shines  with  gold  and  silver  and  the 
like,  [in]  and  they  are  set  in  the  light  of  day 
and  are  large  and  abundant  and  in  all  places, 
making  the  earth  a  sight  to  gladden  the  be 
holder's  eye.  And  there  are  animals  and  men, 
some  in  a  middle  region,  others  dwelling  about 
1  C£  Revelation,  esp.  21.  18  ff. 


the  air  as  we  dwell  about  the  sea;  others  in  is 
lands  which  the  air  flows  round,  near  the  con 
tinent;  and  in  a  word,  the  air  is  used  by  them 
as  the  water  and  the  sea  are  by  us,  and  the 
ether  is  to  them  what  the  air  is  to  us.  Moreover, 
the  temperament  of  their  seasons  is  such  that 
they  have  no  disease,  and  live  much  longer 
than  we  do,  and  have  sight  and  hearing  and 
smell,  and  all  the  other  senses,  in  far  greater 
perfection,  in  the  same  proportion  that  air  is 
purer  than  water  or  the  ether  than  air.  Also 
they  have  temples  and  sacred  places  in  which 
the  gods  really  dwell,  and  they  hear  their 
voices  and  receive  their  answers,  and  are  con 
scious  of  them  and  hold  converse  with  them; 
and  they  see  the  sun,  moon,  and  stars  as  they 
truly  are,  and  their  other  blessedness  is  of  a 
piece  with  this. 

Such  is  the  nature  of  the  whole  earth,  and 
of  the  things  which  are  around  the  earth;  and 
there  are  divers  regions  in  the  hollows  on  the 
face  of  the  globe  everywhere,  some  of  them 
deeper  and  more  extended  than  that  which  we 
inhabit,  others  deeper  but  with  a  narrower 
opening  than  ours,  and  some  are  shallower  and 
also  wider.  All  have  numerous  perforations, 
and  there  are  passages  broad  and  narrow  in  the 
interior  of  the  earth,  connecting  them  with  one 
another;  and  there  flows  out  of  and  into  them, 
as  into  basins,  a  vast  tide  of  water,  and  huge 
subterranean  streams  of  perennial  rivers,  and 
springs  hot  and  cold,  and  a  great  fire,  and  great 
rivers  of  fire,  and  streams  of  liquid  mud,  thin 
or  thick  (like  the  rivers  of  mud  in  Sicily,  and 
the  lava  streams  which  follow  them),  and  the 
regions  about  which  they  happen  to  flow  are 
filled  up  with  them.  And  there  is  a  swinging 
or  see-saw  in  the  interior  of  the  earth  which 
moves  all  this  up  and  down,  and  is  due  to  the 
following  cause: — There  is  a  chasm  which  is 
the  vastest  of  them  all,  and  pierces  right  through 
the  whole  earth;  [112]  this  is  that  chasm  which 
Homer  describes  in  the  words: 

Far  of,  where  is  the  inmost  depth  beneath  the 
earth; 

and  which  he  in  other  places,  and  many  other 
poets,  have  called  Tartarus.  And  the  see-saw  is 
caused  by  the  streams  flowing  into  and  out  of 
this  chasm,  and  they  each  have  the  nature  of 
the  soil  through  which  they  flow.  And  the  rea 
son  why  the  streams  are  always  flowing  in  and 
out,  is  that  the  watery  element  has  no  bed  or 
bottom,  but  is  swinging  and  surging  up  and 
down,  and  the  surrounding  wind  and  air  do 
the  same;  they  follow  the  water  up  and  down, 


PHAEDO 


249 


hither  and  thither,  over  the  earth — just  as  in 
the  act  of  respiration  the  air  is  always  in  process 
of  inhalation  and  exhalation; — and  the  wind 
swinging  with  the  water  in  and  out  produces 
fearful  and  irresistible  blasts:  when  the  waters 
retire  with  a  rush  into  the  lower  parts  of  the 
earth,  as  they  are  called,  they  flow  through  the 
earth  in  those  regions,  and  fill  them  up  like 
water  raised  by  a  pump,  and  then  when  they 
leave  those  regions  and  rush  back  hither,  they 
again  fill  the  hollows  here,  and  when  these  are 
filled,  flow  through  subterranean  channels  and 
find  their  way  to  their  several  places,  forming 
seas,  and  lakes,  and  rivers,  and  springs.  Thence 
they  again  enter  the  earth,  some  of  them  mak 
ing  a  long  circuit  into  many  lands,  others  go 
ing  to  a  few  places  and  not  so  distant;  and 
again  fall  into  Tartarus,  some  at  a  point  a  good 
deal  lower  than  that  at  which  they  rose,  and 
others  not  much  lower,  but  all  in  some  degree 
lower  than  the  point  from  which  they  came. 
And  some  burst  forth  again  on  the  opposite 
side,  and  some  on  the  same  side,  and  some  wind 
round  the  earth  with  one  or  many  folds  like 
the  coils  of  a  serpent,  and  descend  as  far  as 
they  can,  but  always  return  and  fall  into  the 
chasm.  The  rivers  flowing  in  either  direction 
can  descend  only  to  the  centre  and  no  further, 
for  opposite  to  the  rivers  is  a  precipice. 

Now  these  rivers  are  many,  and  mighty,  and 
diverse,  and  there  are  four  principal  ones,  of 
which  the  greatest  and  outermost  is  that  called 
Oceanus,  which  flows  round  the  earth  in  a 
circle;  and  in  the  opposite'  direction  flows 
Acheron,  which  passes  under  the  earth  through 
desert  places  into  the  Acherusian  lake:  [113] 
this  is  the  lake  to  the  shores  of  which  the  souls 
of  the  many  go  when  they  are  dead,  and  after 
waiting  an  appointed  time,  which  is  to  some 
a  longer  and  to  some  a  shorter  time,  they  are 
sent  back  to  be  born  again  as  animals.  The 
third  river  passes  out  between  the  two,  and 
near  the  place  of  outlet  pours  into  a  vast  region 
of  fire,  and  forms  a  lake  larger  than  the  Medi 
terranean  Sea,  boiling  with  water  and  mud; 
and  proceeding  muddy  and  turbid,  and  wind 
ing  about  the  earth,  comes,  among  other  places, 
to  the  extremities  of  the  Acherusian  lake,  but 
mingles  not  with  the  waters  of  the  lake,  and 
after  making  many  coils  about  the  earth 
plunges  into  Tartarus  at  a  deeper  level.  This  is 
that  Pyriphlegethon,  as  the  stream  is  called, 
which  throws  up  jets  of  fire  in  different  parts 
of  the  earth.  The  fourth  river  goes  out  on  the 
opposite  side,  and  falls  first  of  all  into  a  wild 
and  savage  region,  which  is  all  of  a  dark  blue 


colour,  like  lapis  lazuli;  and  this  is  that  river 
which  is  called  the  Stygian  river,  and  falls  into 
and  forms  the  Lake  Styx,  and  after  falling  into 
the  lake  and  receiving  strange  powers  in  the 
waters,  passes  under  the  earth,  winding  round 
in  the  opposite  direction,  and  comes  near  the 
Acherusian  lake  from  the  opposite  side  to  Pyri 
phlegethon.  And  the  water  of  this  river  too 
mingles  with  no  other,  but  flows  round  in  a 
circle  and  falls  into  Tartarus  over  against  Pyri 
phlegethon;  and  the  name  of  the  river,  as  the 
poets  say,  is  Cocytus. 

Such  is  the  nature  of  the  other  world;  and 
when  the  dead  arrive  at  the  place  to  which  the 
genius  of  each  severally  guides  them,  first  of 
all,  they  have  sentence  passed  upon  them,  as 
they  have  lived  well  and  piously  or  not.  And 
those  who  appear  to  have  lived  neither  well  nor 
ill,  go  to  the  river  Acheron,  and  embarking 
in  any  vessels  which  they  may  find,  are  car 
ried  in  them  to  the  lake,  and  there  they  dwell 
and  are  purified  of  their  evil  deeds,  and  hav 
ing  suffered  the  penalty  of  the  wrongs  which 
they  have  done  to  others,  they  are  absolved, 
and  receive  the  rewards  of  their  good  deeds, 
each  of  them  according  to  his  deserts. But  those 
who  appear  to  be  incurable  by  reason  of  the 
greatness  of  their  crimes — who  have  commit 
ted  many  and  terrible  deeds  of  sacrilege,  mur 
ders  foul  and  violent,  or  the  like — such  are 
hurled  into  Tartarus  which  is  their  suitable 
destiny,  and  they  never  come  out.  Those  again 
who  have  committed  crimes,  which,  although 
great,  are  not  irremediable — who  in  a  moment 
of  anger,  for  example,  have  done  some  violence 
to  a  father  or  a  mother,  [124]  and  have  re 
pented  for  the  remainder  of  their  lives,  or,  who 
have  taken  the  life  of  another  under  the  like 
extenuating  circumstances — these  are  plunged 
into  Tartarus,  the  pains  of  which  they  are  com 
pelled  to  undergo  for  a  year,  but  at  the  end  of 
the  year  the  wave  casts  them  forth — mere  homi 
cides  by  way  of  Cocytus,  parricides  and  matri 
cides  by  Pyriphlegethon — and  they  are  borne 
to  the  Acherusian  lake,  and  there  they  lift  up 
their  voices  and  call  upon  the  victims  whom 
they  have  slain  or  wronged,  to  have  pity  on 
them,  and  to  be  kind  to  them,  and  let  them 
come  out  into  the  lake.  And  if  they  prevail, 
then  they  corne  forth  and  cease  from  their 
troubles;  but  if  not,  they  are  carried  back  again 
into  Tartarus  and  from  thence  into  the  rivers 
unceasingly,  until  they  obtain  mercy  from  those 
whom  they  have  wronged:  for  that  is  the  sen 
tence  inflicted  upon  them  by  their  judges.  Those 
too  who  have  been  pre-eminent  for  holiness  of 
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life  are  released  from  this  earthly  prison,  and 
go  to  their  pure  home  which  is  above,  and 
dwell  in  the  purer  earth;  and  of  these,  such 
as  have  duly  purified  themselves  with  philos 
ophy  live  henceforth  altogether  without  the 
body,  in  mansions  fairer  still,  which  may  not 
be  described,  and  of  which  the  time  would  fail 
me  to  tell. 

Wherefore,  Simmias,  seeing  all  these  things, 
what  ought  not  we  to  do  that  we  may  obtain 
virtue  and  wisdom  in  this  life?  Fair  is  the 
prize,  and  the  hope  great! 

A  man  of  sense  ought  not  to  say,  nor  will  I 
be  very  confident,  that  the  description  which  I 
have  given  of  the  soul  and  her  mansions  is 
exactly  true.  But  I  do  say  that,  inasmuch  as  the 
soul  is  shown  to  be  immortal,  he  may  venture 
to  think,  not  improperly  or  unworthily,  that 
something  of  the  kind  is  true.  The  venture  is 
a  glorious  one,  and  he  ought  to  comfort  him- 
self  with  words  like  these,  which  is  the  reason 
why  I  lengthen  out  the  tale.  Wherefore,  I  say, 
let  a  man  be  of  good  cheer  about  his  soul,  who 
having  cast  away  the  pleasures  and  ornaments 
of  the  body  as  alien  to  him  and  working  harm 
rather  than  good,  has  sought  after  the  pleasures 
of  knowledge;  and  has  arrayed  the  soul,  not  in 
some  foreign  attire,  but  in  her  own  proper 
jewels,  temperance,  and  justice,  and  courage, 
and  nobility,  [115]  and  truth — in  these 
adorned  she  is  ready  to  go  on  her  journey  to 
the  world  below,  when  her  hour  comes.  You, 
Simmias  and  Cebes,  and  all  other  men,  will 
depart  at  some  time  or  other.  Me  already,  as  a 
tragic  poet  would  say,  the  voice  of  fate  calls. 
Soon  I  must  drink  the  poison;  and  I  think  that 
I  had  better  repair  to  the  bath  first,  in  order 
that  the  women  may  not  have  the  trouble  of 
washing  my  body  after  I  am  dead. 

When  he  had  done  speaking,  Crito  said: 
And  have  you  any  commands  for  us,  Socrates 
— anything  to  say  about  your  children,  or  any 
other  matter  in  which  we  can  serve  you? 

Nothing  particular,  Crito,  he  replied:  only, 
as  I  have  always  told  you,  take  care  of  your 
selves;  that  is  a  service  which  you  may  be  ever 
rendering  to  me  and  mine  and  to  all  of  us, 
whether  you  promise  to  do  so  or  not.  But  if  you 
have  no  thought  for  yourselves,  and  care  not  to 
walk  according  to  the  rule  which  I  have  pre 
scribed  for  you,  not  now  for  the  first  time, 
however  much  you  may  profess  or  promise  at 
the  moment,  it  will  be  of  no  avail. 

We  will  do  our  best,  said  Crito:  And  in  what 
way  shall  we  bury  you? 

In  any  way  that  you  like;  but  you  must  get 


hold  of  me,  and  take  care  that  I  do  not  run 
away  from  you.  Then  he  turned  to  us,  and 
added  with  a  smile: — I  cannot  make  Crito  be 
lieve  that  I  am  the  same  Socrates  who  have 
been  talking  and  conducting  the  argument;  he 
fancies  that  I  am  the  other  Socrates  whom  he 
will  soon  see,  a  dead  body — and  he  asks,  How 
shall  he  bury  me?  And  though  I  have  spoken 
many  words  in  the  endeavour  to  show  that 
when  I  have  drunk  the  poison  I  shall  leave  you 
and  go  to  the  joys  of  the  blessed, — these  words 
of  mine,  with  which  I  was  comforting  you  and 
myself,  have  had,  as  I  perceive,  no  effect  upon 
Crito.  And  therefore  I  want  you  to  be  surety 
for  me  to  him  now,  as  at  the  trial  he  was 
surety  to  the  judges  for  me:  but  let  the  promise 
be  of  another  sort;  for  he  was  surety  for  me  to 
the  judges  that  I  would  remain,  and  you  must 
be  my  surety  to  him  that  I  shall  not  remain, 
but  go  away  and  depart;  and  then  he  will  suf 
fer  less  at  my  death,  and  not  be  grieved  when 
he  sees  my  body  being  burned  or  buried.  I 
would  not  have  him  sorrow  at  my  hard  lot,  or 
say  at  the  burial,  Thus  we  lay  out  Socrates,  or, 
Thus  we  follow  him  to  the  grave  or  bury  him; 
for  false  words  are  not  only  evil  in  themselves, 
but  they  infect  the  soul  with  evil.  Be  of  good 
cheer  then,  my  dear  Crito,  and  say  that  you 
are  burying  my  body  only,  [116]  and  do  with 
that  whatever  is  usual,  and  what  you  think 
best. 

When  he  had  spoken  these  words,  he  arose 
and  went  into  a  chamber  to  bathe;  Crito  fol 
lowed  him  and  told  us  to  wait.  So  we  remained 
behind,  talking  and  thinking  of  the  subject 
of  discourse,  and  also  of  the  greatness  of  our 
sorrow;  he  was  like  a  father  of  whom  we  were 
being  bereaved,  and  we  were  about  to  pass  the 
rest  of  our  lives  as  orphans.  When  he  had  tak 
en  the  bath  his  children  were  brought  to  him — 
(he  had  two  young  sons  and  an  elder  one) ;  and 
the  women  of  his  family  also  came,  and  he 
talked  to  them  and  gave  them  a  few  directions 
in  the  presence  of  Crito;  then  he  dismissed 
them  and  returned  to  us. 

Now  the  hour  of  sunset  was  near,  for  a  good 
deal  of  time  had  passed  while  he  was  within. 
When  he  came  out,  he  sat  down  with  us  again 
after  his  bath,  but  not  much  was  said.  Soon  the 
jailer,  who  was  the  servant  of  the  Eleven,  en 
tered  and  stood  by  him,  saying: — To  you,  Soc 
rates,  whom  I  know  to  be  the  noblest  and  gen 
tlest  and  best  of  all  who  ever  came  to  this 
place,  I  will  not  impute  the  angry  feelings  of 
other  men,  who  rage  and  swear  at  me,  when, 
in  obedience  to  the  authorities,  I  bid  them  drink 


PHAEDO 


251 


the  poison — indeed,  I  am  sure  that  you  will  not 
be  angry  with  me;  for  others,  as  you  are 
aware,  and  not  I,  are  to  blame.  And  so  fare  you 
well,  and  try  to  bear  lightly  what  must  needs 
be — you  know  my  errand.  Then  bursting  into 
tears  he  turned  away  and  went  out. 

Socrates  looked  at  him  and  said:  I  return 
your  good  wishes,  and  will  do  as  you  bid.  Then 
turning  to  us,  he  said,  How  charming  the  man 
is:  since  I  have  been  in  prison  he  has  always 
been  coming  to  see  me,  and  at  times  he  would 
talk  to  me,  and  was  as  good  to  me  as  could  be, 
and  now  see  how  generously  he  sorrows  on  my 
account.  We  must  do  as  he  says,  Crito;  and 
therefore  let  the  cup  be  brought,  if  the  poison 
is  prepared:  if  not,  let  the  attendant  prepare 
some. 

Yet,  said  Crito,  the  sun  is  still  upon  the  hill 
tops,  and  I  know  that  many  a  one  has  taken 
the  draught  late,  and  after  the  announcement 
has  been  made  to  him,  he  has  eaten  and  drunk, 
and  enjoyed  the  society  of  his  beloved;  do  not 
hurry — there  is  time  enough. 

Socrates  said:  Yes,  Crito,  and  they  of  whom 
you  speak  are  right  in  so  acting,  for  they  think 
that  they  will  be  gainers  by  the  delay;  but  I  am 
right  in  not  following  their  example,  for  I  do 
not  think  that  I  should  gain  anything  by  drink 
ing  the  poison  a  little  later;  [iij]  I  should  only 
be  ridiculous  in  my  own  eyes  for  sparing  and 
saving  a  life  which  is  already  forfeit.  Please 
then  to  do  as  I  say,  and  not  to  refuse  me. 

Crito  made  a  sign  to  the  servant,  who  was 
standing  by;  and  he  went  out,  and  having  been 
absent  for  some  time,  returned  with  the  jailer 
carrying  the  cup  of  poison.  Socrates  said:  You, 
my  good  friend,  who  are  experienced  in  these 
matters,  shall  give  me  directions  how  I  am  to 
proceed.  The  man  answered:  You  have  only  to 
walk  about  until  your  legs  are  heavy,  and  then 
to  lie  down,  and  the  poison  will  act.  At  the  same 
time  he  handed  the  cup  to  Socrates,  who  in  the 
easiest  and  gentlest  manner,  without  the  least 
fear  or  change  of  colour  or  feature,  looking  at 
the  man  with  all  his  eyes,  Echecrates,  as  his 
manner  was,  took  the  cup  and  said:  What  do 
you  say  about  making  a  libation  out  of  this 
cup  to  any  god?  May  I,  or  not?  The  man  an 
swered:  We  only  prepare,  Socrates,  just  so 
much  as  we  deem  enough.  I  understand,  he 


said:  but  I  may  and  must  ask  the  gods  to  pros 
per  my  journey  from  this  to  the  other  world — 
even  so — and  so  be  it  according  to  my  prayer. 
Then  raising  the  cup  to  his  lips,  quite  readily 
and  cheerfully  he  drank  of!  the  poison.  And 
hitherto  most  of  us  had  been  able  to  control  our 
sorrow;  but  now  when  we  saw  him  drinking, 
and  saw  too  that  he  had  finished  the  draught, 
we  could  no  longer  forbear,  and  in  spite  of  my 
self  my  own  tears  were  flowing  fast;  so  that  I 
covered  my  face  and  wept,  not  for  him,  but  at 
the  thought  of  my  own  calamity  in  having  to 
part  from  such  a  friend.  Nor  was  I  the  first; 
for  Crito,  when  he  found  himself  unable  to 
restrain  his  tears,  had  got  up,  and  I  followed; 
and  at  that  moment,  Apollodorus,  who  had 
been  weeping  all  the  time,  broke  out  in  a  loud 
and  passionate  cry  which  made  cowards  of  us 
all.  Socrates  alone  retained  his  calmness:  What 
is  this  strange  outcry?  he  said.  I  sent  away  the 
women  mainly  in  order  that  they  might  not 
misbehave  in  this  way,  for  I  have  been  told 
that  a  man  should  die  in  peace.  Be  quiet  then, 
and  have  patience.  When  we  heard  his  words 
we  were  ashamed,  and  refrained  our  tears;  and 
he  walked  about  until,  as  he  said,  his  legs  be 
gan  to  fail,  and  then  he  lay  on  his  back,  accord 
ing  to  the  directions,  and  the  man  who  gave 
him  the  poison  now  and  then  looked  at  his 
feet  and  legs;  and  after  a  while  he  pressed  his 
foot  hard,  and  asked  him  if  he  could  feel;  and 
he  said,  [118]  No;  and  then  his  leg,  and  so 
upwards  and  upwards,  and  showed  us  that  he 
was  cold  and  stiff.  And  he  felt  them  himself,  and 
said:  When  the  poison  reaches  the  heart,  that 
will  be  the  end.  He  was  beginning  to  grow  cold 
about  the  groin,  when  he  uncovered  his  face, 
for  he  had  covered  himself  up,  and  said — they 
were  his  last  words — he  said:  Crito,  I  owe  a 
cock  to  Asclepius;  will  you  remember  to  pay 
the  debt?  The  debt  shall  be  paid,  said  Crito;  is 
there  anything  else?  There  was  no  answer  to 
this  question;  but  in  a  minute  or  two  a  move 
ment  was  heard,  and  the  attendants  uncovered 
him;  his  eyes  were  set,  and  Crito  closed  his  eyes 
and  mouth. 

Such  was  the  end,  Echecrates,  of  our  friend; 
concerning  whom  I  may  truly  say,  that  of  all 
the  men  of  his  time  whom  I  have  known,  he 
was  the  wisest  and  justest  and  best. 
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PERSONS  OF  THE  DIALOGUE:  CALLICLES;  SOCRATES;  CHAEREPHON;  GORGIAS;  POLUS. 
Scene:  The  house  of  Collides 


Collides.  THE  wise  man,  as  the  proverb 
says,  is  late  for  a  fray,  but  not  for  a  feast. 

Socrates.  And  are  we  late  for  a  feast? 

CaL  Yes,  and  a  delightful  feast;  for  Gorgias 
has  just  been  exhibiting  to  us  many  fine  things. 

Soc.  It  is  not  my  fault,  Callicles;  our  friend 
Chaerephon  is  to  blame;  for  he  would  keep  us 
loitering  in  the  Agora. 

Chaerephon.  Never  mind,  Socrates;  the  mis 
fortune  x>f  which  I  have  been  the  cause  I  will 
also  repair;  for  Gorgias  is  a  friend  of  mine,  and 
I  will  make  him  give  the  exhibition  again  either 
now,  or,  if  you  prefer,  at  some  other  time. 

CaL  What  is  the  matter,  Chaerephon — does 
Socrates  want  to  hear  Gorgias  ? 

Chaer.  Yes,  that  was  our  intention  in  coming. 

CaL  Come  into  my  house,  then;  for  Gorgias 
is  staying  with  me,  and  he  shall  exhibit  to  you. 

Soc.  Very  good,  Callicles;  but  will  he  answer 
our  questions?  for  I  want  to  hear  from  him 
what  is  the  nature  of  his  art,  and 'what  it  is 
which  he  professes  and  teaches;  he  may,  as  you 
[Chaerephon]  suggest,  defer  the  exhibition  to 
some  other  time. 

CaL  There  is  nothing  like  asking  him,  Socra 
tes;  and  indeed  to  answer  questions  is  a  part  o£ 
his  exhibition,  for  he  was  saying  only  just  now, 
that  any  one  in  my  house  might  put  any  ques 
tion  to  him,  and  that  he  would  answer. 

Soc.  How  fortunate!  will  you  ask  him,  Chae 
rephon — ? 

Chaer.  What  shall  I  ask  him? 

Soc.  Ask  him  who  he  is. 

Chaer.  What -do  you  mean? 

Soc.  I  mean  such  a  question  as  would  elicit 
from  him,  if  he  had  been  a  maker  of  shoes,  the 


answer  that  he  is  a  cobbler.  Do  you  understand? 

Chaer.  I  understand,  and  will  ask  him :  Tell 
me,  Gorgias,  is  our  friend  Callicles  right  in 
saying  that  you  undertake  to  answer  any  ques 
tions  which  you  are  asked? 

Gorgias.  Quite  right,  Chaerephon;  I  was  say 
ing  as  much  only  just  now;  [448]  and  I  may 
add,  that  many  years  have  elapsed  since  any 
one  has  asked  me  a  new  one. 

Chaer.  Then  you  must  be  very  ready,  Gor 
gias. 

Gor.  Of  that,  Chaerephon,  you  can  make  trial. 

Polus.  Yes,  indeed,  and  if  you  like,  Chaere 
phon,  you  may  make  trial  of  me  too,  for  I  think 
that  Gorgias,  who  has  been  talking  a  long  time, 
is  tired. 

Chaer.  And  do  you,  Polus,  think  that  you 
can  answer  better  than  Gorgias? 

PoL  What  does  that  matter  if  I  answer  well 
enough  for  you  ? 

Chaer.  Not  at  all; — and  you  shall  answer  if 
you  like. 

Pol.  Ask:— 

Chaer.  My  question  is  this;  If  Gorgias  had 
the  skill  of  his  brother  Herodicus,  what  ought 
we  to  call  him  ?  Ought  he  not  to  have  the  name 
which  is  given  to  his  brother? 

PoL  Certainly. 

Chaer.  Then  we  should  be  right  in  calling 
him  a  physician? 

PoL  Yes. 

Chaer.  And  if  he  had  the  skill  of  Aristophon 
the  son  of  Aglaophon,  or  of  his  brother  Polyg- 
notus,  what  ought  we  to  call  him? 

PoL  Clearly,  a  painter. 

Chaer.  But  now  yyhat  shall  we  call  him — 
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what  is  the  art  in  which  he  is  skilled? 

Pol.  O  Chaerephon,  there  are  many  arts 
among  mankind  which  are  experimental,  and 
have  their  origin  in  experience,  for  experience 
makes  the  days  of  men  to  proceed  according  to 
art,  and  inexperience  according  to  chance,  and 
different  persons  in  different  ways  are  profi 
cient  in  different  arts,  and  the  best  persons  in 
the  best  arts.  And  our  friend  Gorgias  is  one  of 
the  best,  and  the  art  in  which  he  is  a  proficient 
is  the  noblest. 

Soc.  Polus  has  been  taught  how  to  make  a 
capital  speech,  Gorgias;  but  he  is  not  fulfilling 
the  promise  which  he  made  to  Chaerephon. 

Gor.  What  do  you  mean,  Socrates  ? 

Soc.  I  mean  that  he  has  not  exactly  answered 
the  question  which  he  was  asked. 

Gor.  Then  why  not  ask  him  yourself? 

Soc.  But  I  would  much  rather  ask  you,  if 
you  are  disposed  to  answer:  for  I  see,  from  the 
few  words  which  Polus  has  uttered,  that  he  has 
attended  more  to  the  art  which  is  called  rheto 
ric  than  to  dialectic. 

Pol.  What  makes  you  say  so,  Socrates? 

Soc.  Because,  Polus,  when  Chaerephon  asked 
you  what  was  the  art  which  Gorgias  knows, 
you  praised  it  as  if  you  were  answering  some 
one  who  found  fault  with  it,  but  you  never  said 
what  the  art  was. 

Pol.  Why,  did  I  not  say  that  it  was  the  no 
blest  of  arts? 

Soc.  Yes,  indeed,  but  that  was  no  answer  to 
the  question:  nobody  asked  what  was  the  qual 
ity,  but  what  was  the  nature,  of  the  art,  and  by 
what  name  we  were  to  describe  Gorgias.  [449] 
And  I  would  still  beg  you  briefly  and  clearly, 
as  you  answered  Chaerephon  when  he  asked 
you  at  first,  to  say  what  this  art  is,  and  what  we 
ought  to  call  Gorgias:  Or  rather,  Gorgias,  let 
me  turn  to  you,  and  ask  the  same  question — 
what  are  we  to  call  you,  and  what  is  the  art 
which  you  profess? 

Gor.  Rhetoric,  Socrates,  is  my  art. 

Soc.  Then  I  am  to  call  you  a  rhetorician? 

Gor.  Yes,  Socrates,  and  a  good  one  too,  if 
you  would  call  me  that  which,  in  Homeric 
language,  "I  boast  myself  to  be." 

Soc.  I  should  wish  to  do  so. 

Gor.  Then  pray  do. 

Soc.  And  are  we  to  say  that  you  are  able  to 
make  other  men  rhetoricians? 

Gor.  Yes,  that  is  exactly  what  I  profess  to 
make  them,  not  only  at  Athens,  but  in  all  places. 

Soc.  And  will  you  continue  to  ask  and  an 
swer  questions,  Gorgias,  as  we  are  at  present 
doing  and  reserve  for  another  occasion  the 


longer  mode  of  speech  which  Polus  was  at 
tempting?  Will  you  keep  your  promise,  and 
answer  shortly  the  questions  which  are  asked 
of  you? 

Gor.  Some  answers,  Socrates,  are  of  necessity 
longer;  but  I  will  do  my  best  to  make  them  as 
short  as  possible;  for  a  part  of  my  profession  is 
that  I  can  be  as  short  as  any  one. 

Soc.  That  is  what  is  wanted,  Gorgias;  exhibit 
the  shorter  method  now,  and  the  longer  one  at 
some  other  time. 

Gor.  Well,  I  will;  and  you  will  certainly  say, 
that  you  never  heard  a  man  use  fewer  words. 

Soc.  Very  good  then;  as  you  profess  to  be 
a  rhetorician,  and  a  maker  of  rhetoricians,  let 
me  ask  you,  with  what  is  rhetoric  concerned: 
I  might  ask  with  what  is  weaving  concerned, 
and  you  would  reply  (would  you  not?),  with 
the  making  of  garments? 

Gor.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  music  is  concerned  with  the  com 
position  of  melodies? 

Gor.  It  is. 

Soc.  By  Here,  Gorgias,  I  admire  the  surpass 
ing  brevity  of  your  answers. 

Gor.  Yes,  Socrates,  I  do  think  myself  good  at 
that. 

Soc.  I  am  glad  to  hear  it;  answer  me  in  like 
manner  about  rhetoric:  with  what  is  rhetoric 
concerned  ? 

Gor.  With  discourse. 

Soc.  What  sort  of  discourse,  Gorgias? — such 
discourse  as  would  teach  the  sick  under  what 
treatment  they  might  get  well? 

Gor.  No. 

Soc.  Then  rhetoric  does  not  treat  of  all  kinds 
of  discourse? 

Gor.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  And  yet  rhetoric  makes  men  able  to 
speak? 

Gor.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  to  understand  that  about  which 
they  speak? 

Gor.  Of  course. 

Soc.  But  does  not  the  art  of  medicine,  which 
we  were  just  now  mentioning,  [450]  also  make 
men  able  to  understand  and  speak  about  the 
sick? 

Gor.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Then  medicine  also  treats  of  discourse? 

Gor.  Yes. 

Soc.  Of  discourse  concerning  diseases? 

Gor.  Just  so. 

Soc.  And  does  not  gymnastic  also  treat  of 
discourse  concerning  the  good  or  evil  condition 
of  the  body? 
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Gor.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  the  same,  Gorgias,  is  true  of  the 
other  arts: — all  of  them  treat  of  discourse  con 
cerning  the  subjects  with  which  they  severally 
have  to  do. 

Gar.  Clearly. 

Soc.  Then  why,  if  you  call  rhetoric  the  art 
which  treats  of  discourse,  and  all  the  other  arts 
treat  of  discourse,  do  you  not  call  them  arts  of 
rhetoric? 

Gor.  Because,  Socrates,  the  knowledge  of  the 
other  arts  has  only  to  do  with  so  ne  sort  of  ex 
ternal  action,  as  of  the  hand;  but  there  is  no 
such  action  of  the  hand  in  rhetoric  wilich  works 
and  takes  effect  only  through  the  medium  of 
discourse.  And  therefore  I  am  justified  in  say 
ing  that  rhetoric  treats  of  discourse. 

Soc.  I  am  not  sure  whether  I  entirely  under 
stand  you,  but  I  dare  say  I  shall  soon  know  bet 
ter;  please  to  answer  me  a  question: — you 
would  allow  that  there  are  arts? 

Gor.  Yes. 

Soc.  As  to  the  arts  generally,  they  are  for  the 
most  part  concerned  with  doing,  and  require 
little  or  no  speaking;  in  painting,  and  statuary, 
and  many  other  arts,  the  work  may  proceed  in 
silence;  and  of  such  arts  I  suppose  you  would 
say  that  they  do  not  come  within  the  province 
of  rhetoric. 

Gor.  You  perfectly  conceive  my  meaning,  Soc 
rates. 

Soc.  But  there  are  other  arts  which  work 
wholly  through  the  medium  of  language,  and 
require  either  no  action  or  very  little,  as,  for 
example,  the  arts  of  arithmetic,  of  calculation, 
of  geometry,  and  of  playing  draughts;  in  some 
of  these  speech  is  pretty  nearly  co-extensive 
with  action,  but  in  most  of  them  the  verbal  el 
ement  is  greater — they  depend  wholly  on  words 
for  their  efficacy  and  power:  and  I  take  your 
meaning  to  be  that  rhetoric  is  an  art  of  this 
latter  sort? 

Gor.  Exactly. 

Soc.  And  yet  I  do  not  believe  that  you  really 
mean  to  call  any  of  these  arts  rhetoric;  although 
the  precise  expression  which  you  used  was,  that 
rhetoric  is  an  art  which  works  and  takes  effect 
only  through  the  medium  of  discourse;  and 
an  adversary  who  wished  to  be  captious  might 
say,  "And  so,  Gorgias,  you  call  arithmetic  rhet 
oric."  But  I  do  not  think  that  you  really  call 
arithmetic  rhetoric  any  more  than  geometry 
would  be  so  called  by  you.  [451] 

Gor.  You  are  quite  right,  Socrates,  in  your 
apprehension  of  my  meaning. 

Soc.  Well,  then,  let  me  now  have  the  rest  of 


my  answer: — seeing  that  rhetoric  is  one  of  those 
arts  which  works  mainly  by  the  use  of  words, 
and  there  are  other  arts  which  also  use  words, 
tell  me  what  is  that  quality  in  words  with 
which  rhetoric  is  concerned: — Suppose  that  a 
person  asks  me  about  some  of  the  arts  which 
I  was  mentioning  just  now;  he  might  say, 
"Socrates,  what  is  arithmetic?"  and  I  should  re 
ply  to  him,  as  you  replied  to  me,  that  arithmetic 
is  one  of  those  arts  which  take  effect  through 
words.  And  then  he  would  proceed  to  ask: 
"Words  about  what?"  and  I  should  reply, 
Words  about  odd  and  even  numbers,  and  how 
many  there  are  of  each.  And  if  he  asked  again: 
"What  is  the  art  of  calculation?"  I  should  say, 
That  also  is  one  of  the  arts  which  is  concerned 
wholly  with  words.  And  if  he  further  said, 
"Concerned  with  what?"  I  should  say,  like  the 
clerks  in  the  assembly,  "as  aforesaid"  of  arith 
metic,  but  with  a  difference,  the  difference  be 
ing  that  the  art  of  calculation  considers  not  only 
the  quantities  of  odd  and  even  numbers,  but 
also  their  numerical  relations  to  themselves  and 
to  one  another.  And  suppose,  again,  I  were  to 
say  that  astronomy  is  only  words — he  would 
ask,  "Words  about  what,  Socrates?"  and  I 
should  answer,  that  astronomy  tells  us  about 
the  motions  of  the  stars  and  sun  and  moon, 
and  their  relative  swiftness. 

Gor.  You  would  be  quite  right,  Socrates. 

Soc.  And  now  let  us  have  from  you,  Gorgias, 
the  truth  about  rhetoric:  which  you  would  ad 
mit  (would  you  not?)  to  be  one  of  those  arts 
which  act  always  and  fulfil  all  their  ends  through 
the  medium  of  words? 

Gor.  True. 

Soc.  Words  which  do  what?  I  should  ask. To 
what  class  of  things  do  the  words  which  rhet 
oric  uses  relate? 

Gor.  To  the  greatest,  Socrates,  and  the  best 
of  human  things. 

Soc.  That  again,  Gorgias,  is  ambiguous;  I  am 
still  in  the  dark:  for  which  are  the  greatest  and 
best  of  human  things?  I  dare  say  that  you  have 
heard  men  singing  at  feasts  the  old  drinking 
song,  in  which  the  singers  enumerate  the  goods 
of  life,  first  health,  beauty  next,  thirdly,  as  the 
writer  of  the  song  says,  wealth  honestly  ob 
tained. 

[452]  Gor.  Yes,  I  know  the  song;  but  what 
is  your  drift? 

Soc.  I  mean  to  say,  that  the  producers  of 
those  things  which  the  author  of  the  song 
praises,  that  is  to  say,  the  physician,  the  trainer, 
the  money-maker,  will  at  once  come  to  you, 
and  first  the  physician  will  say;  "O  Socrates, 
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Gorgias  is  deceiving  you,  for  my  art  is  concerned 
with  the  greatest  good  of  men  and  not  his." 
And  when  I  ask,  Who  are  you?  he  will  reply, 
"I  am  a  physician."  What  do  you  mean?  I  shall 
say.  Do  you  mean  that  your  art  produces  the 
greatest  good?  "Certainly,"  he  will  answer, 
"for  is  not  health  the  greatest  good?  What 
greater  good  can  men  have,  Socrates?"  And 
after  him  the  trainer  will  come  and  say,  **I  too, 
Socrates,  shall  be  greatly  surprised  if  Gorgias 
can  show  more  good  of  his  art  than  I  can  show 
of  mine."  To  him  again  !  shall  say,  Who  are 
you,  honest  friend,  and  what  is  your  business? 
"I  am  a  trainer,"  he  will  reply,  "and  my  busi 
ness  is  to  make  men  beautiful  and  strong  in 
body."  When  I  have  done  with  the  trainer, 
there  arrives  the  money-maker,  and  hes  as  I  ex 
pect,  will  utterly  despise  them  all.  "Consider, 
Socrates,"  he  will  say,  "whether  Gorgias  or 
any  one  else  can  produce  any  greater  good 
than  wealth."  Well,  you  and  I  say  to  him,  and 
are  you  a  creator  of  wealth  ?  "Yes,"  he  replies. 
And  who  are  you?  "A  money-maker."  And 
do  you  consider  wealth  to  be  the  greatest  good 
of  man?  "Of  course,"  will  be  his  reply.  And 
we  shall  rejoin:  Yes;  but  our  friend  Gorgias 
contends  that  his  art  produces  a  greater  good 
than  yours.  And  then  he  will  be  sure  to  go  on 
and  ask,  "What  good?  Let  Gorgias  answer." 
Now  I  want  you,  Gorgias,  to  imagine  that  this 
question  is  asked  of  you  by  them  and  by  me; 
What  is  that  which,  as  you  say,  is  the  greatest 
good  of  man,  and  of  which  you  are  the  creator? 
Answer  us. 

Gor.  That  good,  Socrates,  which  is  truly  the 
greatest,  being  that  which  gives  to  men  free 
dom  in  their  own  persons,  and  to  individuals 
the  power  of  ruling  over  others  in  their  several 
states. 

Soc.  And  what  would  you  consider  this  to  be? 

Gor.  What  is  there  greater  than  the  word 
which  persuades  the  judges  in  the  courts,  or 
the  senators  in  the  council,  or  the  citizens  in 
the  assembly,  or  at  any  other  political  meeting? 
— if  you  have  the  power  of  uttering  this  word, 
you  will  have  the  physician  your  slave,  and  the 
trainer  your  slave,  and  the  money-maker  of 
whom  you  talk  will  be  found  to  gather  treas 
ures,  not  for  himself,  but  for  you  who  are  able 
to  speak  and  to  persuade  the  multitude. 

Soc.  Now  I  think,  Gorgias,  that  you  have 
very  accurately  explained  what  you  conceive  to 
be  the  art  of  rhetoric;  and  you  mean  to  say, 
[453]  ^  I  am  n°t  mistaken,  that  rhetoric  is  the 
artificer  of  persuasion,  having  this  and  no  other 
business,  and  that  this  is  her  crown  and  end.  Do 


you  know  any  other  effect  of  rhetoric  over  and 
above  that  of  producing  persuasion? 

Gor.  No:  the  definition  seems  to  me  very 
fair,  Socrates;  for  persuasion  is  the  chief  end  of 
rhetoric. 

Soc.  Then  hear  me,  Gorgias,  for  I  am  quite 
sure  that  if  there  ever  was  a  man  who  entered 
on  the  discussion  of  a  matter  from  a  pure  love 
of  knowing  the  truth,  I  am  such  a  one,  and  I 
should  say  the  same  of  you. 

Gor.  What  is  coming,  Socrates? 

Soc.  I  will  tell  you:  I  am  very  well  aware  that 
I  do  not  know  what,  according  to  you,  is  the 
exact  nature,  or  what  are  the  topics  of  that  per 
suasion  of  which  you  speak,  and  which  is  given 
by  rhetoric;  although  I  have  a  suspicion  about 
both  the  one  and  the  other.  And  I  am  going  to 
ask — what  is  this  power  of  persuasion  which 
is  given  by  rhetoric,  and  about  what?  But  why, 
if  I  have  a  suspicion,  do  I  ask  instead  of  telling 
you?  Not  for  your  sake,  but  in  order  that  the 
argument  may  proceed  in  such  a  manner  as  is 
most  likely  to  set  forth  the  truth.  And  I  would 
have  you  observe,  that  I  am  right  in  asking  this 
further  question:  If  I  asked,  "What  sort  of  a 
painter  is  Zeuxis?"  and  you  said,  "The  painter 
of  figures,"  should  I  not  be  right  in  asking, 
"What  kind  of  figures,  and  where  do  you  find 
them?" 

Gor.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  the  reason  for  asking  this  second 
question  would  be,  that  there  are  other  painters 
besides,  who  paint  many  other  figures? 

Gor.  True. 

Soc.  But  if  there  had  been  no  one  but  Zeuxis 
who  painted  them,  then  you  would  have  an 
swered  very  well? 

Gor.  Quite  so. 

Soc.  Now  I  want  to  know  about  rhetoric  in 
the  same  way; — is  rhetoric  the  only  art  which 
brings  persuasion,  or  do  other  arts  have  the 
same  effect?  I  mean  to  say — Does  he  who 
teaches  anything  persuade  men  of  that  which 
he  teaches  or  not? 

Gor.  He  persuades,  Socrates, — there  can  be 
no  mistake  about  that. 

Soc.  Again,  if  we  take  the  arts  of  which  we 
were  just  now  speaking: — do  not  arithmetic 
and  the  arithmeticians  teach  us  the  properties 
of  number? 

Gor.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  therefore  persuade  us  of  them? 

Gor.  Yes. 

Soc.  Then  arithmetic  as  well  as  rhetoric  is  an 
artificer  of  persuasion? 

Gor.  Clearly. 
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Sac*  And  if  any  one  asks  us  what  sort  of  per 
suasion,  and  about  what, — we  shall  answer, 
persuasion  which  teaches  the  quantity  of  odd  and 
even;  [454]  and  we  shall  be  able  to  show  that 
all  the  other  arts  of  which  we  were  just  now 
speaking  are  artificers  of  persuasion,  and  of  what 
sort,  and  about  what. 
Gor.  Very  true. 

Soc.  Then  rhetoric  is  not  the  only  artificer  of 
persuasion  ? 
GOT.  True. 

Soc.  Seeing,  then,  that  not  only  rhetoric 
works  by  persuasion,  but  that  other  arts  do  the 
same,  as  in  the  case  of  the  painter,  a  question 
has  arisen  which  is  a  very  fair  one:  Of  what 
persuasion  is  rhetoric  the  artificer,  and  about 
what? — is  not  that  a  fair  way  of  putting  the 
question? 

Gor.  I  think  so. 

Soc.  Then,  if  you  approve  the  question,  Gor- 
gias,  what  is  the  answer? 

Gor.  I  answer,  Socrates,  that  rhetoric  is  the 
art  of  persuasion  in  courts  of  law  and  other  as 
semblies,  as  I  was  just  now  saying,  and  about 
the  just  and  unjust. 

Soc.  And  that,  Gorgias,  was  what  I  was  sus 
pecting  to  be  your  notion;  yet  I  would  not  have 
you  wonder  if  by-and-by  I  am  found  repeating 
a  seemingly  plain  question;  for  I  ask  not  in 
order  to  confute  you,  but  as  I  was  saying  that 
the  argument  may  proceed  consecutively,  and 
that  we  may  not  get  the  habit  of  anticipating 
and  suspecting  the  meaning  of  one  another's 
words;  I  would  have  you  develop  your  own 
views  in  your  own  way,  whatever  may  be  your 
hypothesis. 

Gor.  I  think  that  you  are  quite  right,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Then  let  me  raise  another  question; 
there  is  such  a  thing  as  "having  learned"? 

Gor.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  there  is  also  "having  believed"? 

Gor.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  is  the  "having  learned"  the  same  as 
"having  believed,"  and  are  learning  and  belief 
the  same  things? 

Gor.  In  my  judgment,  Socrates,  they  are  not 
the  same. 

Soc.  And  your  judgment  is  right,  as  you  may 
ascertain  in  this  way: — If  a  person  were  to  say 
to  you,  "Is  there,  Gorgias,  a  false  belief  as  well 
as  a  true?" — you  would  reply,  if  I  am  not  mis 
taken,  that  there  is. 

Gor.  Yes. 

Soc.  Well,  but  is  there  a  false  knowledge  as 
well  as  a  true? 

Gor.  No. 


Soc.  No,  indeed;  and  this  again  proves  that 
knowledge  and  belief  differ. 

Gor.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  yet  those  who  have  learned  as  well 
as  those  who  have  believed  are  persuaded? 

Gor.  Just  so. 

Soc.  Shall  we  then  assume  two  sorts  of  per 
suasion,— one  which  is  the  source  of  belief 
without  knowledge,  as  the  other  is  of  knowl 
edge? 

Gor.  By  all  means. 

Soc.  And  which  sort  of  persuasion  does  rhet 
oric  create  in  courts  of  law  and  other  assem 
blies  about  the  just  and  unjust,  the  sort  of  per 
suasion  which  gives  belief  without  knowledge, 
or  that  which  gives  knowledge? 

[455]  Gor.  Clearly,  Socrates,  that  which  on 
ly  gives  belief. 

Soc.  Then  rhetoric,  as  would  appear,  is  the 
artificer  of  a  persuasion  which  creates  belief 
about  the  just  and  unjust,  but  gives  no  instruc 
tion  about  them? 

Gor.  True. 

Soc.  And  the  rhetorician  does  not  instruct  the 
courts  of  law  or  other  assemblies  about  things 
just  and  unjust,  but  he  creates  belief  about 
them;  for  no  one  can  be  supposed  to  instruct 
such  a  vast  multitude  about  such  high  matters 
in  a  short  time? 

Gor.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  Come,  then,  and  let  us  see  what  we  real 
ly  mean  about  rhetoric;  for  I  do  not  know  what 
my  own  meaning  is  as  yet.  When  the  assembly 
meets  to  elect  a  physician  or  a  shipwright  or 
any  other  craftsman,  will  the  rhetorician  be 
taken  into  counsel?  Surely  not.  For  at  every 
election  he  ought  to  be  chosen  who  is  most 
skilled;  and,  again,  when  walls  have  to  be  built 
or  harbours  or  docks  to  be  constructed,  not  the 
rhetorician  but  the  master  workman  will  ad 
vise;  or  when  generals  have  to  be  chosen  and 
an  order  of  battle  arranged,  or  a  proposition 
taken,  then  the  military  will  advise  and  not 
the  rhetoricians:  what  do  you  say,  Gorgias? 
Since  you  profess  to  be  a  rhetorician  and  a  mak 
er  of  rhetoricians,  I  cannot  do  better  than  learn 
the  nature  of  your  art  from  you.  And  here  let 
me  assure  you  that  I  have  your  interest  in  view 
as  well  as  my  own.  For  likely  enough  some  one 
or  other  of  the  young  men  present  might  desire 
to  become  your  pupil,  and  in  fact  I  see  some, 
and  a  good  many  too,  who  have  this  wish,  but 
they  would  be  too  modest  to  question  you.  And 
therefore  when  you  are  interrogated  by  me,  I 
would  have  you  imagine  that  you  are  interro 
gated  by  them.  "What  is  the  use  of  coming  to 
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you,  Gorgias?"  they  will  say — "about  what 
will  you  teach  us  to  advise  the  state? — about 
the  just  and  unjust  only,  or  about  those  other 
things  also  which  Socrates  has  just  mentioned?" 
How  will  you  answer  them? 

GOT.  I  like  your  way  o£  leading"  us  on,  Socra 
tes,  and  I  will  endeavour  to  reveal  to  you  the 
whole  nature  of  rhetoric.  You  must  have 
heard,  I  think,  that  the  docks  and  the  walls  of 
the  Athenians  and  the  plan  of  the  harbour  were 
devised  in  accordance  with  the  counsels,  partly 
of  Themistocles,  and  partly  of  Pericles,  and  not 
at  the  suggestion  of  the  builders. 

Soc.  Such  is  the  tradition,  Gorgias,  about 
Themistocles;  and  I  myself  heard  the  speech  of 
Pericles  when  he  advised  us  about  the  middle 
wall. 

[456]  Gor.  And  you  will  observe,  Socrates, 
that  when  a  decision  has  to  be  given  in  such 
matters  the  rhetoricians  are  the  advisers;  they 
are  the  men  who  win  their  point. 

Soc.  I  had  that  in  my  admiring  mind,  Gor 
gias,  when  I  asked  what  is  the  nature  of  rhetoric, 
which  always  appears  to  me,  when  I  look  at  the 
matter  in  this  way,  to  be  a  marvel  of  greatness. 

Gor.  A  marvel,  indeed,  Socrates,  if  you  only 
knew  how  rhetoric  comprehends  and  holds 
under  her  sway  all  the  inferior  arts.  Let  me  of 
fer  you  a  striking  example  of  this.  On  several 
occasions  I  have  been  with  my  brother  Herodi- 
cus  or  some  other  physician  to  see  one  of  his 
patients,  who  would  not  allow  the  physician 
to  give  him  medicine,  or  apply  a  knife  or  hot 
iron  to  him;  and  I  have  persuaded  him  to  do 
for  me  what  he  would  not  do  for  the  physician 
just  by  the  use  of  rhetoric.  And  I  say  that  if  a 
rhetorician  and  a  physician  were  to  go  to  any 
city,  and  had  there  to  argue  in  the  Ecclesia  or 
any  other  assembly  as  to  which  of  them  should 
be  elected  state-physician,  the  physician  would 
have  no  chance;  but  he  who  could  speak  would 
be  chosen  if  he  wished;  and  in  a  contest  with  a 
man  of  any  other  profession  the  rhetorician 
more  than  any  one  would  have  the  power  of 
getting  himself  chosen,  for  he  can  speak  more 
persuasively  to  the  multitude  than  any  of  them, 
and  on  any  subject.  Such  is  the  nature  and  pow 
er  of  the  art  of  rhetoric!  And  yet,  Socrates, 
rhetoric  should  be  used  like  any  other  competi 
tive  art,  not  against  everybody — the  rhetori 
cian  ought  not  to  abuse  his  strength  any  more 
than  a  pugilist  or  pancratiast  or  other  master  of 
fence;  because  he  has  powers  which  are  more 
than  a  match  either  for  friend  or  enemy,  he 
ought  not  therefore  to  strike,  stab,  or  slay  his 
friends.  Suppose  a  man  to  have  been  trained 


in  the  palestra  and  to  be  a  skilful  boxer — he  in 
the  fulness  of  his  strength  goes  and  strikes  his 
father  or  mother  or  one  of  his  familiars  or 
friends;  but  that  is  no  reason  why  the  trainers 
or  fencing-masters  should  be  held  in  detesta 
tion  or  banished  from  the  city — surely  not. 
For  they  taught  their  art  for  a  good  purpose,  to 
be  used  against  enemies  and  evil-doers,  in  self- 
defence  not  in  aggression,  and  others  have  per 
verted  their  instructions,  [457]  and  turned  to 
a  bad  use  their  own  strength  and  skill.  But  not 
on  this  account  are  the  teachers  bad,  neither  is 
the  art  in  fault,  or  bad  in  itself;  I  should  rather 
say  that  those  who  make  a  bad  use  of  the  art 
are  to  blame.  And  the  same  argument  holds 
good  of  rhetoric;  for  the  rhetorician  can  speak 
against  all  men  and  upon  any  subject — in 
short,  he  can  persuade  the  multitude  better  than 
any  other  man  of  anything  which  he  pleases, 
but  he  should  not  therefore  seek  to  defraud  the 
physician  or  any  other  artist  of  his  reputation 
merely  because  he  has  the  power;  he  ought  to 
use  rhetoric  fairly,  as  he  would  also  use  his 
athletic  powers.  And  if  after  having  become  a 
rhetorician  he  makes  a  bad  use  of  his  strength 
and  skill,  his  instructor  surely  ought  not  on 
that  account  to  be  held  in  detestation  or  ban 
ished.  For  he  was  intended  by  his  teacher  to 
make  a  good  use  of  his  instructions,  but  he 
abuses  them.  And  therefore  he  is  the  person 
who  ought  to  be  held  in  detestation,  banished, 
and  put  to  death,  and  not  his  instructor. 

Soc.  You,  Gorgias,  like  myself,  have  had 
great  experience  of  disputations,  and  you  must 
have  observed,  I  think,  that  they  do  not  always 
terminate  in  mutual  edification,  or  in  the  defi 
nition  by  either  party  of  the  subjects  which  they 
are  discussing;  but  disagreements  are  apt  to 
arise — somebody  says  that  another  has  not  spok 
en  truly  or  clearly;  and  then  they  get  into  a 
passion  and  begin  to  quarrel,  both  parties  con 
ceiving  that  their  opponents  are  arguing  from 
personal  feeling  only  and  jealousy  of  them^ 
selves,  not  from  any  interest  in  the  question  at 
issue.  And  sometimes  they  will  go  on  abusing 
one  another  until  the  company  at  last  are  quite 
vexed  at  themselves  for  ever  listening  to  such 
fellows.  Why  do  I  say  this?  Why,  because  I 
cannot  help  feeling  that  you  are  now  "saying 
what  is  not  quite  consistent  or  accordant  with 
what  you  were  saying  at  first  about  rhetoric. 
And  I  am  afraid  to  point  this  out  to  you,  lest 
you  should  think  that  I  have  some  animosity 
against  you,  and  that  I  speak,  not  for  the  sake 
of  discovering  the  truth,  but  from  jealousy  of 
you.  Now  if  you  are  one  of  my  sort,  I  should 
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like  to  cross-examine  you,  [458]  but  if  not  I 
will  let  you  alone.  And  what  is  my  sort?  you 
will  ask.  I  am  one  of  those  who  are  very  willing 
to  be  refuted  if  I  say  anything  which  is  not  true, 
and  very  willing  to  refute  any  one  else  who 
says  what  is  not  true,  and  quite  as  ready  to  be 
refuted  as  to  refute;  for  I  hold  that  this  is  the 
greater  gain  of  the  two,  just  as  the  gain  is 
greater  of  being  cured  of  a  very  great  evil  than 
of  curing  another.  For  I  imagine  that  there  is 
no  evil  which  a  man  can  endure  so  great  as  an 
erroneous  opinion  about  the  matters  of  which 
we  are  speaking;  and  if  you  claim  to  be  one  of 
my  sort,  let  us  have  the  discussion  out,  but  if 
you  would  rather  have  done,  no  matter — let  us 
make  an  end  of  it. 

Gor.  I  should  say,  Socrates,  that  I  am  quite 
the  man  whom  you  indicate;  but,  perhaps,  we 
ought  to  consider  the  audience,  for,  before  you 
came,  I  had  already  given  a  long  exhibition, 
and  if  we  proceed  the  argument  may  run  on  to 
a  great  length.  And  therefore  I  think  that  we 
should  consider  whether  we  may  not  be  detain 
ing  some  part  of  the  company  when  they  are 
wanting  to  do  something  else. 

Chaer.  You  hear  the  audience  cheering,  Gor 
gias  and  Socrates,  which  shows  their  desire  to 
listen  to  you;  and  for  myself,  Heaven  forbid 
that  I  should  have  any  business  on  hand  which 
would  take  me  away  from  a  discussion  so  in 
teresting  and  so  ably  maintained. 

Cal.  By  the  gods,  Chaerephon,  although  I 
have  been  present  at  many  discussions,  I  doubt 
whether  I  was  ever  so  much  delighted  before, 
and  therefore  if  you  go  on  discoursing  all  day  I 
shall  be  the  better  pleased. 

Soc.  I  may  truly  say,  Callicles,  that  I  am  will 
ing,  if  Gorgias  is. 

Gor.  After  all  this,  Socrates,  I  should  be  dis 
graced  if  I  refused,  especially  as  I  have  prom 
ised  to  answer  all  comers;  in  accordance  with 
the  wishes  of  the  company,  then,  do  you  begin, 
and  ask  of  me  any  question  which  you  like. 

Soc.  Let  me  tell  you  then,  Gorgias,  what  sur 
prises  me  in  your  words;  though  I  dare  say  that 
you  may  be  right,  and  I  may  have  misunder 
stood  your  meaning.  You  say  that  you  can 
make  any  man,  who  will  learn  of  you,  a  rheto 
rician? 
Gor.  Yes. 

Soc.  Do  you  mean  that  you  will  teach  him  to 
gain  the  ears  of  the  multitude  on  any  subject, 
[459J  and  this  not  by  instruction  but  by  per 
suasion? 

Gor.  Quite  so. 

Soc.  You  were  saying,  in  fact,  that  the  rheto 


rician  will  have  greater  powers  of  persuasion 
than  the  physician  even  in  a  matter  of  health? 

Gor.  Yes,  with  the  multitude — that  is. 

Soc.  You  mean  to  say,  with  the  ignorant;  for 
with  those  who  know  he  cannot  be  supposed  to 
have  greater  powers  of  persuasion. 

Gor.  Very  true. 

Soc.  But  if  he  is  to  have  more  power  of  per 
suasion  than  the  physician,  he  will  have  greater 
power  than  he  who  knows? 

Gor.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Although  he  is  not  a  physician: — is  he? 

Gor.  No. 

Soc.  And  he  who  is  not  a  physician  must,  ob 
viously,  be  ignorant  of  what  the  physician 
knows. 

Gor.  Clearly. 

Soc.  Then,  when  the  rhetorician  is  more 
persuasive  than  the  physician,  the  ignorant  is 
more  persuasive  with  the  ignorant  than  he  who 
has  knowledge? — is  not  that  the  inference? 

Gor.  In  the  case  supposed: — Yes. 

Soc.  And  the  same  holds  of  the  relation  of 
rhetoric  to  all  the  other  arts;  the  rhetorician 
need  not  know  the  truth  about  things;  he  has 
only  to  discover  some  way  of  persuading  the 
ignorant  that  he  has  more  knowledge  than 
those  who  know? 

Gor.  Yes,  Socrates,  and  is  not  this  a  great 
comfort? — not  to  have  learned  the  other  arts, 
but  the  art  of  rhetoric  only,  and  yet  to  be  in  no 
way  inferior  to  the  professors  of  them? 

Soc.  Whether  the  rhetorician  is  or  is  not  in 
ferior  on  this  account  is  a  question  which  we 
will  hereafter  examine  if  the  enquiry  is  likely 
to  be  of  any  service  to  us;  but  I  would  rather 
begin  by  asking,  whether  he  is  or  is  not  as  igno 
rant  of  the  just  and  unjust,  base  and  honour 
able,  good  and  evil,  as  he  is  of  medicine  and 
the  other  arts;  I  mean  to  say,  does  he  really 
know  anything  of  what  is  good  and  evil,  base 
or  honourable,  just  or  unjust  in  them;  or  has  he 
only  a  way  with  the  ignorant  of  persuading 
them  that  he  not  knowing  is  to  be  esteemed  to 
know  more  about  these  things  than  some  one 
else  who  knows?  Or  must  the  pupil  know  these 
things  and  come  to  you  knowing  them  before 
he  can  acquire  the  art  of  rhetoric?  If  he  is  igno 
rant,  you  who  are  the  teacher  of  rhetoric  will 
not  teach  him — it  is  not  your  business;  but  you 
will  make  him  seem  to  the  multitude  to  know 
them,  when  he  does  not  know  them;  and  seem 
to  be  a  good  man,  [460]  when  he  is  not.  Or 
will  you  be  unable  to  teach  him  rhetoric  at  all, 
unless  he  knows  the  truth  of  these  things  first? 
What  is  to  be  said  about  all  this?  By  heavens, 
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Gorgias,  I  wish  that  you  would  reveal  to  me 
the  power  of  rhetoric,  as  you  were  saying  that 
you  would. 

Gor.  Well,  Socrates,  I  suppose  that  if  the 
pupil  does  chance  not  to  know  them,  he  will 
have  to  learn  of  me  these  things  as  well. 

Soc.  Say  no  more,  for  there  you  are  right; 
and  so  he  whom  you  make  a  rhetorician  must 
either  know  the  nature  of  the  just  and  unjust 
already,  or  he  must  be  taught  by  you. 

Gor.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Well,  and  is  not  he  who  has  learned  car 
pentering  a  carpenter? 

Gor.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  he  who  has  learned  music  a  musi 
cian? 

Gor.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  he  who  has  learned  medicine  is  a 
physician,  in  like  manner?  He  who  has  learned 
anything  whatever  is  that  which  his  knowledge 
makes  him. 

Gor.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  in  the  same  way,  he  who  has  learned 
what  is  just  is  just? 

Gor.  To  be  sure. 

Soc.  And  he  who  is  just  may  be  supposed  to 
do  what  is  just? 

Gor.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  must  not  the  just  man  always  de 
sire  to  do  what  is  just? 

Gor.  That  is  clearly  the  inference. 

Soc.  Surely,  then,  the  just  man  will  never 
consent  to  do  injustice? 

Gor.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  And  according  to  the  argument  the 
rhetorician  must  be  a  just  man? 

Gor.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  will  therefore  never  be  willing  to 
do  injustice? 

Gor.  Clearly  not. 

Soc.  But  do  you  remember  saying  just  now 
that  the  trainer  is  not  to  be  accused  or  banished 
if  the  pugilist  makes  a  wrong  use  of  his  pugil 
istic  art;  and  in  like  manner,  if  the  rhetorician 
makes  a  bad  and  unjust  use  of  rhetoric,  that  is 
not  to  be  laid  to  the  charge  of  his  teacher,  who 
is  not  to  be  banished,  but  the  wrong-doer  him 
self  who  made  a  bad  use  of  his  rhetoric — he  is 
to  be  banished — was  not  that  said? 

Gor.  Yes,  it  was. 

Soc.  But  now  we  are  affirming  that  the  afore 
said  rhetorician  will  never  have  done  injustice 
at  all? 

Gor.  True. 

Soc.  And  at  the  very  outset,  Gorgias,  it  was 
said  that  rhetoric  treated  of  discourse,  not  [like 


arithmetic]  about  odd  and  even,  but  about  just 
and  unjust?  Was  not  this  said? 

Gor.  Yes. 

Soc.  I  was  thinking  at  the  time,  when  I  heard 
you  saying  so,  that  rhetoric,  which  is  always 
discoursing  about  justice,  could  not  possibly  be 
an  unjust  thing.  But  when  you  added,  shortly 
afterwards,  that  the  rhetorician  might  make  a 
bad  use  of  rhetoric  I  noted  with  surprise  the 
inconsistency  into  which  you  had  fallen;  [461] 
and  I  said,  that  if  you  thought,  as  I  did,  that 
there  was  a  gain  in  being  refuted,  there  would 
be  an  advantage  in  going  on  with  the  question, 
but  if  not,  I  would  leave  off.  And  in  the  course 
of  our  investigations,  as  you  will  see  yourself, 
the  rhetorician  has  been  acknowledged  to  be 
incapable  of  making  an  unjust  use  of  rhetoric, 
or  of  willingness  to  do  injustice.  By  the  dog, 
Gorgias,  there  will  be  a  great  deal  of  discus 
sion,  before  we  get  at  the  truth  of  all  this. 

Polus.  And  do  even  you,  Socrates,  seriously 
believe  what  you  are  now  saying  about  rheto 
ric?  What!  because  Gorgias  was  ashamed  to 
deny  that  the  rhetorician  knew  the  just  and  the 
honourable  and  the  good,  and  admitted  that  to 
any  one  who  came  to  him  ignorant  of  them  he 
could  teach  them,  and  then  out  of  this  admis 
sion  there  arose  a  contradiction — the  thing 
which  you  so  dearly  love,  and  to  which  not  he, 
but  you,  brought  the  argument  by  your  cap 
tious  questions — [do  you  seriously  believe  that 
there  is  any  truth  in  all  this  ?  ]  For  will  any  one 
ever  acknowledge  that  he  does  not  know,  or 
cannot  teach,  the  nature  of  justice?  The  truth 
is,  that  there  is  great  want  of  manners  in  bring 
ing  the  argument  to  such  a  pass. 

Soc.  Illustrious  Polus,  the  reason  why  we 
provide  ourselves  with  friends  and  children  is, 
that  when  we  get  old  and  stumble,  a  younger 
generation  may  be  at  hand  to  set  us  on  our  legs 
again  in  our  words  and  in  our  actions:  and 
now,  if  I  and  Gorgias  are  stumbling,  here  are 
you  who  should  raise  us  up;  and  I  for  my  part 
engage  to  retract  any  error  into  which  you  may 
think  that  I  have  fallen — upon  one  condition: 

PoL  What  condition? 

Soc.  That  you  contract,  Polus,  the  prolixity 
of  speech  in  which  you  indulged  at  first. 

Pol.  What!  do  you  mean  that  I  may  not  use 
as  many  words  as  I  please? 

Soc.  Only  to  think,  my  friend,  that  having 
come  on  a  visit  to  Athens,  which  is  the  most 
free-spoken  state  in  Hellas,  you  when  you  got 
there,  and  you  alone,  should  be  deprived  of  the 
power  of  speech — that  would  be  hard  indeed. 
But  then  consider  my  case: — shall  not  I  be  very 
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hardly  used,  if,  when  you  are  making  a  long 
oration,  [462]  and  refusing  to  answer  what 
you  are  asked,  I  am  compelled  to  stay  and  listen 
to  you,  and  may  not  go  away?  I  say  rather,  if 
you  have  a  real  interest  in  the  argument,  or,  to 
repeat  my  former  expression,  have  any  desire 
to  set  it  on  its  legs,  take  back  any  statement 
which  you  please;  and  in  your  turn  ask  and 
answer,  like  myself  and  Gorgias — refute  and 
be  refuted:  for  I  suppose  that  you  would  claim 
to  know  what  Gorgias  knows — would  you  not? 
Pol.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  you,  like  him,  invite  any  one  to  ask 
you  about  anything  which  he  pleases,  and  you 
will  know  how  to  answer  him? 
Pol.  To  be  sure, 

Soc.  And  now,  which  will  you  do,  ask  or  an 
swer? 

PoL  I  will  ask;  and  do  you  answer  me, 
Socrates,  the  same  question  which  Gorgias, 
as  you  suppose,  is  unable  to  answer;  What  is 
rhetoric? 

Soc.  Do  you  mean  what  sort  of  an  art? 
PoL  Yes. 

Soc.  To  say  the  truth,  Polus,  it  is  not  an  art 
at  all,  in  my  opinion. 

PoL  Then  what,  in  your  opinion,  is  rhetoric? 
Soc.  A  thing  which,  as  I  was  lately  reading  in 
a  book  of  yours,  you  say  that  you  have  made 
an  art. 

PoL  What  thing? 

Soc.  I  should  say  a  sort  of  experience. 
PoL  Does  rhetoric  seem  to  you  to  be  an  ex 
perience? 

Soc.  That  is  my  view,  but  you  may  be  of  an 
other  mind. 
.  PoL  An  experience  in  what? 

Soc.  An  experience  in  producing  a  sort  of  de 
light  and  gratification. 

PoL  And  if  able  to  gratify  others,  must  not 
rhetoric  be  a  fine  thing? 

Soc,  What  are  you  saying,  Polus?  Why  do 
you  ask  me  whether  rhetoric  is  a  fine  thing  or 
not,  when  liiave  not  as  yet  told  you  what  rheto 
ric  is?  . 

PoL  Did  I  not  hear  you  say  that  rhetoric  was 
a  sort  of  experience? 

Soc.  Will  you,  who  are  so  desirous  to  gratify 
others,  afford  a  slight  gratification  to  me? 
PoL  I  will. 

Soc*  Will  you  ask  me,  what  sort  of  an  art  is 
cookery?  , 

f  PoL  What  sort  of  an  art  is  cookery? 
1  Soc.  Not  an  art  at  all,  Polus. 
PoL  What  then?  ,, 
Soc*  I  should  say  an  experience. 


PoL  In  what?  I  wish  that  you  would  explain 
to  me. 

Soc.  An  experience  in  producing  a  sort  of  de 
light  and  gratification,  Polus. 

PoL  Then  are  cookery  and  rhetoric  the  same? 

Soc.  No,  they  are  only  different  parts  of  the 
same  profession. 

PoL  Of  what  profession? 

Soc.  I  am  afraid  that  the  truth  may  seem  dis 
courteous;  and  I  hesitate  to  answer,  lest  Gor 
gias  should  imagine  that  I  am  making  fun  of 
his  own  profession.  [463]  For  whether  or  no 
this  is  that  art  of  rhetoric  which  Gorgias  prac 
tises  I  really  cannot  tell: — from  what  he  was 
just  now  saying,  nothing  appeared  of  what  he 
thought  of  his  art,  but  the  rhetoric  which  I 
mean  is  a  part  of  a  not  very  creditable  whole. 

Gor.  A  part  of  what,  Socrates?  Say  what  you 
mean,  and  never  mind  me. 

Soc.  In  my  opinion  then,  Gorgias,  the  whole 
of  which  rhetoric  is  a  part  is  not  an  art  at  all, 
but  the  habit  of  a  bold  and  ready  wit,  which 
knows  how  to  manage  mankind:  this  habit  I 
sum  up  under  the  word  "flattery";  and  it  ap 
pears  to  me  to  have  many  other  parts,  one  of 
which  is  cookery,  which  may  seem  to  be  an  art, 
but,  as  I  maintain,  is  only  an  experience  or 
routine  and  not  an  art: — another  part  is  rheto 
ric,  and  the  art  of  attiring  and  sophistry  are 
two  others:  thus  there  are  four  branches,  and 
four  different  things  answering  to  them.  And 
Polus  may  ask,  if  he  likes,  for  he  has  not  as  yet 
been  informed,  what  part  of  flattery  is  rhetoric: 
he  did  not  see  that  I  had  not  yet  answered 
him  when  he  proceeded  to  ask  a  further  ques 
tion:  Whether  I  do  not  think  rhetoric  a  fine 
thing?  But  I  shall  not  tell  him  whether  rhet 
oric  is  a  fine  thing  or  not,  until  I  have  first  an 
swered,  "What  is  rhetoric?"  For  that  would 
not  be  right,  Polus;  but  I  shall  be  happy  to  an 
swer,  if  you  will  ask  me,  What  part  of  flattery 
is  rhetoric? 

PoL  I  will  ask,  and  do  you  answer?  What 
part  of  flattery  is  rhetoric? 
^  Soc.  Will  you  understand  my  answer?  Rheto 
ric,  according  to  my  view,  is  the  ghost  or  coun 
terfeit  of  a  part  of  politics. 
Pol.  And  noble  or  ignoble? 
Soc.  Ignoble,  I  should  say,  if  I  am  compelled 
to  answer,  for  I  call  what  is  bad  ignoble:'— 
though  I  doubt  whether  you  understand  what 
I  was  saying  before. 

Gor.  Indeed,  Socrates,  I  cannot  say  that  I 
understand  myself. 

Soc.  I  do  not  wonder,  Gorgias;  for  I  have  not 
as  yet  explained  myself,  and  our  friend  Polus, 
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colt  by  name  and  colt  by  nature,  Is  apt  to  run 
away.1 

Gor.  Never  mind  him,  but  explain  to  me 
what  you  mean  by  saying  that  rhetoric  is  the 
counterfeit  of  a  part  of  politics. 

Soc.  I  will  try,  then,  to  explain  my  notion  of 
rhetoric,  and  If  I  am  mistaken,  [464]  my  friend 
Polus  shall  refute  me.  We  may  assume  the 
existence  of  bodies  and  of  souls? 

Gor.  Of  course. 

Soc.  You  would  further  admit  that  there  is  a 
good  condition  of  either  of  them? 

Gor.  Yes. 

Soc.  Which  condition  may  not  be  really 
good,  but  good  only  in  appearance?  I  mean  to 
say,  that  there  are  many  persons  who  appear 
to  be  in  good  health,  and  whom  only  a  physi 
cian  or  trainer  will  discern  at  first  sight  not  to 
be  in  good  health, 

Gor.  True. 

Soc.  And  this  applies  not  only  to  the  body, 
but  also  to  the  soul:  in  either  there  may  be  that 
which  gives  the  appearance  of  health  and  not 
the  reality? 

Gor.  Yes,  certainly. 

Soc.  And  now  I  will  endeavour  to  explain  to 
you  more  clearly  what  I  mean:  The  soul  and 
body  being  two,  have  two  arts  corresponding 
to  them:  there  is  the  art  of  politics  attending  on 
the  soul;  and  another  art  attending  on  the  body, 
of  which  I  know  no  single  name,  but  which 
may  be  described  as  having  two  divisions,  one 
of  them  gymnastic,  and  the  other  medicine. 
And  in  politics  there  is  a  legislative  part,  which 
answers  to  gymnastic,  as  justice  does  to  medi 
cine;  and  the  two  parts  run  into  one  another, 
justice  having  to  do  with  the  same  subject  as 
legislation,  and  medicine  with  the  same  subj  ect 
as  gymnastic,  but  with  a  difference.  Now,  see 
ing  that  there  are  these  four  arts,  two  attending 
on  the  body  and  two  on  the  soul  for  their  high 
est  good;  flattery  knowing,  or  rather  guessing 
their  natures,  has  distributed  herself  into  four 
shams  or  simulations  of  them;  she  puts  on  the 
likeness  of  some  one  or  other  of  them,  and  pre 
tends  to  be  that  which  she  simulates,  and  hav 
ing  no  regard  for  men's  highest  interests,  is 
ever  making  pleasure  the  bait  of  the  unwary, 
and  deceiving  them  into  the  belief  that  she  is 
of  the  highest  value  to  them.  Cookery  simulates 
the  disguise  of  medicine,  and  pretends  to  know 
what  food  is  the  best  for  the  body;  and  if  the 
physician  and  the  cook  had  to  enter  into  a  com 
petition  in  which  children  were  the  judges,  or 

1  There  is  an  untranslatable  play  on  the  name 
"Polus,"  which  means  "a  colt" 


men  who  had  no  more  sense  than  children,  as 
to  which  of  them  best  understands  the  good 
ness  or  badness  of  food,  the  physician  would  be 
starved  to  death.  [465]  A  flattery  I  deem  this 
to  be  and  of  an  ignoble  sort,  Polus,  for  to  you 
I  am  now  addressing  myself,  because  it  aims 
at  pleasure  without  any  thought  of  the  best.  An 
art  I  do  not  call  it,  but  only  an  experience,  be 
cause  it  Is  unable  to  explain  or  to  give  a  reason 
of  the  nature  of  its  own  applications.  And  I  do 
not  call  any  irrational  thing  an  art;  but  If  you 
dispute  my  words,  I  am  prepared  to  argue  in 
defence  of  them. 

Cookery,  then,  I  maintain  to  be  a  flattery 
which  takes  the  form  of  medicine;  and  tiring, 
in  like  manner,  is  a  flattery  which  takes  the 
form  of  gymnastic,  and  is  knavish,  false,  ig 
noble,  illiberal,  working  deceitfully  by  the  help 
of  lines,  and  colours,  and  enamels,  and  gar 
ments,  and  making  men  affect  a  spurious  beauty 
to  the  neglect  of  the  true  beauty  which  is  given 
by  gymnastic. 

I  would  rather  not  be  tedious,  and  therefore 
I  will  only  say,  after  the  manner  of  the  geome 
tricians  (for  I  think  that  by  this  time  you  will 
be  able  to  follow) 

as  tiring  :  gymnastic  : :  cookery  :  medicine; 
or  rather, 

as  tiring :  gymnastic : :  sophistry :  legislation; 
and 

as  cookery  :  medicine  :  :  rhetoric  :  justice. 
And  this,  I  say,  is  the  natural  difference  be 
tween  the  rhetorician  and  the  sophist,  but  by 
reason  of  their  near  connection,  they  are  apt  to 
be  jumbled  up  together;  neither  do  they  know 
what  to  make  of  themselves,  nor  do  other  men 
know  what  to  make  of  them.  For  if  the  body 
presided  over  itself,  and  were  not  under  the 
guidance  of  the  soul,  and  the  soul  did  not  dis 
cern  and  discriminate  between  cookery  and 
medicine,  but  the  body  was  made  the  judge  of 
them,  and  the  rule  of  judgment  was  the  bodily 
delight  which  was  given  by  them,  then  the 
word  of  Anaxagoras,  that  word  with  which 
you,  friend  Polus,  are  so  well  acquainted,  would 
prevail  far  and  wide:  "Chaos"  would  come 
again,  and  cookery,  health,  and  medicine  would 
mingle  in  an  indiscriminate  mass.  And  now  I 
have  told  you  my  notion  of  rhetoric,  which  is, 
in  relation  to  the  soul,  what  cookery  is  to  the 
body.  I  may  have  been  inconsistent  in  making 
a  long  speech,  when  I  would  not  allow  you  to 
discourse  at  length.  But  I  think  that  I  may  be 
excused,  because  you  did  not  understand  me, 
and  could  make  no  use  of  my  answer  when  I 
spoke  shortly,  and  therefore  I  had  to  eiiter  into 
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an  explanation.  [466]  And  If  I  show  an  equal 
inability  to  make  use  of  yours,  I  hope  that  you 
will  speak  at  equal  length;  but  if  I  am  able  to 
understand  you,  let  me  have  the  benefit  of  your 
brevity,  as  is  only  fair:  And  now  you  may  do 
what  you  please  with  my  answer. 

Pol.  What  do  you  mean?  do  you  think  that 
rhetoric  is  flattery? 

Soc.  Nay,  I  said  a  part  of  flattery;  if  at  your 
age,  Polus,  you  cannot  remember,  what  will 
you  do  by-and-by,  when  you  get  older  ? 

Pol  And  are  the  good  rhetoricians  meanly 
regarded  in  states,  under  the  idea  that  they  are 
flatterers? 

Soc.  Is  that  a  question  or  the  beginning  of  a 
speech? 

PoL  I  am  asking  a  question. 

Soc.  Then  my  answer  is,  that  they  are  not 
regarded  at  all. 

PoL  How  not  regarded?  Have  they  not  very 
great  power  in  states  ? 

Soc.  Not  if  you  mean  to  say  that  power  is  a 
good  to  the  possessor. 

Pol.  And  that  is  what  I  do  mean  to  say. 

Soc.  Then,  if  so,  I  think  that  they  have  the 
least  power  of  all  the  citizens. 

PoL  What!  are  they  not  like  tyrants?  They 
kill  and  despoil  and  exile  any  one  whom  they 
please. 

Soc.  By  the  dog,  Polus,  I  cannot  make  out  at 
each  deliverance  of  yours,  whether  you  are  giv 
ing  an  opinion  of  your  own,  or  asking  a  ques 
tion  of  me. 

PoL  I  am  asking  a  question  of  you. 

Soc.  Yes,  my  friend,  but  you  ask  two  ques 
tions  at  once. 

PoL  How  two  questions? 

Soc.  Why,  did  you  not  say  just  now  that  the 
rhetoricians  are  like  tyrants,  and  that  they  kill 
and  despoil  or  exile  any  one  whom  they  please  ? 

PoL  I  did. 

Soc.  Well  then,  I  say  to  you  that  here  are  two 
questions  in  one,  and  I  will  answer  both  of 
them.  And  I  tell  you,  Polus,  that  rhetoricians 
and  tyrants  have  the  least  possible  power  in 
states,  as  I  was  just  now  saying;  for  they  do  lit 
erally  nothing  which  they  will,  but  only  what 
they  think  best. 

PoL  And  is  not  that  a  great  power? 

Soc.  Polus  has  already  said  the  reverse. 

Soc.No,by  the  great — what  do  you  call  him? 
— not  you,  for  you  say  that  power  is  a  good  to 
him  who  has  the  power. 

PoL  I  do. 

Soc.  And  would  you  maintain  that  if  a  fool 
does  what  he  thinks  best,  this  is  a  good,  and 


would  you  call  this  great  power? 

PoL  I  should  not. 

Soc.  Then  you  must  prove  that  the  rhetori 
cian  is  not  a  fool,  and  that  rhetoric  is  an  art  and 
not  a  flattery — and  so  you  will  have  refuted 
[467]  me;  but  if  you  leave  me  unrefuted,  why, 
the  rhetoricians  who  do  what  they  think  best 
in  states,  and  the  tyrants,  will  have  nothing  up 
on  which  to  congratulate  themselves,  if  as  you 
say,  power  be  indeed  a  good,  admitting  at  the 
same  time  that  what  is  done  without  sense  is 
an  evil. 

PoL  Yes;  I  admit  that. 

Soc.  How  then  can  the  rhetoricians  or  the 
tyrants  have  great  power  in  states,  unless  Polus 
can  refute  Socrates,  and  prove  to  him  that  they 
do  as  they  will  ? 

PoL  This  fellow— 

Soc.  I  say  that  they  do  not  do  as  they  will — 
now  refute  me. 

PoL  Why,  have  you  not  already  said  that 
they  do  as  they  think  best? 

Soc.  And  I  say  so  still. 

PoL  Then  surely  they  do  as  they  will? 

Soc.  I  deny  it. 

PoL  But  they  do  what  they  think  best? 

Soc.  Aye. 

PoL  That,  Socrates,  is  monstrous  and  absurd. 

Soc.  Good  words,  good  Polus,  as  I  may  say  in 
your  own  peculiar  style;  but  if  you  have  any 
questions  to  ask  of  me,  either  prove  that  I  am 
in  error  or  give  the  answer  yourself. 

PoL  Very  well,  I  am  willing  to  answer  that  I 
may  know  what  you  mean. 

Soc.  Do  men  appear  to  you  to  will  that  which 
they  do,  or  to  will  that  further  end  for  the  sake 
of  which  they  do  a  thing?  when  they  take 
medicine,  for  example,  at  the  bidding  of  a  phy 
sician,  do  they  will  the  drinking  of  the  medi 
cine  which  is  painful,  or  the  health  for  the  sake 
of  which  they  drink  ? 

PoL  Clearly,  the  health. 

Soc.  And  when  men  go  on  a  voyage  or  en 
gage  in  business,  they  do  not  will  that  which 
they  are  doing  at  the  time;  for  who  would  de 
sire  to  take  the  risk  of  a  voyage  or  the  trouble 
of  business? — But  they  will,  to  have  the  wealth 
for  the  sake  of  which  they  go  on  a  voyage. 

PoL  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  is  not  this  universally  true?  If  a 
man  does  something  for  the  sake  of  something 
else,  he  wills  not  that  which  he  does,  but  that 
for  the  sake  of  which  he  does  it. 

PoL  Yes. 

Soc.  And  are  not  all  things  either  good  or 
evil,  or  intermediate  and  indifferent? 


GORGIAS 


263 


Pol.  To  be  sure,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Wisdom  and  health  and  wealth  and  the 
like  you  would  call  goods,  and  their  opposites 
evils? 

Pol.  I  should. 

[468]  Soc.  And  the  things  which  are  neither 
good  nor  evil,  and  which  partake  sometimes  of 
the  nature  of  good  and  at  other  times  of  evil,  or 
of  neither,  are  such  as  sitting,  walking,  run 
ning,  sailing;  or,  again,  wood,  stones,  and  the 
like: — these  are  the  things  which  you  call  neith 
er  good  nor  evil? 

Pol.  Exactly  so. 

Soc.  Are  these  indifferent  things  done  for  the 
sake  of  the  good,  or  the  good  for  the  sake  of 
the  indifferent? 

Pol.  Clearly,  the  indifferent  for  the  sake  of 
the  good. 

Soc.  When  we  walk  we  walk  for  the  sake  of 
the  good,  and  under  the  idea  that  it  is  better  to 
walk,  and  when  we  stand  we  stand  equally  for 
the  sake  of  the  good? 

Pol  Yes. 

Soc.  And  when  we  kill  a  man  we  kill  him  or 
exile  him  or  despoil  him  of  his  goods,  because, 
as  we  think,  it  will  conduce  to  our  good? 

Pol.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Men  who  do  any  of  these  things  do  them 
for  the  sake  of  the  good? 

Po/.Yes. 

Soc.  And  did  we  not  admit  that  in  doing 
something  for  the  sake  of  something  else,  we 
do  not  will  those  things  which  we  do^  but  that 
other  thing  for  the  sake  of  which  we  do  them  ? 

Pol.  Most  true. 

Soc.  Then  we  do  not  will  simply  to  kill  a 
man  or  to  exile  him  or  to  despoil  him  of  his 
goods,  but  we  will  to  do  that  which  conduces 
to  our  good,  and  if  the  act  is  not  conducive  to 
our  good  we  do  not  will  it;  for  we  will,  as  you 
say,  that  which  is  our  good,  but  that  which  is 
neither  good  nor  evil,  or  simply  evil,  we  do  not 
will.  Why  are  you  silent,  Polus?  Am  I  not 
right? 

Pol.  You  are  right. 

Soc.  Hence  we  may  infer,  that  if  any  one, 
whether  he  be  a  tyrant  or  a  rhetorician,  kills 
another  or  exiles  another  or  deprives  him  of 
his  property,  under  the  idea  that  the  act  is  for 
his  own  interests  when  really  not  for  his  own 
interests,  he  may  be  said  to  do  what  seems  best 
to  him  ? 

Pol.  Yes. 

Soc.  But  does  he  do  what  he  wills  if  he  does 
what  is  evil?  Why  do  you  not  answer? 

Pol.  Well,  I  suppose  not. 


Soc.  Then  if  great  power  is  a  good  as  you 
allow,  will  such  a  one  have  great  power  in  a 
state? 

Pol.  He  will  not. 

Soc.  Then  I  was  right  in  saying  that  a  man 
may  do  what  seems  good  to  him  in  a  state,  and 
not  have  great  power,  and  not  do  what  he  wills  ? 

Pol.  As  though  you,  Socrates,  would  not  like 
to  have  the  power  of  doing  what  seemed  good 
to  you  in  the  state,  rather  than  not;  you  would 
not  be  jealous  when  you  saw  any  one  killing  or 
despoiling  or  imprisoning  whom  he  pleased, 
Oh,  no! 

[469]  Soc.  Justly  or  unjustly,  do  you  mean? 

Pol.  In  either  case  is  he  not  equally  to  be 
envied  ? 

Soc.  Forbear,  Polus! 

Pol.  Why  "forbear"? 

Soc.  Because  you  ought  not  to  envy  wretches 
who  are  not  to  be  envied,  but  only  to  pity  them. 

Pol.  And  are  those  of  whom  I  spoke  wretches  ? 

Soc.  Yes,  certainly  they  are. 

Pol.  And  so  you  think  that  he  who  slays  any 
one  whom  he  pleases,  and  justly  slays  him,  is 
pitiable  and  wretched? 

Soc.  No,  I  do  not  say  that  of  him:  but  neither 
do  I  think  that  he  is  to  be  envied. 

Pol.  Were  you  not  saying  just  now  that  he  is 
wretched  ? 

Soc.  Yes,  my  friend,  if  he  killed  another  un 
justly,  in  which  case  he  is  also  to  be  pitied;  and 
he  is  not  to  be  envied  if  he  killed  him  justly. 

Pol.  At  any  rate  you  will  allow  that  he  who 
is  unjustly  put  to  death  is  wretched,  and  to  be 
pitied  ? 

Soc.  Not  so  much,  Polus,  as  he  who  kills  him, 
and  not  so  much  as  he  who  is  justly  killed. 

Pol.  How  can  that  be,  Socrates? 

Soc.  That  may  very  well  be,  inasmuch  as  do 
ing  injustice  is  the  greatest  of  evils. 

Pol.  But  is  it  the  greatest?  Is  not  suffering  in 
justice  a  greater  evil? 

Soc.  Certainly  not. 

Pol.  Then  would  you  rather  suffer  than  do 
injustice? 

Soc.  I  should  not  like  either,  but  if  I  must 
choose  between  them,  I  would  rather  suffer 
than  do. 

Pol.  Then  you  would  not  wish  to  be  a  tyrant  ? 

Soc.  Not  if  you  mean  by  tyranny  what  I 
mean. 

Pol.  I  mean,  as  I  said  before,  the  power  of  do 
ing  whatever  seems  good  to  you  in  a  state,  kill 
ing,  banishing,  doing  in  all  things  as  you  like. 

Soc.  Well  then,  illustrious  friend,  when  I 
have  said  my  say,  do  you  reply  to  me.  Suppose 
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that  I  go  Into  a  crowded  Agora,  and  take  a 
dagger  under  my  arm.  Polus,  I  say  to  you,  I 
have  just  acquired  rare  power,  and  become  a 
tyrant;  for  if  I  think  that  any  of  these  men 
whom  you  see  ought  to  be  put  to  death,  the 
man  whom  I  have  a  mind  to  kill  Is  as  good  as 
dead;  and  if  I  arn  disposed  to  break  his  head  or 
tear  his  garment,  he  will  have  his  head  broken 
or  his  garment  torn  in  an  instant.  Such  is  my 
great  power  in  this  city.  And  if  you  do  not  be 
lieve  me,  and  I  show  you  the  dagger,  you  would 
probably  reply:  Socrates,  in  that  sort  of  way 
any  one  may  have  great  power — he  may  burn 
any  house  which  he  pleases,  and  the  docks  and 
triremes  of  the  Athenians,  and  all  their  other 
vessels,  whether  public  or  private — but  can  you 
believe  that  this  mere  doing  as  you  think  best 
is  great  power? 

PoL  Certainly  not  such  doing  as  this. 

[qjo]  Soc.  But  can  you  tell  me  why  you  dis 
approve  of  such  a  power? 

Pol  I  can. 

Soc.  Why  then? 

PoL  Why,  because  he  who  did  as  you  say 
would  be  certain  to  be  punished. 

Soc.  And  punishment  is  an  evil? 

PoL  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  you  would  admit  once  more,  my 
good  sir,  that  great  power  is  a  benefit  to  a  man 
if  his  actions  turn  out  to  his  advantage,  and 
that  this  is  the  meaning  of  great  power;  and  if 
not,  then  his  power  is  an  evil  and  is  no  power. 
But  let  us  look  at  the  matter  in  another  way: — 
do  we  not  acknowledge  that  the  things  of  which 
we  were  speaking,  the  infliction  of  death,  and 
exile,  and  the  deprivation  of  property  are  some 
times  a  good  and  sometimes  not  a  good? 

PoL  Certainly. 

Soc.  About  that  you  and  I  may  be  supposed 
to  agree? 

PoL  Yes. 

Soc.  Tell  me,  then,  when  do  you  say  that  they 
are  good  and  when  that  they  are  evil — what 
principle  do  you  lay  down? 

PoL  I  would  rather,  Socrates,  that  you  should 
answer  as  well  as  ask  that  question. 

Soc.  Well,  Polus,  since  you  would  rather  have 
the  answer  from  me,  I  say  that  they  are  good 
when  they  are  just,  and  evil  when  they  are  un 
just. 

PoL  You  are  hard  of  refutation,  Socrates,  but 
might  "not -a  child  refute  that  statement? 

Soc.  Then  I'shall  be  very  grateful  to  the  child, 
and  equally  grateful  to  you  if  you  will  refute 
me  and  deliver  me  from  my  foolishness.  And  I 
hope  that  refute  me  you  will,  and  not  weary  of 


doing  good  to  a  friend. 

PoL  Yes,  Socrates,  and  I  need  not  go  far  or 
appeal  to  antiquity;  events  which  happened  on 
ly  a  few  days  ago  are  enough  to  refute  you,  and 
to  prove  that  many  men  who-  do  wrong  are 
happy. 

Soc.  What  events? 

PoL  You  see,  I  presume,  that  Archelaus  the 
son  of  Perdiccas  is  now  the  ruler  of  Macedonia? 

Soc.  At  any  rate  I  hear  that  he  is. 

PoL  And  do  you  think  that  he  is  happy  or 
miserable  ? 

Soc.  I  cannot  say,  Polus,  for  I  have  never  had 
any  acquaintance  with  him. 

PoL  And  cannot  you  tell  at  once,  and  with 
out  having  an  acquaintance  with  him,  whether 
a  man  is  happy? 

Soc.  Most  certainly  not. 

PoL  Then  clearly,  Socrates,  you  would  say 
that  you  did  not  even  know  whether  the  great 
king  was  a  happy  man  ? 

Soc.  And  I  should  speak  the  truth;  for  I  do 
not  know  how  he  stands  in  the  matter  of  edu 
cation  and  justice. 

PoL  What!  and  does  all  happiness  consist  in 
this? 

Soc.  Yes,  indeed,  Polus,  that  Is  rny  doctrine; 
the  men  and  women  who  are  gentle  and  good 
are  also  happy,  as  I  rnaintain,-and  the  unjust 
and  evil  are  miserable. 

[471]  Pol.  Then,  according  to  your  doctrine, 
the  said  Archelaus  is  miserable? 

Soc.  Yes,  rny  friend,  if  he  is  wicked. 

PoL  That  he  is  wicked  I  cannot  deny;  for  he 
had  no  title  at  all  to  the  throne  which  he  now 
occupies,  he  being  only  the  son  of  a  woman  who 
was  the  slave  of  Alcetas  the  brother  of  Perdic 
cas;  he  himself  therefore  in  strict  right  was  the 
slave  of  Alcetas;  and  if  he  had  meant  to  do 
rightly  he  would  have  remained  his  slave,  and 
then,  according  to  your  doctrine,  he  would  have 
been  happy.  But  now  he  is  unspeakably  misera 
ble,  for  he  has  been  guilty  of  the  greatest  crimed: 
in  the  first  place  he  invited  his  uncle  and  mas 
ter,  Alcetas,  to  come  to  him,  under  the  pretence 
that  he  Would  restore  to  him  the  throne  which 
Perdiccas  has  usurped,  and  after  entertaining 
him  and  his  son  Alexander,  who  was  his  own 
cousin,  and  nearly  of  an  ag&  with'  him,  and 
making  them  drunk,  ht  threw  them  into  a 
waggon  and  carried  them  off  by  night,  and 
slew  them,  and  got  both  of  them  out  of 'the1 
way;  and  when  he  had  done  all  this  wickedness 
he  never  discovered  that  he  was  the  most  mis 
erable  of  »all  men,  and  was  very  far  from  repent 
ing:  shall  I  tell  you  how  hie  showed  his  are- 
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morse?  he  had  a  younger  brother,  a  child  of 
seven  years  old,  who  was  the  legitimate  son  of 
Perdiccas,  and  to  him  of  right  the  kingdom  be 
longed;  Archelaus,  however,  had  no  mind  to 
bring  him  up  as  he  ought  and  restore  the  king 
dom  to  him;  that  was  not  his  notion  of  happi 
ness;  but  not  long  afterwards  he  threw  him  in 
to  a  well  and  drowned  him,  and  declared  to  his 
mother  Cleopatra  that  he  had  fallen  in  while 
running  after  a  goose, and  had  been  killed.  And 
now  as  he  is  the  greatest  criminal  of  all  the 
Macedonians,  he  may  be  supposed  to  be  the 
most  miserable  and  not  the  happiest  of  them, 
and  I  dare  say  that  there  are  many  Athenians, 
and  you  would  be  at  the  head  of  them,  who 
would  rather  be  any  other  Macedonian  than 
Archelaus! 

Soc.  I  praised  you  at  first,  Polus,  for  being  a 
rhetorician  rather  than  a  reasoner.  And  this,  as 
I  suppose,  is  the  sort  of  argument  with  which 
you  fancy  that  a  child  might  refute  me,  and  by 
which  I  stand  refuted  when  I  say  that  the  un 
just  man  is  not  happy.  But,  my  good  friend, 
where  is  the  refutation?  I  cannot  admit  a  w6rd 
which  you  have  been  saying. 

PoL  That  is  because  you  will  not;  for  you 
surely  must  think  as  I  do. 

Soc.  Not  so,  my  'simple  friend,  but  because 
you  will  refute  me  after  the  manner  which  rhet 
oricians  practise  in  courts  of  law.  For  there  the 
one  party  think  that  they  refute  the  other  when 
they  bring  forward  a  number  of  witnesses  of 
good  repute  in  proof  of  their  allegations,  [472] 
and  their  adversary  has  only  a  single  one  or 
none  at  all  But  this  kind  of  proof  is  of  no  value 
where  truth  is  the  aim;  a  man  may  often  be 
sworn  down  by  a  multitude  of  false  witnesses 
who  have  a  great  air  of  respectability.  And  in 
this  argument  nearly  every  one,  Athenian  and 
stranger  alike,  would  be  on  your  side,  if  you 
should  bring  witnesses  in  disproof  of  my  state 
ment — you  may,  if  you  will,  summon  Nicias 
the  son  of  Niceratus,  and  let  his  brothers,  who 
gave  the  row  of  tripods  which  stand  in  the  pre 
cincts  of  Dionysus,  come  with  him;  or  you  may 
summon  Aristocrates,  the  son  of  Scellius,  who 
is  the  giver  of  that  famous  offering  which  is  at 
Delphi;  summon,  if  you  will,  the  whole  'house 
of  Pericles,  or  any  other  great  Athenian  family 
whom  you  choose — they  will  all  agree  with 
you:  I.only  am  left  alone  and  cannot  agr^e,  for 
you  do  not  convince  me;  although  you  produce 
rnany  false  witnesses  against  me,  in  the  hope  of 
depriving  me  of  my  inheritance,  which  is  the 
truth.  But  I  consider  that  nothing  worth  speak 
ing  of  will  have  been  effected  by  me  unless  I 


make  you  the  one  witness  of  my  words;  nor  by 
you,  unless  you  make  me  the  one  witness  of 
yours;  no  matter  about  the  rest  of  the  world. 
For  there  are  two  ways  of  refutation,  one  which 
is  yours  and  that  of  the  world  in  general;  but 
mine  is  of  another  sort — let  us  compare  them, 
and  see  in  what  they  differ.  For,  indeed; we  are 
at  issue  about  matters  which  to  know  is  hon 
ourable  and  not  to  know  disgraceful;  to  know 
or  not  to  know  happiness  and  misery — that  is 
the  chief  of  them.  And  what  knowledge  can  be 
nobler?  or  what  ignorance  more  disgraceful 
than  this?  And  therefore  I  will  begin  by  asking 
you  whether  you  do  not  think  that  a  man  who 
is  unjust  and  doing  injustice  can  be  happy,  see 
ing  that  you  think  Archelaus  unjust,  and  yet 
happy?  May  I  assume  this  to  be  your  opinion? 

Pol.  Certainly. 

Soc.  But  I  say  that  this  is  an  impossibility — 
here  is  one  point  about  which  we  are  at  issue: 
— very  good.  And  do  you  mean  to,  say  also  that 
if  he  meets  with  retribution  and  punishment 
he  will  still  be  happy? 

PoL  Certainly  not;  in  that  case  he  will  be 
most  miserable. 

Soc.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  unjust  be  not 
punished,  then,  according  to  you,  he  will  be 
happy  ? 

Pol.  Yes. 

Soc.  But  in  my  opinion,  Polus,  the  unjust  or 
doer  of  unjust  actions  is  miserably  in  any  case, 
— more  miserable,  however,  if  he  be  not  pun 
ished  and  does  not  meet  with  retribution,  and 
less  miserable  if  he  be  punished  and  meets  with 
retribution  at  the  hands  of  gods  [473]  and  men. 

Pol.  You  are  maintaining  a  strange  doctrine, 
Socrates. 

Soc.  I  shall  try  to  make  you  agree  with  me,  O 
my  friend,  for  as  a  friend  I  regard  you.  Then 
these  are  the  points  at  issue  between  us — are 
they  not  ?  I  was  saying  that  to  do  is  worse  than 
to  suffer  injustice? 

PoL  Exactly  so. 

Soc.  And  you  said  the  opposite? 

Pol.  Yes. 

Soc.  I  said  also  that  the  wicked  are  miserable, 
and  you  refuted  me  ? 

PoL  By  Zeus,  I  did. 

Soc.  In  your  own  opinion,  Polus. 

PoL  Yes,  and  I  rather  suspect  that  I  was  in 
the  right. 

Soc.  You  further  said  that  the  wrong-doer  is 
happy  if  he  be  unpunished? 

PoL  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  I  affirm  that  he  is  most  miserable, 
and  that  those  who  are  punished  are  less  miser- 
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able — are  you  going  to  refute  this  proposition 
also? 

Pol.  A  proposition  which  is  harder  of  refuta 
tion  than  the  other,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Say  rather,  Polus,  impossible;  for  who 
can  refute  the  truth? 

Pol.  What  do  you  mean  ?  If  a  man  is  detected 
in  an  unjust  attempt  to  make  himself  a  tyrant, 
and  when  detected  is  racked,  mutilated,  has  his 
eyes  burned  out,  and  after  having  had  all  sorts 
of  great  injuries  inflicted  on  him,  and  having 
seen  his  wife  and  children  suffer  the  like,  is  at 
last  impaled  or  tarred  and  burned  alive,  will  he 
be  happier  than  if  he  escape  and  become  a  ty 
rant,  and  continue  all  through  life  doing  what 
he  likes  and  holding  the  reins  of  government, 
the  envy  and  admiration  both  of  citizens  and 
strangers?  Is  that  the  paradox  which,  as  you 
say,  cannot  be  refuted? 

Soc.  There  again,  noble  Polus,  you  are  rais 
ing  hobgoblins  instead  of  refuting  me;  just  now 
you  were  calling  witnesses  against  me.  But 
please  to  refresh  my  memory  a  little;  did  you 
say — "in  an  unjust  attempt  to  make  himself  a 
tyrant"? 

Pol  Yes,  I  did. 

Soc.  Then  I  say  that  neither  of  them  will  be 
happier  than  the  other — neither  he  who  un 
justly  acquires  a  tyranny,  nor  he  who  suffers 
in  the  attempt,  for  of  two  miserables  one  can 
not  be  the  happier,  but  that  he  who  escapes 
and  becomes  a  tyrant  is  the  more  miserable  of 
the  two.  Do  you  laugh,  Polus?  Well,  this  is  a 
new  kind  of  refutation — when  any  one  says 
anything,  instead  of  refuting  him  to  laugh  at 
him. 

Pol  But  do  you  not  think,  Socrates,  that  you 
have  been  sufficiently  refuted,  when  you  say 
that  which  no  human  being  will  allow?  Ask 
the  company. 

Soc.  O  Polus,  I  am  not  a  public  man,  and  on 
ly  last  year,  when  my  tribe  were  serving  as  Pry- 
tanes,  and  it  became  my  duty  as  their  president 
to  take  the  votes,  [474]  there  was  a  laugh  at 
me,  because  I  was  unable  to  take  them.  And  as 
I  failed  then,  you  must  not  ask  me  to  count 
the  suffrages  of  the  company  now;  but  if,  as  I 
was  saying,  you  have  no  better  argument  than 
numbers,  let  me  have  a  turn,  and  do  you  make 
trial  of  the  sort  of  proof  which,  as  I  think,  is  re 
quired;  for  I  shall  produce  one  witness  only  of 
the  truth  of  my  words,  and  he  is  the  person  with 
whom  I  am  arguing;  his  suffrage  I  know  how 
to  take;  but  with  the  many  I  have  nothing  to 
do,  and  do  not  even  address  myself  to  them. 
May  I  ask  then  whether  you  will  answer  in 


turn  and  have  your  words  put  to  the  proof? 
For  I  certainly  think  that  I  and  you  and  every 
man  do  really  believe,  that  to  do  is  a  greater 
evil  than  to  suffer  injustice:  and  not  to  be  pun 
ished  than  to  be  punished. 

Pol.  And  I  should  say  neither  I,  nor  any  man: 
would  you  yourself,  for  example,  suffer  rather 
than  do  injustice? 

Soc.  Yes,  and  you,  too;  I  or  any  man  would. 

Pol  Quite  the  reverse;  neither  you,  nor  I,  nor 
any  man. 

Soc.  But  will  you  answer? 

Pol  To  be  sure,  I  will;  for  I  am  curious  to 
hear  what  you  can  have  to  say. 

Soc.  Tell  me,  then,  and  you  will  know,  and 
let  us  suppose  that  I  am  beginning  at  the  begin 
ning:  which  of  the  two,  Polus,  in  your  opinion, 
is  the  worst? — to  do  injustice  or  to  suffer? 

Pol.  I  should  say  that  suffering  was  worst. 

Soc.  And  which  is  the  greater  disgrace? — 
Answer. 

Pol.  To  do. 

Soc.  And  the  greater  disgrace  is  the  greater 
evil? 

Pol.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  I  understand  you  to  say,  if  I  am  not  mis 
taken,  that  the  honourable  is  not  the  same  as 
the  good,  or  the  disgraceful  as  the  evil? 

Pol.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  Let  me  ask  a  question  of  you:  When  you 
speak  of  beautiful  things,  such  as  bodies,  col 
ours,  figures,  sounds,  institutions,  do  you  not 
call  them  beautiful  in  reference  to  some  stand 
ard:  bodies,  for  example,  are  beautiful  in  pro 
portion  as  they  are  useful,  or  as  the  sight  of 
them  gives  pleasure  to  the  spectators;  can  you 
give  any  other  account  of  personal  beauty? 

Pol.  I  cannot. 

Soc.  And  you  would  say  of  figures  or  colours 
generally  that  they  were  beautiful,  either  by 
reason  of  the  pleasure  which  they  give,  or  of 
their  use,  or  both? 

Pol.  Yes,  I  should. 

Soc.  And  you  would  call  sounds  and  music 
beautiful  for  the  same  reason  ? 

Pol.  I  should. 

Soc.  Laws  and  institutions  also  have  no  beau 
ty  in  them  except  in  so  far  as  they  are  useful  or 
pleasant  or  both? 

/475/  Pol.  I  think  not. 

Soc.  And  may  not  the  same  be  said  of  the 
beauty  of  knowledge? 

Pol.  To  be  sure,  Socrates;  and  I  very  much 
approve  of  your  measuring  beauty  by  the  stand 
ard  of  pleasure  and  utility. 

Soc.  And  deformity  or  disgrace  maybe  equal- 
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ly  measured  by  the  opposite  standard  of  pain 
and  evil  ? 

Pol.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Then  when  of  two  beautiful  things  one 
exceeds  in  beauty,  the  measure  of  the  excess 
is  to  be  taken  in  one  or  both  of  these;  that  is  to 
say,  in  pleasure  or  utility  or  both? 

Pol.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  of  two  deformed  things,  that  which 
exceeds  in  deformity  or  disgrace,  exceeds  either 
in  pain  or  evil — must  it  not  be  so? 

Pol.  Yes. 

Soc.  But  then  again,  what  was  the  observa 
tion  which  you  just  now  made,  about  doing  and 
suffering  wrong?  Did  you  not  say,  that  suffer 
ing  wrong  was  more  evil,  and  doing  wrong  more 
disgraceful? 

Pol.  I  did. 

Soc.  Then,  if  doing  wrong  is  more  disgrace 
ful  than  suffering,  the  more  disgraceful  must 
be  more  painful  and  must  exceed  in  pain  or 
in  evil  or  both:  does  not  that  also  follow? 

Pol.  Of  course. 

Soc.  First,  then,  let  us  consider  whether  the 
doing  of  injustice  exceeds  the  suffering  in  the 
consequent  pain:  Do  the  injurers  suffer  more 
than  the  injured? 

Pol.  No,  Socrates;  certainly  not. 

Soc.  Then  they  do  not  exceed  in  pain? 

Pol.  No. 

Soc.  But  if  not  in  pain,  then  not  in  both? 

Pol.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  Then  they  can  only  exceed  in  the  other? 

Po/.  Yes. 

Soc.  That  is  to  say,  in  evil  ? 

Pol.  True. 

Soc.  Then  doing  injustice  will  have  an  excess 
of  evil,  and  will  therefore  be  a  greater  evil  than 
suffering  injustice? 

Pol.  Clearly. 

Soc.  But  have  not  you  and  the  world  already 
agreed  that  to  do  injustice  is  more  disgraceful 
than  to  suffer? 

Pol.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  that  is  now  discovered  to  be  more 
evil? 

Pol.  True. 

Soc.  And  would  you  prefer  a  greater  evil  or  a 
greater  dishonour  to  a  less  one?  Answer,  Polus, 
and  fear  not;  for  you  will  come  to  no  harm  if 
you  nobly  resign  yourself  into  the  healing  hand 
of  the  argument  as  to  a  physician  without 
shrinking,  and  either  say  "Yes"  or  "No"  to  me. 

Pol.  I  should  say  "No." 

Soc.  Would  any  other  man  prefer  a  greater 
to  a  less  evil  ? 


Pol.  No,  not  according  to  this  way  of  putting 
the  case,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Then  I  said  truly,  Polus,  that  neither  you, 
nor  I,  nor  any  man,  would  rather,  do  than  suf 
fer  injustice;  for  to  do  injustice  is  the  greater 
evil  of  the  two. 

Pol.  That  is  the  conclusion. 

Soc.  You  see,  Polus,  when  you  compare  the 
two  kinds  of  refutations,  how  unlike  they  are. 
All  men,  with  the  exception  of  myself,  are  of 
your  way  of  thinking;  [476]  but  your  single 
assent  and  witness  are  enough  for  me — I  have 
no  need  of  any  other,  I  take  your  suffrage,  and 
am  regardless  of  the  rest.  Enough  of  this,  and 
now  let  us  proceed  to  the  next  question;  which 
is,  Whether  the  greatest  of  evils  to  a  guilty  man 
is  to  suffer  punishment,  as  you  supposed,  or 
whether  to  escape  punishment  is  not  a  greater 
evil,  as  I  supposed.  Consider: — You  would  say 
that  to  suffer  punishment  is  another  name  for 
being  justly  corrected  when  you  do  wrong? 

Pol  I  should. 

Soc.  And  would  you  not  allow  that  all  just 
things  are  honourable  in  so  far  as  they  are  just? 
Please  to  reflect,  and  tell  me  your  opinion. 

Pol.  Yes,  Socrates,  I  think  that  they  are. 

Soc.  Consider  again: — Where  there  is  an 
agent,  must  there  not  also  be  a  patient? 

Pol.  I  should  say  so. 

Soc.  And  will  not  the  patient  suffer  that 
which  the  agent  does,  and  will  not  the  suffer 
ing  have  the  quality  of  the  action?  I  mean,  for 
example,  that  if  a  man  strikes,  there  must  be 
something  which  is  stricken? 

Pol.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  if  the  striker  strikes  violently  or 
quickly,  that  which  is  struck  will  be  struck  vi 
olently  or  quickly? 

Pol.  True. 

Soc.  And  the  suffering  to  him  who  is  strick 
en  is  of  the  same  nature  as  the  act  of  him  who 
strikes  ? 

Pol.  Yes. 

Soc,  And  if  a  man  burns,  there  is  something 
which  is  burned? 

Pol.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  if  he  burns  in  excess  or  so  as  to 
cause  pain,  the  thing  burned  will  be  burned  in 
the  same  way? 

Pol.  Truly. 

Soc.  And  if  he  cuts,  the  same  argument  holds 
— there  will  be  something  cut? 

Pol.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  if  the  cutting  be  great  or  deep  or 
such  as  will  cause  pain,  the  cut  will  be  of  the 
same  nature? 
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Pal.  That  is  evident. 

Soc.  Then  you  would  agree  generally  to  the 
universal  proposition  which  I  was  just  now  as 
serting:  that  the  affection  of  the  patient  answers 
to  the  act  of  the  agent? 
Pol.  I  agree. 

Soc.  Then,  as  this  is  admitted,  let  me  ask 
whether  being  punished  is  suffering  or  acting? 
Pol.  Suffering,  Socrates;  there  can  be  no 
doubt  of  that. 

Soc.  And  suffering  implies  an  agent? 
Pol.  Certainly,  Socrates;  and  he  is  the  pun- 
isher. 

Soc.  And  he  who  punishes  rightly,  punishes 
justly? 
Fo/.Yes. 

Soc.  And  therefore  he  acts  justly? 
Pol.  Justly. 

Soc.  Then  he  who  is  punished  and  suffers 
retribution,  suffers  justly? 
Pol.  That  is  evident. 

Soc.  And  that  which  is  just  has  been  admit 
ted  to  be  honourable? 
Pol.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Then  the  punisher  does  what  is  hon 
ourable,  and  the  punished  suffers  what  is  hon 
ourable? 
Pol  True. 

Soc.  And  if  what  is  honourable,  then  what  is 
good,  for  the  honourable  is  either  pleasant  or 
useful?  [qjy] 
Pol.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Then  he  who  is  punished  suffers  what 
is  good? 

Pol  That  is  true. 
Soc.  Then  he  is  benefited? 
PolYts.     - 

Soc.  Do  I  understand  you  to  mean  what  I 
mean  by  the  term  "benefited"?  I  mean,  that  if 
he  be  justly  punished  his  soul  is  improved. 
Pol  Surely. 

Soc.  Then  he  who  is  punished  is  delivered 
from  the  evil  of  his  soul? 
Pol  Yes. 

Soc.  And  is  he  not  then  delivered  from  the 
greatest  evil?  Look  at  the  matter  in  this  way: 
— In  respect  of  a  man's  estate,  do  you  see  any 
greater  evil  than  poverty? 
Pol.  There  is  no  greater  evil. 
Soc.  Again,  in  a  man's  bodily  frame,  you 
would  say  that  the  evil  is  weakness  and  disease 
and  deformity? 
Pol  I  should. 

^  Soc.  And  do  you  not  imagine  that  the  soul 
likewise  has  some  evil  of  her  own  ? 
Pol.  Of  course. 


Soc.  And  this  you  would  call  injustice  and  ig 
norance  and  cowardice,  and  the  like? 
Pol  Certainly. 

Soc.  So  then,  in  mind,  body,  and  estate,  which 
are  three,  you  have  pointed  out  three  corre 
sponding  evils — injustice,  disease,  poverty? 
Pol  True. 

Soc.  And  which  of  the  evils'  is  the  most 
disgraceful? — Is  not  the  most  disgraceful  of 
them  injustice,  and  in  general  the  evil  of  the 
soul? 

Pol  By  far  the  most. 

Soc.  And  if  the  most  disgraceful,  then  also 
the  worst? 

Pol  What  do  you  mean,  Socrates  ? 
Soc.  I  mean  to  say,  that  what  is  most  disgrace 
ful  has  been  already  admitted  to  be  most  pain 
ful  or  hurtful,  or  both. 
Pol  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  now  injustice  and  all  evil  in  the  soul 
has  been  admitted  by  us  to  be  most  disgraceful? 
Pol  It  has  been  admitted. 
Soc.  And  most  disgraceful  either  because 
most  painful  and  causing  excessive  pain,  or 
most  hurtful,  or  both  ? 
Pol  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  therefore  to  be  unjust  and  intem 
perate,  and  cowardly  and  ignorant,  is  more 
painful  than  to  be  poor  and  sick? 

Pol  Nay,  Socrates;  the  painfuiness  does  not 
appear  to  me  to  follow  from  your  premises. 

Soc.  Then,  if,  as  you  would  argue,  not  more 
painful,  the  evil  of  the  soul  is  of  all  evils  the 
most  disgraceful;  and  the  excess  of  disgrace 
must  be  caused  by  some  preternatural  great 
ness,  or  extraordinary  hurtfulness  of  the  evil. 
Pol  Clearly. 

Soc.  And  that  which  exceeds  tffost  in  hurtful- 
ness  will  be  the  greatest  of  evils? 
Po/.Yes. 

Soc.  Then  injustice  and  intemperance,  and 
in  general  the  depravity  of  the  soul,  are  the 
greatest  of  evils! 
Pol  That  is  evident. 

Soc.  Now,  what  art  is  there  which  delivers 
us  from  poverty?  Does  not  the  art  of  making 
money? 
Pol  Yes. 

Soc.  And  what  art  frees  us  from  disease? 
Does  not  the  art  of  medicine? 
Pol  Very  true. 

[478]  Soc.  And  what  from  vice  and'injustice? 
If  you  are  not  able  to  answer  at  once,  ask  your 
self  whither  we  go  with  the  sick,  and  to  whom 
we  take  them. 
Pol  To  the  physicians,  Socrates. 
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Soc.  And  to  whom  do  we  go  with  the  unjust 
and  intemperate? 

Pol.  To  the  judges,  you  mean. 

Soc. — Who  are  to  punish  them? 

Pol.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  do  not  those  who  rightly  pun 
ish  others,  punish  them  in  accordance  with  a 
certain  rule  of  justice? 

Pol  Clearly. 

Soc.  Then  the  art  of  money-making  frees  a 
man  from  poverty;  medicine  from  disease;  and 
justice  from  intemperance  and  injustice? 

Pol.  That  is  evident. 

Soc.  Which,  then,  is  the  best  of  these  three? 

Pol.  Will  you  enumerate  them? 

Soc.  Money-making,  medicine,  and  justice. 

Pol.  Justice,  Socrates,  far  excels  the  two  oth 
ers. 

Soc.  And  justice,  if  the  best,  gives  the  great 
est  pleasure  or  advantage  or  both? 

PoL  Yes. 

Soc.  But  is  the  being  healed  a  pleasant  thing, 
and  are  those  who  are  being  healed  pleased? 

PoL  I  think  not. 

Soc.  A  useful  thing,  then? 

JW.Yes. 

Soc.  Yes,  because  the  patient  is  delivered 
from  a  great  evil;  and  this  is  the  advantage  of 
enduring  the  pain — that  you  get  well  ? 

PoL  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  would  he  be  the  happier  fnan  in  his 
bodily  condition,  who  is  healed,  or  who  never 
was  out  of  health? 

PoL  Clearly  he  who  was  never  out  of  health. 

Soc.  Yes;'  for  happiness  surely  does  not  con 
sist  in  being  delivered  from  evils,  but  in  never 
having  had  them. 

PoL  True. 

Soc.  And  suppose  the  case  of  two  persons 
who  have  some  evil  in  their  bodies,  and  that 
one  of  them  is  healed  and  delivered  from  evil, 
and  another  is  not  healed,  but  retains  the  evil 
— which  of  them  is  the  most  miserable? 

PoL  Clearly  he  who  is  not  healed. 

Soc.  An,d  was  not  punishment  said  by  us  to 
be  a  deliverance  from  the  greatest  of  evils,  which 
is  vice? 

PoL  True, 

Soc.  And  justice  punishes  us,  and  makes  us 
more  just,  and  is  the  medicine  of  our  vice? 

PoL  True. 

Soc.  He,  then,  has  the  first  place  in  the  scale 
of  happiness  who  has  never  had  vice  in  his 
soul;  for  this  has  been  shown  to  be  the  greatest 
of,  evils. 

foL  Clearly. 


Soc.  And  he  has  the  second  place,  who  is  de~ 
livered  from  vice? 
PoL  True. 

Soc.  That  is  to  say,  he  who  receives  admoni 
tion  and  rebuke  and  punishment? 
PoL  Yes. 

Soc.  Then  he  lives  worst,  who,  having  been 
unjust,  has  no  deliverance  from  injustice? 
PoL  Certainly. 

[4*79]  Soc.  That  is,  he  lives  worst  who  com 
mits  the  greatest  crimes,  and  who,  being  the 
most  unjust  of  men,  succeeds  in  escaping  re 
buke  or  correction  or  punishment;  and  this,  as 
you  say,  has  been  accomplished  by  Archelaus 
and  other  tyrants  and  rhetoricians  and  poten 
tates?  x 
PoL  True. 

Soc.  May  not  their  way  of  proceeding,  my 
friend,  be  compared  to  the  conduct  of  a  person 
who  is  afflicted  with  the  worst  of  diseases  and 
yet  contrives  not  to  pay  the  penalty  to  the  phy 
sician  for  his  sins  against  his  constitution,  and 
will  not  be  cured,  because,  like  a  child,  he  is 
afraid  of  the  pain  of  being  burned  or  cut: — Is 
not  that  a  parallel  case? 

PoL  Yes,  truly. 

Soc.  He  would  seem  as  if  he  did  not  know  the 
nature  of  health  and  bodily  vigour;  and  if  we 
are  right,  Polus,  in  our  previous  conclusions, 
they  are  in  a  like  case  who  strive  to  evade  jus 
tice,  which  they  see  to  be  painful,  but  are  blind 
to  the  advantage  which  ensues  from  it,  not 
knowing  how  far  more  miserable  a  companion 
a  diseased  soul  is  than  a  diseased  body;  a  soul, 
I  say,  which  is  corrupt  and  unrighteous  and  un 
holy.  And  hence  they  do  all  that  they  can  to 
avoid  punishment  and  to  avoid  being  released 
from  the  greatest  of  evils;  they  provide  them 
selves  with  money  and  friends,  and  cultivate 
to  the  utmost  their  powers  of  persuasion.  But 
if  we,  Polus,  are  right,  do  you  see  what  follows, 
or  shall  we  draw  out  the  censequences  in  form  ? 

PoL  If  you  please. 

Soc.  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  injustice,  and  the  do 
ing  of  injustice,  is  the  greatest  of  evils? 

PoL  That  is  quite  clear. 

Soc.  And  further,  that  to  suffer  punishment 
is  the  way  to  be  released  from  this  evil? 

PoL  True. 

Soc.  And  not  to  suffer,  is  to  perpetuate  the 
evil? 

Po/.  Yes. 

Soc.  To  do  wrong,  then,  is  second  only  in  the 
scale  of  evils;  but  to  do  wrong  and  not  to  be 
punished,  is  first  and  greatest  of  all? 

1  Cf.  Republic,  ix.  579,  580. 
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Pol.  That  is  true. 

Soc.  Well,  and  was  not  this  the  point  in  dis 
pute,  my  friend?  You  deemed  Archelaus 
happy,  hecause  he  was  a  very  great  criminal 
and  unpunished:  I,  on  the  other  hand,  main 
tained  that  he  or  any  other  who  like  him  has 
done  wrong  and  has  not  been^punished,  is,  and 
ought  to  be,  the  most  miserable  of  all  men;  and 
that  the  doer  of  injustice  is  more  miserable 
than  the  sufferer;  and  he  who  escapes  punish 
ment,  more  miserable  than  he  who  suffers. — 
Was  not  that  what  I  said? 

Points. 

Soc.  And  it  has  been  proved  to  be  true? 

Pol.  Certainly, 

[480]  Soc.  Well,  Polus,  but  if  this  is  true, 
where  is  the  great  use  of  rhetoric?  If  we  admit 
what  has  been  just  now  said,  every  man  ought 
in  every  way  to  guard  himself  against  doing 
wrong,  for  he  will  thereby  suffer  great  evil? 

Po/.True. 

Soc.  And  if  he,  or  any  one  about  whom  he 
cares,  does  wrong,  he  ought  of  his  own  accord 
to  go  where  he  will  be  immediately  punished; 
he  will  run  to  the  judge,  as  he  would  to  the 
physician,  in  order  that  the  disease  of  injustice 
may  not  be  rendered  chronic  and  become  the 
incurable  cancer  of  the  soul;  must  we  not  allow 
this  consequence,  Polus,  if  our  former  admis 
sions  are  to  stand: — is  any  other  inference  con 
sistent  with  them? 

PoL  To  that,  Socrates,  there  can  be  but  one 
answer. 

Soc.  Then  rhetoric  is  of  no  use  to  us,  Polus, 
in  helping  a  man  to  excuse  his  own  injustice,  or 
that  of  his  parents  or  friends,  or  children  or 
country;  but  maybe  of  use  to  anyone  who  holds 
that  instead  of  excusing  he  ought  to  accuse — 
himself  above  all,  and  in  the  next  degree  his 
family  or  any  of  his  friends  who  may  be  doing 
wrong;  he  should  bring  to  light  the  iniquity 
and  not  conceal  it,  that  so  the  wrong-doer  may 
suffer  and  be  made  whole;  and  he  should  even 
force  himself  and  others  not  to  shrink,  but  with 
closed  eyes  like  brave  men  to  let  the  physician 
operate  with  knife  or  searing  iron,  not  regard 
ing  the  pain,  in  the  hope  of  attaining  the  good 
and  the  honourable ;  let  him  who  has  done  things 
worthy  of  stripes,  allow  himself  to  be  scourged, 
if  of  bonds,  to  be  bound,  if  of  a  fine,  to  be  fined, 
if  of  exile,  to  be  exiled,  if  of  death,  to  die,  him 
self  being  the  first  to  accuse  himself  and  his  own 
relations,  and  using  rhetoric  to  this  end,  that 
his  and  their  unjust  actions  may  be  made  mani 
fest,  and  that  they  themselves  may  be  delivered 
from  injustice,  which  is  the  greatest  evil.  Then, 


Polus,  rhetoric  would  indeed  be  useful.  Do  you 
say  "Yes"  or  "No"  to  that? 

PoL  To  me,  Socrates,  what  you  are  saying 
appears  very  strange,  though  probably  in  agree 
ment  with  your  premises. 

Soc.  Is  not  this  the  conclusion,  if  the  premises 
are  not  disproven? 

PoL  Yes;  it  certainly  is. 

Soc.  And  from  the  opposite  point  of  view,  if 
indeed  it  be  our  duty  to  harm  another,  whether 
an  enemy  or  not — I  except  the  case  of  self-de 
fence — then  I  have  to  be  upon  my  guard — but 
if  my  enemy  [481]  injures  a  third  person,  then 
in  every  sort  of  way,  by  word  as  well  as  deed,  I 
should  try  to  prevent  his  being  punished,  or  ap 
pearing  before  the  judge;  and  if  he  appears,  I 
should  contrive  that  he  should  escape,  and  not 
suffer  punishment:  if  he  has  stolen  a  sum  of 
money,  let  him  keep  what  he  has  stolen  and 
spend  it  on  him  and  his,  regardless  of  religion 
and  justice;  and  if  he  has  done  things  worthy 
of  death,  let  him  not  die,  but  rather  be  immortal 
in  his  wickedness;  or,  if  this  is  not  possible,  let 
him  at  any  rate  be  allowed  to  live  as  long  as  he 
can.  For  such  purposes,  Polus,  rhetoric  may  be 
useful,  but  is  of  small  if  of  any  use  to  him  who 
is  not  intending  to  commit  injustice;  at  least, 
there  was  no  such  use  discovered  by  us  in  the 
previous  discussion. 

CaL  Tell  me,  Chaerephon,  is  Socrates  in  ear 
nest,  or  is  he  joking? 

Chaer.  I  should  say,  Callicles,  that  he  is  in 
most  profound  earnest;  but  you  may  as  well  ask 
him. 

CaL  By  the  gods,  and  I  will.  Tell  me,  Socra 
tes,  are  you  in  earnest,  or  only  in  jest?  For  if 
you  are  in  earnest,  and  what  you  say  is  true,  is 
not  the  whole  of  human  life  turned  upside 
down;  and  are  we  not  doing,  as  would  appear, 
in  everything  the  opposite  of  what  we  ought  to 
be  doing? 

Soc.  O  Callicles,  if  there  were  not  some  com 
munity  of  feelings  among  mankind,  however 
varying  in  different  persons — I  mean  to  say,  if 
every  man's  feelings  were  peculiar  to  himself 
and  were  not  shared  by  the  rest  of  his  species 
— I  do  not  see  how  we  could  ever  communicate 
our  impressions  to  one  another.  I  make  this  re 
mark  because  I  perceive  that  you  and  I  have  a 
common  feeling.  For  we  are  lovers  both,  and 
both  of  us  have  two  loves  apiece: — I  am  the 
lover  of  Alcibiades,  the  son  of  Cleinias,  and  of 
philosophy;  and  you  of  the  Athenian  Demus, 
and  of  Demus  the  son  of  Pyrilampes.  Now,  I 
observe  that  you,  with  all  your  cleverness,  do 
not  venture  to  contradict  your  favourite  in  any 
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word  or  opinion  of  his;  but  as  he  changes  you 
change,  backwards  and  forwards.  When  the 
Athenian  Demus  denies  anything  that  you  are 
saying  in  the  assembly,  you  go  over  to  his  opin 
ion;  and  you  do  the  same  with  Demus,  the  fair 
young  son  of  Pyrilampes.  For  you  have  not  the 
power  to  resist  the  words  and  ideas  of  your 
loves;  and  if  a  person  were  to  express  surprise  at 
the  strangeness  of  what  you  say  from  time  to 
time  when  under  their  influence,  [482]  you 
would  probably  reply  to  him,  if  you  were 
honest,  that  you  cannot  help  saying  what  your 
loves  say  unless  they  are  prevented;  and  that 
you  can  only  be  silent  when  they  are.  Now  you 
must  understand  that  my  words  are  an  echo 
too,  and  therefore  you  need  not  wonder  at  me; 
but  if  you  want  to  silence  me,  silence  philoso 
phy,  who  is  my  love,  for  she  is  always  telling 
me  what  I  am  now  telling  you,  my  friend;  nei 
ther  is  she  capricious  like  my  other  love,  for  the 
son  of  Cleinias  says  one  thing  to-day  and  an 
other  thing  to-morrow,  but  philosophy  is  al 
ways  true.  She  is  the  teacher  at  whose  words 
you  are  now  wondering,  and  you  have  heard 
her  yourself.  Her  you  must  refute,  and  either 
show,  as  I  was  saying,  that  to  do  injustice  and 
to  escape  punishment  is  not  the  worst  of  all 
evils;  or,  if  you  leave  her  word  unrefuted,  by 
the  dog  the  god  of  Egypt,  I  declare,  O  Callicles, 
that  Callicles  will  never  be  at  one  with  himself, 
but  that  his  whole  life  will  be  a  discord.  And 
yet,  my  friend,  I  would  rather  that  my  lyre 
should  be  inharmonious,  and  that  there  should 
be  no  music  in  the  chorus  which  I  provided; 
aye,  or  that  the  whole  world  should  be  at  odds 
with  me,  and  oppose  me,  rather  than  that  I 
myself  should  be  at  odds  with  myself,  and  con 
tradict  myself. 

Cal.  O  Socrates,  you  are  a  regular  declaimer, 
and  seem  to  be  running  riot  in  the  argument. 
And  now  you  are  declaiming  in  this  way  be 
cause  Polus  has  fallen  into  the  same  error  him 
self  of  which  he  accused  Gorgias: — for  he  said 
that  when  Gorgias  was  asked  by  you,  whether, 
if  some  one  came  to  him  who  wanted  to  learn 
rhetoric,  and  did  not  know  justice,  he  would 
teach  him  justice,  Gorgias  in  his  modesty  re 
plied  that  he  would,  because  he  thought  that 
mankind  in  general  would  be  displeased  if  he 
answered  "No";  and  then  in  consequence  of 
this  admission,  Gorgias  was  compelled  to  con 
tradict  himself,  that  being  just  the  sort  of  thing 
in  which  you  delight.  Whereupon  Polus  laughed 
at  you  deservedly,  as  I  think;  but  now  he  has 
himself  fallen  into  the  same  trap.  I  cannot  say 
very  much  for  his  wit  when  he  conceded  to  you 


that  to  do  is  more  dishonourable  than  to  suffer 
injustice,  for  this  was  the  admission  which  led 
to  his  being  entangled  by  you;  and  because  he 
was  too  modest  to  say  what  he  thought,  he  had 
his  mouth  stopped.  For  the  truth  is,  Socrates, 
that  you,  who  pretend  to  be  engaged  in  the 
pursuit  of  truth,  are  appealing  now  to  the  pop 
ular  and  vulgar  notions  of  right,  which  are  not 
natural,  but  only  conventional.  Convention  and 
nature  are  generally  at  variance  with  one  an 
other:  and  hence,  if  a  person  is  too  modest  to  say 
what  he  thinks,  [483]  he  is  compelled  to  contra 
dict  himself;  and  you,  in  your  ingenuity  per 
ceiving  the  advantage  to  be  thereby  gained,  sly 
ly  ask  of  him  who  is  arguing  conventionally  a 
question  which  is  to  be  determined  by  the  rule 
of  nature;  and  if  he  is  talking  of  the  rule  of  na 
ture,  you  slip  away  to  custom:  as,  for  instance, 
you  did  in  this  very  discussion  about  doing  and 
suffering  injustice.  When  Polus  was  speaking 
of  the  conventionally  dishonourable,  you  as 
sailed  him  from  the  point  of  view  of  nature; 
for  by  the  rule  of  nature,  to  suffer  injustice  is 
the  greater  disgrace  because  the  greater  evil; 
but  conventionally,  to  do  evil  is  the  more  dis 
graceful.  For  the  suffering  of  injustice  is  not 
the  part  of  a  man,  but  of  a  slave,  who  indeed 
had  better  die  than  live;  since  when  he  is 
wronged  and  trampled  upon,  he  is  unable  to 
help  himself,  or  any  other  about  whom  he  cares. 
The  reason,  as  I  conceive,  is  that  the  makers  of 
laws  are  the  majority  who  are  weak;  and  they 
make  laws  and  distribute  praises  and  censures 
with  a  view  to  themselves  and  to  their  own  in 
terests;  and  they  terrify  the  stronger  sort  of 
men,  and  those  who  are  able  to  get  the  better 
of  them,  in  order  that  they  may  not  get  the 
better  of  them;  and  they  say,  that  dishonesty 
is  shameful  and  unjust;  meaning,  by  the  word 
injustice,  the  desire  of  a  man  to  have  more  than 
his  neighbours;  for  knowing  their  own  in 
feriority,  I  suspect  that  they  are  too  glad  of 
equality.  And  therefore  the  endeavour  to  have 
more  than  the  many,  is  conventionally  said  to 
be  shameful  and  unjust,  and  is  called  injustice,1 
whereas  nature  herself  intimates  that  it  is  just 
for  the  better  to  have  more  than  the  worse,  the 
more  powerful  than  the  weaker;  and  in  many 
ways  she  shows,  among  men  as  well  as  among 
animals,  and  indeed  among  whole  cities  and 
races,  that  justice  consists  in  the  superior  ruling 
over  and  having  more  than  the  inferior.  For 
on  what  principle  of  justice  did  Xerxes  invade 
Hellas,  or  his  father  the  Scythians?  (not  to 
speak  of  numberless  other  examples).  Nay,  but 
3  Cf.  Republic,  ii.  359. 
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these  are  the  men  who  act  according  to  nature; 
yes,  by  Heaven,  and  according  to  the  law  of  na 
ture:  not,  perhaps,  according  to  that  artificial 
law,  which  we  invent  and  impose  upon  our  fel 
lows,  of  whom  we  take  the  best  and  strongest 
from  their  youth  upwards,  and  tame  them  like 
young  lions,  [484] — charming  them  with  the 
sound  of  the  voice,  and  saying  to  them,  that 
with  equality  they  must  be  content,  and  that 
the  equal  Is  the  honourable  and  the  just.  But  if 
there  were  a  man  who  had  sufficient  force,  he 
would  shake  off  and  break  through,  and  es 
cape  from  all  this;  he  would  trample  under  foot 
all  our  formulas  and  spells  and  charms,  and 
all  our  laws  which  are  against  nature:  the  slave 
would  rise  in  rebellion  and  be  lord  over  us,  and 
the  light  of  natural  justice  would  shine  forth. 
And  this  I  take  to  be  the  sentiment  of  Pindar, 
when  he  says  in  his  poem,  that 
Law  is  the  J^ing  of  all,  of  mortals  as  well  as  of  im 
mortals; 
this,  as  he  says, 

MaJ^es  might  to  be  right,  doing  violence  with 
highest  hand;  as  I  infer  from  the  deeds  of  Her 
acles,  for  without  buying  them — 

— I  do  not  remember  the  exact  words,  but  the 
meaning  is,  that  without  buying  them,  and 
without  their  being  given  to  him,  he  carried 
off  the  oxen  of  Geryon,  according  to  the  law  of 
natural  right,  and  that  the  oxen  and  other  pos 
sessions  of  the  weaker  and  inferior  properly  be 
long  to  the  stronger  and  superior.  And  this  is 
true,  as  you  may  ascertain,  if  you  will  leave 
philosophy  and  go  on  to  higher  tilings:  for  phi 
losophy,  Socrates,  if  pursued  in  moderation  and 
at  the  proper  age,  is  an  elegant  accomplishment, 
but  too  much  philosophy  is  the  ruin  of  human 
life.  Even  if  a  man  has  good  parts,  still,  if  he 
carries  philosophy  into  later  life,  he  is  necessar 
ily  ignorant  of  all  those  things  which  a  gentle 
man  and  a  person  of  honour  ought  to  know;  he 
is  inexperienced  in  the  laws  of  the  State,  and  in 
the  language  which  ought  to  be  used  in  the 
dealings  of  man  with  man,  whether  private  or 
public,  and  utterly  ignorant  of  the  pleasures 
and  desires  of  mankind  and  of  human  character 
in  general.  And  people  of  this  sort,  when  they 
betake  themselves  to  politics  or  business,  are  as 
ridiculous  as  I  imagine  the  politicians  to  be, 
when  they  make  their  appearance  in  the  arena 
of  philosophy.  For,  as  Euripides  says, 

Every  man  shines  in  that  and  pursues  that,  and 
devotes  the  greatest  portion  of  the  day  to  that  in 
which  he  most  excels, 

but  anything  in  which  he  is  inferior,  [485]  he 
avoids  and  depreciates,  and  praises  the  opposite 


from  partiality  to  himself,  and  because  he 
thinks  that  he  will  thus  praise  himself.  The 
true  principle  is  to  unite  them.  Philosophy,  as 
a  part  of  education,  is  an  excellent  thing,  and 
there  is  no  disgrace  to  a  man  while  he  is  young 
'  in  pursuing  such  a  study;  but  when  he  is  more 
advanced  in  years,  the  thing  becomes  ridiculous, 
and  I  feel  towards  philosophers  as  I  do  towards 
those  who  lisp  and  Imitate  children.  For  I  love 
to  see  a  little  child,  who  is  not  of  an  age  to 
speak  plainly,  lisping  at  his  play;  there  is  an  ap 
pearance  of  grace  and  freedom  in  his  utterance, 
which  is  natural  to  his  childish  years.  But  when 
I  hear  some  small  creature  carefully  articulat 
ing  its  words,  I  am  offended;  the  sound  is  dis 
agreeable,  and  has  to  my  ears  the  twang  of  slav 
ery.  So  when  I  hear  a  man  lisping,  or  see  him 
playing  like  a  child,  his  behaviour  appears  to 
me  ridiculous  and  unmanly  and  worthy  of 
stripes.  And  I  have  the  same  feeling  about  stu 
dents  of  philosophy;  when  I  see  a  youth  thus 
engaged — the  study  appears  to  me  to  be  in 
character,  and  becoming  a  man  of  liberal  edu 
cation,  and  him  who  neglects  philosophy  I  re 
gard  as  an  inferior  man,  who  will  never  aspire 
to  anything  great  or  noble.  But  if  I  see  him  con 
tinuing  the  study  in  later  life,  and  not  leaving 
off,  I  should  like  to  beat  him,  Socrates;  for,  as 
I  was  saying,  such  a  one,  even  though  he  have 
good  natural  parts,  becomes  effeminate.  He 
flies  from  the  busy  centre  and  the  market-place, 
in  which,  as  the  poet  says,  men  become  distin 
guished;  he  creeps  into  a  corner  for  the  rest  of 
his  life,  and  talks  in  a  whisper  with  three  or 
four  admiring  youths,  but  never  speaks  out  like 
a  freeman  in  a  satisfactory  manner.  Now  I, 
Socrates,  am  very  well  inclined  towards  you, 
and  my  feeling  may  be  compared  with  that  of 
Zethus  towards  Amphion,  in  the  play  of  Eu 
ripides,  whom  I  was  mentioning  just  now:  for 
I  am  disposed  to  say  to  you  much  what  Zethus 
said  to  his  brother,  that  you,  Socrates,  are  care 
less  about  the  things  of  which  you  ought  to  be 
careful;  and  that  you 

Who  have  a  soul  so  noble,  are  r£mar\able  for  a 

puerile  exterior; 
[486]  Neither  in  a  court  of  justice  could  you  state 

a  case,  or  give  any  reason  or  proof, 
Or  offer  valiant  counsel  on  another's  behalf. 

And  you  must  not  be  offended,  my  dear  Soc 
rates,  for  I  am  speaking  out  of  good-will  to 
wards  you,  if  I  ask  whether  you  are  not  ashamed 
of  being  thus  defenceless;  which  I  affirm  to  be 
the  condition  not  of  you  only  but  of  all  those 
who  will  carry  the  study  of  philosophy  too  far. 
For  suppose  that  some  one  were  to  take  you,  or 


GORGIAS 


273 


any  one  of  your  sort,  off  to  prison,  declaring 
that  you  had  done  wrong  when  you  had  done 
no  wrong,  you  must  allow  that  you  would  not 
know  what  to  do: —  there  you  would  stand  gid 
dy  and  gaping,  and  not  having  a  word  to  say; 
and  when  you  went  up  before  the  Court,  even 
if  the  accuser  were  a  poor  creature  and  not 
good  for  much,  you  would  die  if  he  were  dis 
posed  to  claim  the  penalty  of  death.  And  yet, 
Socrates,  what  is  the  value  of 

An  art  which  converts  a  man  of  sense  Into  a  fool, 

who  is  helpless,  and  has  no  power  to  save  either 
himself  or  others,  when  he  is  in  the  greatest 
danger  and  is  going  to  be  despoiled  by  his  ene 
mies  of  all  his  goods,  and  has  to  live,  simply  de 
prived  of  his  rights  of  citizenship? — he  being 
a  man  who,  if  I  may  use  the  expression,  may  be 
boxed  on  the  ears  with  impunity.  Then,  my 
good  friend,  take  my  advice,  and  refute  no 
more: 

Learn  the  philosophy  of  business,  and  acquire  the 

reputation  of  wisdom. 
But  leave  to  others  these  niceties, 

whether  they  are  to  be  described  as  follies  or 
absurdities: 

For  they  will  only 

Give  you  poverty  for  the  inmate  of  your  dwelling. 

Cease,  then,  emulating  these  paltry  splitters 
of  words,  and  emulate  only  theman  of  substance 
and  honour,  who  is  well  to  do. 

Soc.  If  my  soul,  Callicles,  were  made  of  gold, 
should  I  not  rejoice  to  discover  one  of  those 
stones  with  which  they  test  gold,  and  the  very 
best  possible  one  to  which  I  might  bring  my 
soul;  and  if  the  stone  and  I  agreed  in  approv 
ing  of  her  training,  then  I  should  know  that  I 
was  in  a  satisfactory  state,  and  that  no  other 
test  was  needed  by  me. 

Cat.  What  is  your  meaning,  Socrates  ? 

Soc.  I  will  tell  you;  I  think  that  I  have  found 
in  you  the  desired  touchstone. 

Col.  Why? 

Soc.  Because  I  am  sure  that  if  you  agree  with 
me  in  any  of  the  opinions  which  my  soul  forms, 
I  have  at  last  found  the  truth  indeed.  For  I  con 
sider  that  if  a  man  is  to  make  a  complete  trial  of 
the  good  or  evil  of  the  soul,  [487]  he  ought  to 
have  three  qualities — knowledge,  good-will, 
outspokenness,  which  are  all  possessed  by  you. 
Many  whom  I  meet  are  unable  to  make  trial  of 
me,  because  they  are  not  wise  as  you  are;  others 
are  wise,  but  they  will  not  tell  me  the  truth,  be 
cause  they  have  not  the  same  interest  in  me 


which  you  have;  and  these  two  strangers,  Gor- 
gias  and  Polus,  are  undoubtedly  wise  men  and 
my  very  good  friends,  but  they  are  not  out 
spoken  enough,  and  they  are  too  modest.  Why, 
their  modesty  is  so  great  that  they  are  driven  to 
contradict  themselves,  first  one  and  then  the 
other  of  them,  in  the  face  of  a  large  company, 
on  matters  of  the  highest  moment.  But  you  have 
all  the  qualities  in  which  these  others  are  de 
ficient,  having  received  an  excellent  education; 
to  this  many  Athenians  can  testify.  And  you  are 
my  friend.  Shall  I  tell  you  why  I  think  so?  I 
know  that  you,  Callicles,  and  Tisander  of 
Aphidnae,  and  Andron  the  son  of  Androtion, 
and  Nausicydes  of  the  deme  of  Cholarges,  stud 
ied  together:  there  were  four  of  you,  and  I  once 
heard  you  advising  with  one  another  as  to  the 
extent  to  which  the  pursuit  of  philosophy  should 
1  be  carried,  and,  as  I  know,  you  came  to  the  con 
clusion  that  the  study  should  not  be  pushed  too 
much  into  detail.  You  were  cautioning  one  an 
other  not  to  be  over  wise;  you  were  afraid  that 
too  much  wisdom  might  unconsciously  to  your 
selves  be  the  ruin  of  you.  And  now  when  I  hear 
you  giving  the  same  advice  to  me  which  you 
then  gave  to  your  most  intimate  friends,  I 
have  a  sufficient  evidence  of  your  real  good 
will  to  me.  And  of  the  frankness  of  your  nature 
and  freedom  from  modesty  I  am  assured  by 
yourself,  and  the  assurance  is  confirmed  by 
your  last  speech.  Well  then,  the  inference  in 
the  present  case  clearly  is,  that  if  you  agree  with 
me  in  an  argument  about  any  point,  that  point 
will  have  been  sufficiently  tested  by  us,  and  will 
not  require  to  be  submitted  to  any  further  test. 
For  you  could  not  have  agreed  with  me,  either 
from  lack  of  knowledge  or  from  superfluity  of 
modesty,  nor  yet  from  a  desire  to  deceive  me, 
for  you  are  my  friend,  as  you  tell  me  yourself. 
And  therefore  when  you  and  I  are  agreed,  the 
result  will  be  the  attainment  of  perfect  truth. 
Now  there  is  no  nobler  enquiry,  Callicles,  than 
that  which  you  censure  me  for  making, — 
What  ought  the  character  of  a  man  to  be,  and 
what  his  pursuits,  and  how  far  is  he  to  go,  both 
in  maturer  years  and  in  youth?  [488]  For  be 
assured  that  if  I  err  in  my  own  conduct  I  do  not 
err  intentionally,  but  from  ignorance.  Do  not 
then  desist  from  advising  me,  now  that  you 
have  begun,  until  I  have  learned  clearly  what 
this  is  which  I  am  to  practise,  and  how  I  may 
acquire  it.  And  if  you  find  me  assenting  to  your 
words,  and  hereafter  not  doing  that  to  which  I 
assented,  call  me  "dolt,  "and  deem  me  unworthy 
of  receiving  further  instruction.  Once  more, 
then,  tell  me  what  you  and  Pindar  mean  by 
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natural  justice:  Do  you  not  mean  that  the  su 
perior  should  take  the  property  of  the  inferior 
by  force;  that  the  better  should  rule  the  worse, 
the  noble  have  more  than  the  mean?  Am  I  not 
right  in  my  recollection  ? 

CaL  Yes;  that  is  what  I  was  saying,  and  so  I 
still  aver. 

Soc.  And  do  you  mean  by  the  better  the  same 
as  the  superior?  for  I  could  not  make  out  what 
you  were  saying  at  the  time — whether  you 
meant  by  the  superior  the  stronger,  and  that  the 
weaker  must  obey  the  stronger,  as  you  seemed 
to  imply  when  you  said  that  great  cities  attack 
small  ones  in  accordance  with  natural  right,  be 
cause  they  are  superior  and  stronger,  as  though 
the  superior  and  stronger  and  better  were  the 
same;  or  whether  the  better  may  be  also  the  in 
ferior  and  weaker,  and  the  superior  the  worse, 
or  whether  better  is  to  be  defined  in  the  same 
way  as  superior:  this  is  the  point  which  I  want 
to  have  cleared  up.  Are  the  superior  and  bet 
ter  and  stronger  the  same  or  different? 

CaL  I  say  unequivocally  that  they  are  the 
same. 

Soc.  Then  the  many  are  by  nature  superior 
to  the  one,  against  whom,  as  you  were  saying, 
they  make  the  laws? 
CaL  Certainly. 

Soc.  Then  the  laws  of  the  many  are  the  laws 
of  the  superior? 
CaL  Very  true. 

Soc.  Then  they  are  the  laws  of  the  better;  for 
the  superior  class  are  far  better,  as  you  were 
saying? 
CaL  Yes. 

Soc.  And  since  they  are  superior,  the  laws 
which  are  made  by  them  are  by  nature  good? 
CaL  Yes. 

Soc.  And  are  not  the  many  of  opinion,  as  you 
were  lately  saying,  that  justice  is  equality,  [489] 
and  that  to  do  is  more  disgraceful  than  to  suf 
fer  injustice? — is  that  so  or  not?  Answer,  Cal- 
licles,  and  let  no  modesty  be  found  to  come  in 
the  way; *  do  the  many  think,  or  do  they  not 
think  thus? — I  must  beg  of  you  to  answer,  in 
order  that  if  you  agree  with  me  I  may  fortify 
myself  by  the  assent  of  so  competent  an  author 
ity. 

CaL  Yes;  the  opinion  of  the  many  is  what  you 
say. 

Soc.  Then  not  only  custom  but  nature  also 
affirms  that  to  do  is  more  disgraceful  than  to 
suffer  injustice,  and  that  justice  is  equality;  so 
that  you  seem  to  have  been  wrong  in  your 
former  assertion,  when  accusing  me  you  said 
1  Cf.  what  is  said  of  Gorgias  by  Callicles,  482. 


that  nature  and  custom  are  opposed,  and  that  I, 
knowing  this,  was  dishonestly  playing  between 
them,  appealing  to  custom  when  the  argument 
is  about  nature,  and  to  nature  when  the  argu 
ment  is  about  custom? 

CaL  This  man  will  never  cease  talking 
nonsense.  At  your  age,  Socrates,  are  you  not 
ashamed  to  be  catching  at  words  and  chuckling 
over  some  verbal  slip?  do  you  not  see — have  I 
not  told  you  already,  that  by  superior  I  mean 
better:  do  you  imagine  me  to  say,  that  if  a  rab 
ble  of  slaves  and  nondescripts,  who  are  of  no 
use  except  perhaps  for  their  physical  strength, 
get  together,  their  ipsissJma  verba  are  laws? 

Soc.  Ho!  my  philosopher,  is  that  your  line? 

CaL  Certainly. 

Soc.  I  was  thinking,  Callicles,  that  something 
of  the  kind  must  have  been  in  your  mind,  and 
that  is  why  I  repeated  the  question — What  is 
the  superior?  I  wanted  to  know  clearly  what 
you  meant;  for  you  surely  do  not  think  that  two 
men  are  better  than  one,  or  that  your  slaves  are 
better  than  you  because  they  are  stronger?  Then 
please  to  begin  again,  and  tell  me  who  the  bet 
ter  are,  if  they  are  not  the  stronger;  and  I  will 
ask  you,  great  Sir,  to  be  a  little  milder  in  your 
instructions,  or  I  shall  have  to  run  away  from 
you. 

CaL  You  are  ironical. 

Soc.  No,  by  the  hero  Zethus,  Callicles,  by 
whose  aid  you  were  just  now  saying  (486) 
many  ironical  things  against  me,  I  am  not: — 
tell  me,  then,  whom  you  mean  by  the  better? 

CaL  I  mean  the  more  excellent. 

Soc.  Do  you  not  see  that  you  are  yourself  us 
ing  words  which  have  no  meaning  and  that 
you  are  explaining  nothing? — will  you  tell  me 
whether  you  mean  by  the  better  and  superior 
the  wiser,  or  if  not,  whom  ? 

[490]  CaL  Most  assuredly,  I  do  mean  the 
wiser. 

Soc.  Then  according  to  you,  one  wise  man 
may  often  be  superior  to  ten  thousand  fools,  and 
he  ought  to  rule  them,  and  they  ought  to  be 
his  subjects,  and  he  ought  to  have  more  than 
they  should.  This  is  what  I  believe  that  you 
mean  (and  you  must  not  suppose  that  I  am 
word-catching),  if  you  allow  that  the  one  is 
superior  to  the  ten  thousand? 

CaL  Yes;  that  is  what  I  mean,  and  that  is 
what  I  conceive  to  be  natural  justice — that  the 
better  and  wiser  should  rule  and  have  more 
than  the  inferior. 

Soc.  Stop  there,  and  let  me  ask  you  what  you 
would  say  in  this  case:  Let  us  suppose  that  we 
are  all  together  as  we  are  now;  there  are  sev- 
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eral  o£  us,  and  we  nave  a  large  common  store  of 
meats  and  drinks,  and  there  are  all  sorts  of  per 
sons  in  our  company  having  various  degrees  of 
strength  and  weakness,  and  one  of  us,  being 
physician,  is  wiser  in  the  matter  of  food  than 
all  the  rest,  and  he  is  probably  stronger  than 
some  and  not  so  strong  as  others  of  us — will  he 
not,  being  wiser,  be  also  better  than  we  are,  and 
our  superior  in  this  matter  of  food? 

CaL  Certainly. 

Soc.  Either,  then,  he  will  have  a  larger  share 
of  the  meats  and  drinks,  because  he  is  better, 
or  he  will  have  the  distribution  of  all  of  them 
by  reason  of  his  authority,  but  he  will  not  ex 
pend  or  make  use  of  a  larger  share  of  them  on 
his  own  person,  or  if  he  does,  he  will  be  pun 
ished — his  share  will  exceed  that  of  some,  and 
be  less  than  that  of  others,  and  if  he  be  the 
weakest  of  all,  he  being  the  best  of  all  will  have 
the  smallest  share  of  all,  Callicles: — am  I  not 
right,  my  friend? 

CaL  You  talk  about  meats  and  drinks  and 
physicians  and  other  nonsense;  I  am  not  speak 
ing  of  them. 

Soc.  Well,  but  do  you  admit  that  the  wiser  is 
the  better?  Answer  "Yes"  or  "No." 

CaL  Yes. 

Soc.  And  ought  not  the  better  to  have  a  larger 
share? 

CaL  Not  of  meats  and  drinks. 

Soc.  I  understand:  then,  perhaps,  of  coats — 
the  skilf  ullest  weaver  ought  to  have  the  largest 
coat,  and  the  greatest  number  of  them,  and  go 
about  clothed  in  the  best  and  finest  of  them? 

CaL  Fudge  about  coats! 

Soc.  Then  the  skilfullest  and  best  in  making 
shoes  ought  to  have  the  advantage  in  shoes; 
the  shoemaker,  clearly,  should  walk  about  in 
the  largest  shoes,  and  have  the  greatest  number 
of  them? 

CaL  Fudge  about  shoes!  What  nonsense  are 
you  talking? 

Soc.  Or,  if  this  is  not  your  meaning,  perhaps 
you  would  say  that  the  wise  and  good  and  true 
husbandman  should  actually  have  a  larger  share 
of  seeds,  and  have  as  much  seed  as  possible  for 
his  own  land? 

CaL  How  you  go  on,  always  talking  in  the 
same  way,  Socrates! 

[491]  Soc.  Yes,  Callkles,  and  also  about  the 
same  things. 

CaL  Yes,  by  the  Gods,  you  are  literally  al 
ways  talking  of  cobblers  and  fullers  and  cooks 
and  doctors,  as  if  this  had  to  do  with  our  argu 
ment. 

Soc.  But  why  will  you  not  tell  me  in  what  a 


man  must  be  superior  and  wiser  in  order  to 
claim  a  larger  share;  will  you  neither  accept  a 
suggestion,  nor  offer  one? 

CaL  I  have  already  told  you.  In  the  first  place, 
I  mean  by  superiors  not  cobblers  or  cooks,  but 
wise  politicians  who  understand  the  adminis 
tration  of  a  state,  and  who  are  not  only  wise, 
but  also  valiant  and  able  to  carry  out  their  de 
signs,  and  not  the  men  to  faint  from  want  of 
soul. 

Soc.  See  now,  most  excellent  Callicles,  how 
different  my  charge  against  you  is  from  that 
which  you  bring  against  me,  for  you  reproach 
me  with  always  saying  the  same;  but  I  reproach 
you  with  never  saying  the  same  about  the  same 
things,  for  at  one  time  you  were  defining  the 
better  and  the  superior  to  be  the  stronger,  then 
again  as  the  wiser,  and  now  you  bring  forward 
a  new  notion;  the  superior  and  the  better  are 
now  declared  by  you  to  be  the  more  courageous: 
I  wish,  my  good  friend,  that  you  would  tell 
me,  once  for  all,  whom  you  affirm  to  be  the  bet 
ter  and  superior,  and  in  what  they  are  better? 

CaL  I  have  already  told  you  that  I  mean  those 
who  are  wise  and  courageous  in  the  adminis 
tration  of  a  state — they  ought  to  be  the  rulers 
of  their  states,  and  justice  consists  in  their  hav 
ing  more  than  their  subjects. 

Soc.  But  whether  rulers  or  subjects  will  they 
or  will  they  not  have  more  than  themselves, 
my  friend? 

CaL  What  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  I  mean  that  every  man  is  his  own  ruler; 
but  perhaps  you  think  that  there  is  no  necessity 
for  him  to  rule  himself;  he  is  only  required  to 
rule  others? 

CaL  What  do  you  mean  by  his  "ruling  over 
himself"? 

Soc.  A  simple  thing  enough;  just  what  is 
commonly  said,  that  a  man  should  be  temper 
ate  and  master  of  himself,  and  ruler  of  his  own 
pleasures  and  passions. 

CaL  What  innocence !  you  mean  those  fools 
— the  temperate? 

Soc.  Certainly: — any  one  may  know  that  to 
be  my  meaning. 

CaL  Quite  so,  Socrates;  and  they  are  really 
fools,  for  how  can  a  man  be  happy  who  is  the 
servant  of  anything?  On  the  contrary,  I  plainly 
assert,  that  he  who  would  truly  live  ought  to 
allow  his  desires  to  wax  to  the  uttermost,  and 
not  to  chastise  them;  but  when  they  have  grown 
to  their  greatest  he  should  have  courage  and  in 
telligence  [492]  to  minister  to  them  and  to 
satisfy  all  his  longings.  And  this  I  affirm  to  be 
natural  justice  and  nobility.  To  this  however 
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the  many  cannot  attain;  and  they  blame  the 
strong  man  because  they  are  ashamed  of  their 
own  weakness,  which  they  desire  to  conceal, 
and  hence  they  say  that  intemperance  is  base. 
As  I  have  remarked  already,  they  enslave  the 
nobler  natures,  and  being  unable  to  satisfy  their 
pleasures,  they  praise  temperance  and  justice 
out  of  their  own  cowardice.  For  if  a  man  had 
been  originally  the  son  of  a  king,  or  had  a  na 
ture  capable  of  acquiring  an  empire  or  a  tyran 
ny  or  sovereignty,  what  could  be  more  truly 
base  or  evil  than  temperance — to  a  man  like 
him,  I  say,  who  might  freely  be  enjoying  every 
good,  and  has  no  one  to  stand  in  his  way,  and 
yet  has  admitted  custom  and  reason  and  the 
opinion  of  other  men  to  be  lords  over  him? — 
must  not  he  be  in  a  miserable  plight  whom  the 
reputation  of  justice  and  temperance  hinders 
from  giving  more  to  his  friends  than  to  his  en 
emies,  even  though  he  be  a  ruler  in  his  city? 
Nay,  Socrates,  for  you  profess  to  be  a  votary  of 
the  truth,  and  the  truth  is  this: — that  luxury 
and  intemperance  and  licence,  if  they  be  pro 
vided  with  means,  are  virtue  and  happiness — 
all  the  rest  is  a  mere  bauble,  agreements  con 
trary  to  nature,  foolish  talk  of  men,  nothing 
worth.1 

Soc.  There  is  a  noble  freedom,  Callicles,  in 
your  way  of  approaching  the  argument;  for 
what  you  say  is  what  the  rest  of  the  world  think, 
but  do  not  like  to  say.  And  I  must  beg  of  you  to 
persevere,  that  the  true  rule  of  human  life  may 
become  manifest.  Tell  me,  then: — you  say,  do 
you  not,  that  in  the  rightly-developed  man  the 
passions  ought  not  to  be  controlled,  but  that  we 
should  let  them  grow  to  the  utmost  and  some 
how  or  other  satisfy  them,  and  that  this  is  vir 
tue? 

Cal.  Yes;  I  do. 

Soc.  Then  those  who  want  nothing  are  not 
truly  said  to  be  happy? 

Cal.  No  indeed,  for  then  stones  and  dead 
men  would  be  the  harjpiest  of  all. 

Soc.  But  surely  life  according  to  your  view 
is  an  awful  thing;  and  indeed  I  think  that  Eu 
ripides  may  have  been  right  in  saying, 

Who  faows  if  life  be  not  death  and  death  life; 

and  that  we  are  very  likely  dead;  [493]  I  have 
heard  a  philosopher  say  that  at  this  moment  we 
are  actually  dead,  and  that  the  body  (cro/Aa)  is 
our  tomb  (o^a),2  and  that  the  part  of  the  soul 
which  is  the  seat  of  the  desires  is  liable  to  be 
tossed  about  bywords  and  blown  up  and  down; 
1  Cf.  Republic,  i.  348: 


and  some  ingenious  person,  probably  a  Sicilian 
or  an  Italian,  playing  with  the  word,  invented 
a  tale  in  which  he  called  the  soul — because  of 
its  believing  and  make-believe  nature — a  ves 
sel,3  and  the  ignorant  he  called  the  uninitiated 
or  leaky  y  and  the  place  in  the  souls  of  the  un 
initiated  in  which  the  desires  are  seated,  being 
the  intemperate  and  incontinent  part,  he  com 
pared  to  a  vessel  full  of  holes,  because  it  can 
never  be  satisfied.  He  is  not  of  your  way  of 
thinking,  Callicles,  for  he  declares,  that  of  all 
the  souls  in  Hades, meaning  the  invisible  world 
(aetSes),  these  uninitiated  or  leaky  persons  are 
the  most  miserable,  and  that  they  pour  water 
into  a  vessel  which  is  full  of  holes  out  of  a  col 
ander  which  is  similarly  perforated.  The  col 
ander,  as  my  informer  assures  me,  is  the  soul, 
and  the  soul  which  he  compares  to  a  colander 
is  the  soul  of  the  ignorant,  which  is  likewise 
full  of  holes,  and  therefore  incontinent,  owing 
to  a  bad  memory  and  want  of  faith.  These  no 
tions  are  strange  enough,  but  they  show  the 
principle  which,  if  I  can,  I  would  fain  prove  to 
you;  that  you  should  change  your  mind,  and, 
instead  of  the  intemperate  and  insatiate  life, 
choose  that  which  is  orderly  and  sufficient  and 
has  a  due  provision  for  daily  needs.  Do  Lrriake 
any  impression  on  you,  and  are  you, coming 
over  to  the  opinion  that  the  orderly  are  happier 
than  the  intemperate?  Or  do  I  fail  to  persuade 
you,  and,  however  many  tales  I  rehearse  to  you, 
do  you  continue  of  the  same  opinion  still  ? 

CaL  The  latter,  Socrates,  is^more  like  the 
truth. 

Soc.  Well,  I  will  tell  you  another  image,  which 
comes  out  of  the  same  school:— r-Let  me  request 
you  to  consider  how  far  you  would  accept  this 
as  an  account  .of  the  two  lives  of  the  temperate 
and  intemperate  in  a  figure: — There  are  two 
men,  both  of  whom  have  a  number  of  casks; 
the  one  man  has  his  casks  sound  and  full,  one 
of  wine,  another  of  honey,  and  a  third  of  milk, 
besides  others  filled  with  other  liquids,  and  the 
streams  which  fill  them  are  few  and  scanty,  and 
he  can  only  obtain  them  with  a  great  deal  of 
toil  and  difficulty;  but  when  his  casks  are  once 
filled  he  has  no  need  to  feed  them  any  more,  and 
has  no  further  trouble  with  them  or  care  about 
them.  The  other,  in  like  manner,  can  procure 
streams,  though  not  without  difficulty;  but  his 
vessels  are  leaky  and  unsound,  and  night  and 
day  he  is  compelled  to  be  filling  them,  and  if 
he  pauses  for  a, moment,  [494]  he  is  in  an 
agony  of  pain.  Such  are  their  respective  lives: — 

3  An  untranslateable  pun — 5t&  r6  ir(.6a,vt>v  re  ical 
iriffTiKbi'  &v6fJia,cr€ 
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And  now  would  you  say  that  the  life  of  the  in 
temperate  is  happier  than  that  of  the  temper 
ate?  Do  I  not  convince  you  that  the  opposite  is 
the  truth? 

CaL  You  do  not  convince  me,  Socrates,  for 
the  one  who  has  filled  himself  has  no  longer 
any  pleasure  left;  and  this,  as  I  was  just  now 
saying,  is  the  life  of  a  stone:  he  has  neither  joy 
nor  sorrow  after  he  is  once  filled;  but  the  pleas 
ure  depends  on  the  superabundance  of  the  in 
flux. 

Soc.  But  the  more  you  pour  in,  the  greater 
the  waste;  and  the  holes  must  be  large  for  the 
liquid  to  escape. 

CaL  Certainly. 

Soc.  The  life  which  you  are  now  depicting  is 
not  that  of  a  dead  man,  or  of  a  stone,  but  of  a 
cormorant;  you  mean  that  he  is  to  be  hunger 
ing  and  eating? 

CaL  Yes, 

Soc.  And  he  is  to  be  thirsting  and  drinking? 

CaL  Yes,  that  is  what  I  mean;  he  is  to  have 
all  his  desires  about  him,  and  to  be  able  to  live 
happily  in  the  gratification  of  them. 

Soc.  Capital,  excellent;  go  on  as  you  have  be 
gun,  and  have  no  shame;  I,  too, must  disencum 
ber  myself  of  shame:  and  first,  will  you  tell  me 
whether  you  include  itching  and  scratching, 
provided  you  have  enough  of  them  and  pass 
your  life  in  scratching,  in  your  notion  of  hap 
piness  ? 

CaL  What  a  strange  being  you  are,  Socrates! 
a  regular  mob-orator. 

Soc.  That  was  the  reason,  Callicles,  why  I 
scared  Polus  and  Gorgias,  until  they  were  too 
modest  to  say  what  they  thought;  but  you  will 
not  be  too  modest  and  will  not  be  scared,  for 
you  are  a  brave  man.  And  now,  answer  my 
question. 

CaL  I  answer,  that  even  the  scratcher  would 
live  pleasantly. 

Soc.  And  if  pleasantly,  then  also  happily  ? 

CaL  To  be  sure. 

Soc.  But  what  if  the  itching  is  not  confined 
to  the  head?  Shall  I  pursue  the  question?  And 
here,  Callicles,  I  would  have  you  consider  how 
you  would  reply  if  consequences  are  pressed 
upon  you,  especially  if  in  the  last  resort  you  are 
asked,,  whether  the  life  of  a  catamite  is  not  ter 
rible,  foul,  miserable?  Or  would  you  venture  to 
say,  that  they  too  are  happy,  if  they  only  get 
enough  of  what  they  want? 

CaL  Are  you  not  ashamed,  Socrates,  of  in 
troducing1  such  topics  into  the  argument? 

Soc.  Well,  my  fine  friend,  but  am  I  the  in 
troducer  of  these  topics,  or  he  who  says  with 


out  any  qualification  that  all  who  feel  pleasure 
in  whatever  manner  are  happy,  [495]  and  who 
admits  of  no  distinction  between  good  and  bad 
pleasures?  And  I  would  still  ask,  whether  you 
say  that  pleasure  and  good  are  the  same,  or 
whether  there  is  some  pleasure  which  is  not  a 
good? 

CaL  Well,  then,  for  the  sake  of  consistency,  I 
will  say  that  they  are  the  same. 

Soc.  You  are  breaking  the  original  agree 
ment,  Callicles,  and  will  no  longer  be  a  satis 
factory  companion  in  the  search  after  truth,  if 
you  say  what  is  contrary  to  your  real  opinion. 

CaL  Why,  that  is  what  you  are  doing  too, 
Socrates. 

Soc.  Then  we  are  both  doing  wrong.  Still,  my 
dear  friend,  I  would  ask  you  to  consider  wheth 
er  pleasure,  from  whatever  source  derived,  is 
the  good;  for,  if  this  be  true,  then  the  disagree 
able  consequences  which  have  been  darkly  in 
timated  must  follow,  and  many  others. 

CaL  That,  Socrates,  is  only  your  opinion. 

Soc.  And  do  you,  Callicles,  seriously  main 
tain  what  you  are  saying? 

CaL  Indeed  I  do. 

Soc.  Then,  as  you  are  in  earnest,  shall  we  pro 
ceed  with  the  argument? 

CaL  By  all  means. 

Soc.  Well,  if  you  are  willing  to  proceed,  deter 
mine  this  question  for  me: — There  is  some 
thing,  I  presume,  which  you  would  call  knowl 
edge? 

CaL  There  is. 

Soc.  And  were  you  not  saying  just  now,  that 
some  courage  implied  knowledge? 

CaL  I  was. 

Soc.  And  you  were  speaking  of  courage  and 
knowledge  as  two  things  different  from  one 
another? 

CaL  Certainly  I  was. 

Soc.  And  would  you  say  that  pleasure  and 
knowledge  are  the  same,  or  not  the  same? 

CaL  Not  the  same,  O  man  of  wisdom. 

Soc.  And  would  you  say  that  courage  differed 
from  pleasure? 

CaL  Certainly. 

Soc.  Well,  then,  let  us  remember  that  Calli 
cles,  the  Acharnian,  says  that  pleasure  and  good 
are  the  same;  but  that  knowledge  and  courage 
are  not  the  same,  either  with  one  another,  or 
with  the  good. 

Col.  And  what  does  our  friend  Socrates, 
of  Foxton,  say — does  he  assent  to  this,  or 
not?' 

Soc.  He  does  not  assent;  neither  will  Calli 
cles,  when  he  sees  himself  truly.  You  will  ad- 
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mit,  I  suppose,  that  good  and  evil  fortune  are 
opposed  to  each  other? 

Cat.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  if  they  are  opposed  to  each  other, 
then,  like  health  and  disease,  they  exclude  one 
another;  a  man  cannot  have  them  both,  or  be 
without  them  both,  at  the  same  time? 

Cal.  What  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  Take  the  case  of  any  bodily  affection: — 
a  man  may  have  the  complaint  in  his  eyes 
which  is  called  ophthalmia? 

[496]  Cat.  To  be  sure. 

Soc.  But  he  surely  cannot  have  the  same  eyes 
well  and  sound  at  the  same  time? 

Cal.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  And  when  he  has  got  rid  of  his  ophthal 
mia,  has  he  got  rid  of  the  health  of  his  eyes  too? 
Is  the  final  result,  that  he  gets  rid  of  them  both 
together? 

Cal.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  That  would  surely  be  marvellous  and 
absurd  ? 

Cal.  Very. 

Soc.  I  suppose  that  he  is  affected  by  them,  and 
gets  rid  of  them  in  turns  ? 

Cal.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  he  may  have  strength  and  weak 
ness  in  the  same  way,  by  fits  ? 

Cal  Yes. 

Soc.  Or  swiftness  and  slowness? 

Cal.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  does  he  have  and  not  have  good 
and  happiness,  and  their  opposites,  evil  and 
misery,  in  a  similar  alternation  ?  1 

Cal.  Certainly  he  has. 

Soc.  If  then  there  be  anything  which  a  man 
has  and  has  not  at  the  same  time,  clearly  that 
cannot  be  good  and  evil — do  we  agree?  Please 
not  to  answer  without  consideration. 

Cal.  I  entirely  agree. 

Soc.  Go  back  now  to  our  former  admissions. 
— Did  you  say  that  to  hunger,  I  mean  the  mere 
state  of  hunger,  was  pleasant  or  painful  ? 

Cal.  I  said  painful,  but  that  to  eat  when  you 
are  hungry  is  pleasant. 

Soc.  I  know;  but  still  the  actual  hunger  is 
painful:  am  I  not  right? 

Cal.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  thirst,  too,  is  painful? 

Cal.  Yes,  very. 

Soc.  Need  I  adduce  any  more  instances,  or 
would  you  agree  that  all  wants  or  desires  are 
painful? 

Cal.  I  agree,  and  therefore  you  need  not  ad 
duce  any  more  instances. 

1  Cf.  Republic,  iv.  436. 


Soc.  Very  good.  And  you  would  admit  that 
to  drink,  when  you  are  thirsty,  is  pleasant? 

Cal.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  in  the  sentence  which  you  have  just 
uttered,  the  word  "thirsty"  implies  pain? 

Cal.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  the  word  "drinking"  is  expressive  of 
pleasure,  and  of  the  satisfaction  of  the  want? 

Cal.  Yes. 

Soc.  There  is  pleasure  in  drinking? 

Cal.  Certainly. 

Soc.  When  you  are  thirsty  ? 

Cal.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  in  pain? 

Cal.  Yes. 

Soc.  Do  you  see  the  inference: — that  pleasure 
and  pain  are  simultaneous,  when  you  say  that 
being  thirsty,  you  drink?  For  are  they  not  si 
multaneous,  and  do  they  not  affect  at  the  same 
time  the  same  part,  whether  of  the  soul  or  the 
body? — which  of  them  is  affected  cannot  be 
supposed  to  be  of  any  consequence:  Is  not  this 
true? 

Cal.  It  is. 

Soc.  You  said  also,  that  no  man  could  have 
good  and  evil  fortune  at  the  same  time  ? 

Cal.  Yes,  I  did. 

[497]  Soc.  But  you  admitted,  that  when  in 
pain  a  man  might  also  have  pleasure? 

Cal.  Clearly. 

Soc.  Then  pleasure  is  not  the  same  as  good 
fortune,  or  pain  the  same  as  evil  fortune,  and 
therefore  the  good  is  not  the  same  as  the  pleas 
ant? 

Cal.  I  wish  I  knew,  Socrates,  what  your  quib 
bling  means. 

Soc.  You  know,  Callicles,  but  you  affect  not 
to  know. 

Cal.  Well,  get  on,  and  don't  keep  fooling: 
then  you  will  know  what  a  wiseacre  you  are  in 
your  admonition  of  me. 

Soc.  Does  not  a  man  cease  from  his  thirst  and 
from  his  pleasure  in  drinking  at  the  same  time? 

Cal.  I  do  not  understand  what  you  are  saying. 

Gor,  Nay,  Callicles,  answer,  if  only  for  our 
sakes; — we  should  like  to  hear  the  argument 
out. 

Cal.  Yes,  Gorgias,  but  I  must  complain  of 
the  habitual  trifling  of  Socrates;  he  is  always 
arguing  about  little  and  unworthy  questions. 

Gor.  What  matter?  Your  reputation,  Calli 
cles,  is  not  at  stake.  Let  Socrates  argue  in  his 
own  fashion. 

Cal.  Well,  then,  Socrates,  you  shall  ask  these 
little  peddling  questions,  since  Gorgias  wishes 
to  have  them, 


GORGIAS 


279 


Soc.  I  envy  you,  Callicles,  for  having  been 
initiated  into  the  great  mysteries  before  you 
were  initiated  into  the  lesser.  I  thought  that 
this  was  not  allowable.  But  to  return  to  our 
argument: — Does  not  a  man  cease  from  thirst 
ing  and  from  the  pleasure  of  drinking  at  the 
same  moment? 

CaL  True. 

Soc .  And  if  he  is  hungry,  or  has  any  other  de 
sire,  does  he  not  cease  from  the  desire  and  the 
pleasure  at  the  same  moment? 

CaL  Very  true. 

Soc*  Then  he  ceases  from  pain  and  pleasure 
at  the  same  moment? 

CaL  Yes. 

Soc.  But  he  does  not  cease  from  good  and 
evil  at  the  same  moment,  as  you  have  admitted: 
do  you  still  adhere  to  what  you  said? 

CaL  Yes,  I  do;  but  what  is  the  inference? 

Soc.  Why,  my  friend,  the  inference  is  that 
the  good  is  not  the  same  as  the  pleasant,  or  the 
evil  the  same  as  the  painful;  there  is  a  cessation 
of  pleasure  and  pain  at  the  same  moment;  but 
not  of  good  and  evil,  for  they  are  different. 
How  then  can  pleasure  be  the  same  as  good,  or 
pain  as  evil?  And  I  would  have  you  look  at  the 
matter  in  another  light,  which  could  hardly,  I 
think,  have  been  considered  by  you  when  you 
identified  them:  Are  not  the  good  good  be 
cause  they  have  good  present  with  them,  as  the 
beautiful  are  those  who  have  beauty  present 
with  them? 

CaL  Yes. 

Soc.  And  do  you  call  the  fools  and  cowards 
good  men?  For  you  were  saying  just  now  that 
the  courageous  and  the  wise  are  the  good — 
would  you  not  say  so  ? 

CaL  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  did  you  never  see  a  foolish  child  re 
joicing? 

CaL  Yes,  I  have. 

Soc.  And  a  foolish  man  too  ? 

CaL  Yes,  certainly;  but  what  is  your  drift? 

[498]  Soc.  Nothing  particular,  if  you  will 
only  answer. 

CaL  Yes,  I  have. 

Soc.  And  did  you  ever  see  a  sensible  man  re 
joicing  or  sorrowing? 

CaL  Yes. 

Soc.  Which  rejoice  and  sorrow  most — the 
wise  or  the  foolish? 

CaL  They  are  much  upon  a  par,  I  think,  in 
that  respect. 

Soc.  Enough:  And  did  you  ever  see  a  coward 
in  battle? 

CaL  To  be  sure. 


Soc.  And  which  rejoiced  most  at  the  depar 
ture  of  the  enemy,  the  coward  or  the  brave? 

CaL  I  should  say  "most"  of  both;  or  at  any 
rate,  they  rejoiced  about  equally. 

Soc.  No  matter;  then  the  cowards,  and  not 
only  the  brave,  rejoice? 

CaL  Greatly. 

Soc.  And  the  foolish;  so  it  would  seem? 

CaL  Yes. 

Soc.  And  are  only  the  cowards  pained  at  the 
approach  of  their  enemies,  or  are  the  brave  also 
pained? 

CaL  Both  are  pained. 

Soc.  And  are  they  equally  pained? 

CaL  I  should  imagine  that  the  cowards  are 
more  pained. 

Soc.  And  are  they  not  better  pleased  at  the 
enemy's  departure? 

CaL  I  dare  say. 

Soc.  Then  are  the  foolish  and  the  wise  and 
the  cowards  and  the  brave  all  pleased  and 
pained,  as  you  were  saying,  in  nearly  equal  de 
gree;  but  are  the  cowards  more  pleased  and 
pained  than  the  brave? 

CaL  Yes. 

Soc.  But  surely  the  wise  and  brave  are  the 
good,  and  the  foolish  and  the  cowardly  are  the 
bad? 

CaL  Yes. 

Soc.  Then  the  good  and  the  bad  are  pleased 
and  pained  in  a  nearly  equal  degree? 

CaL  Yes. 

Soc.  Then  are  the  good  and  bad  good  and 
bad  in  a  nearly  equal  degree,  or  have  the  bad 
the  advantage  both  in  good  and  evil?  [i.  e.  in 
having  more  pleasure  and  more  pain.] 

CaL  I  really  do  not  know  what  you  mean. 

Soc.  Why,  do  you  not  remember  saying  that 
the  good  were  good  because  good  was  present 
with  them,  and  the  evil  because  evil;  and  that 
pleasures  were  goods  and  pains  evils? 

CaL  Yes,  I  remember. 

Soc.  And  are  not  these  pleasures  or  goods 
present  to  those  who  rejoice — if  they  do  rejoice? 

CaL  Certainly. 

Soc.  Then  those  who  rejoice  are  good  when 
goods  are  present  with  them  ? 

CaL  Yes. 

Soc.  And  those  who  are  in  pain  have  evil  or 
sorrow  present  with  them? 

CaL  Yes. 

Soc.  And  would  you  still  say  that  the  evil  are 
evil  by  reason  of  the  presence  of  evil? 

CaL  I  should. 

Soc.  Then  those  who  rejoice  are  good,  and 
those  who  are  in  pain  evil? 
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Cal  Yes. 

Soc.  The  degrees  of  good  and  evil  vary  with 
the  degrees  of  pleasure  and  of  pain  ? 

CaL  Yes. 

Soc.  Have  the  wise  man  and  the  fool,  the 
brave  and  the  coward,  joy  and  pain  in  nearly 
equal  degrees?  or  would  you  say  that  the  cow 
ard  has  more  ? 

CaL  I  should  say  that  he  has. 

Soc.  Help  me  then  to  draw  out  the  conclu 
sion  which  follows  from  our  admissions;  [499] 
for  it  is  good  to  repeat  and  review  what  is  good 
twice  and  thrice  over,  as  they  say.  Both  the 
wise  man  and  the  brave  man  we  allow  to  be 
good? 

Cal.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  the  foolish  man  and  the  coward  to 
be  evil? 

CaL  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  he  who  has  joy  is  good? 

Cal.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  he  who  is  in  pain  is  evil  ? 

CaL  Certainly. 

Soc.  The  good  and  evil  both  have  joy  and 
pain,  but,  perhaps,  the  evil  has  more  of  them  ? 

Cal.  Yes. 

Soc.  Then  must  we  not  infer,  that  the  bad 
man  is  as  good  and  bad  as  the  good,  or,  perhaps, 
even  better? — is  not  this  a  further  inference 
which  follows  equally  with  the  preceding  from 
the  assertion  that  the  good  and  the  pleasant  are 
the  same: — can  this  be  denied,  Callicles? 

CaL  I  have  been  listening  and  making  ad 
missions  to  you,  Socrates;  and  I  remark  that  if 
a  person  grants  you  anything  in  play,  you,  like 
a  child,  want  to  keep  hold  and  will  not  give  it 
back.  But  do  you  really  suppose  that  I  or  any 
other  human  being  denies  that  some  pleasures 
are  good  and  others  bad  ? 

Soc.  Alas,  Callicles,  how  unfair  you  are!  you 
certainly  treat  me  as  if  I  were  a  child,  some 
times  saying  one  thing,  and  then  another,  as  if 
you  were  meaning  to  deceive  me.  And  yet  I 
thought  at  first  that  you  were  my  friend,  and 
would  not  have  deceived  me  if  you  could  have 
helped.  But  I  see  that  I  was  mistaken;  and  now 
I  suppose  that  I  must  make  the  best  of  a  bad 
business,  as  they  said  of  old,  and  take  what  I 
can  get  out  of  you. — Well,  then,  as  I  under 
stand  you  to  say,  I  may  assume  that  some  pleas 
ures  are  good  and  others  evil? 

Cal.  Yes. 

Soc.  The  beneficial  are  good,  and  the  hurtful 
areeviP 

CaL  To  be  sure. 

Soc.  And  the  beneficial  are  those  which  do 


some  good,  and  the  hurtful  are  those  which  do 
some  evil  ? 

Cal.  Yes. 

Soc.  Take,  for  example,  the  bodily  pleasures 
of  eating  and  drinking,  which  we  were  just  now 
mentioning — you  mean  to  say  that  those  which 
promote  health,  or  any  other  bodily  excellence, 
are  good,  and  their  opposites  evil? 

Cal.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  in  the  same  way  there  are  good 
pains  and  there  are  evil  pains  ? 

CaL  To  be  sure. 

Soc.  And  ought  we  not  to  choose  and  use  the 
good  pleasures  and  pains? 

CaL  Certainly. 

Soc.  But  not  the  evil? 

Cal.  Clearly. 

Soc.  Because,  if  you  remember,  Polus  and  I 
have  agreed  that  all  our  actions  are  to  be  done 
for  the  sake  of  the  good — and  will  you  agree 
with  us  in  saying,  that  the  good  is  the  end  of 
all  our  actions,  and  that  all  our  actions  are  to 
be  done  for  the  sake  of  the  good,  [500]  and  not 
the  good  for  the  sake  of  them? — will  you  add 
a  third  vote  to  our  two? 

Cal.  I  will. 

Soc.  Then  pleasure,  like  everything  else,  is 
to  be  sought  for  the  sake  of  that  which  is  good, 
and  not  that  which  is  good  for  the  sake  of 
pleasure? 

Cal.  To  be  sure. 

Soc.  But  can  every  man  choose  what  pleas 
ures  are  good  and  what  are  evil,  or  must  he 
have  art  or  knowledge  of  them  in  detail? 

CaL  He  must  have  art. 

Soc.  Let  me  now  remind  you  of  what  I  was 
saying  to  Gorgias  and  Polus;  I  was  saying,  as 
you  will  not  have  forgotten,  that  there  were 
some  processes  which  aim  only  at  pleasure,  and 
know  nothing  of  a  better  and  worse,  and  there 
are  other  processes  which  know  good  and  evil. 
And  I  considered  that  cookery,  which  I  do  not 
call  an  art,  but  only  an  experience,  was  of  the 
former  class,  which  is  concerned  with  pleasure, 
and  that  the  art  of  medicine  was  of  the  class 
which  is  concerned  with  the  good.  And  now, 
by  the  god  of  friendship,  I  must  beg  you,  Calli 
cles,  not  to  jest,  or  to  imagine  that  I  am  jesting 
with  you;  do  not  answer  at  random  and  con 
trary  to  your  real  opinion — for  you  will  ob 
serve  that  we  are  arguing  about  the  way  of 
human  life;  and  to  a  man  who  has  any  sense  at 
all,  what  question  can  be  more  serious  than 
this? — whether  he  should  follow  after  that  way 
of  life  to  which  you  exhort  me,  and  act  what 
you  call  the  manly  part  of  speaking  in  the  as- 
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sembly,  and  cultivating  rhetoric,  and  engaging 
in  public  affairs,  according  to  the  principles 
now  in  vogue;  or  whether  he  should  pursue  the 
life  of  philosophy — and  in  what  the  latter  way 
differs  from  the  former.  But  perhaps  we  had 
better  first  try  to  distinguish  them,  as  I  did  be 
fore,  and  when  we  have  come  to  an  agreement 
that  they  are  distinct,  we  may  proceed  to  con 
sider  In  what  they  differ  from  one  another, 
and  which  of  them  we  should  choose.  Perhaps, 
however,  you  do  not  even  now  understand 
what  I  mean? 

Cal.  No,  I  do  not. 

Soc.  Then  I  will  explain  myself  more  clearly: 
seeing  that  you  and  I  have  agreed  that  there  is 
such  a  thing  as  good,  and  that  there  is  such  a 
thing  as  pleasure,  and  that  pleasure  is  not  the 
same  as  good,  and  that  the  pursuit  and  process 
of  acquisition  of  the  one,  that  is  pleasure,  Is  dif 
ferent  from  the  pursuit  and  process  of  acquisi 
tion  of  the  other,  which  is  good — I  wish  that 
you  would  tell  me  whether  you  agree  with  me 
thus  far  or  not — do  you  agree? 

Cal.  I  do. 

Soc.  Then  I  will  proceed,  and  ask  whether 
you  also  agree  with  me,  [501]  and  whether 
you  think  that  I  spoke  the  truth  when  I  further 
said  to  Gorgias  and  Polus  that  cookery  in  my 
opinion  is  only  an  experience,  and  not  an  art 
at  all;  and  that  whereas  medicine  is  an  art,  and 
attends  to  the  nature  and  constitution  of  the 
patient,  and  has  principles  of  action  and  reason 
in  each  case,  cookery  in  attending  upon  pleas 
ure  never  regards  either  the  nature  or  reason  of 
that  pleasure  to  which  she  devotes  herself,  but 
goes  straight  to  her  end,  nor  ever  considers  or 
calculates  anything,  but  works  by  experience 
and  routine,  and  just  preserves  the  recollection 
of  what  she  has  usually  done  when  producing 
pleasure.  And  first,  I  would  have  you  consider 
whether  I  have  proved  what  I  was  saying,  and 
then  whether  there  are  not  other  similar  proc 
esses  which  have  to  do  with  the  soul — some  of 
them  processes  of  art,  making  a  provision  for 
the  souPs  highest  interest — others  despising  the 
interest,  and,  as  in  the  previous  case,  consider 
ing  only  the  pleasure  of  the  soul,  and  how  this 
may  be  acquired,  but  not  considering,  what 
pleasures  are  good  or  bad,  and  having  no  other 
aim  but  to  afford  gratification,  whether  gooo! 
or  bad.  In  my  opinion,  Callicles,  there  are  such 
processes,  and  this  is  the  sort  of  thing  which  I 
term  flattery,  whether  concerned  with  the 
body  or  the  soul,  or  whenever  employed  with 
a  view  to  pleasure  and  without  any  considera 
tion  of  good  and  evil.  And  now  I  wish  that  you 


would  tell  me  whether  you  agree  with  us  in 
this  notion,  or  whether  you  differ. 

Cal.  I  do  not  differ;  on  the  contrary,  I  agree; 
for  in  that  way  I  shall  soonest  bring  the  argu 
ment  to  an  end,  and  shall  oblige  my  friend 
Gorgias. 

Soc.  And  is  this  notion  true  of  one  soul,  or  of 
two  or  more? 

Cal.  Equally  true  of  two  or  more. 

Soc.  Then  a  man  may  delight  a  whole  assem 
bly,  and  yet  have  no  regard  for  their  true  inter 
ests? 

Cal.  Yes. 

Soc.  Can  you  tell  me  the  pursuits  which  de 
light  mankind — or  rather,  if  you  would  prefer, 
let  me  ask,  and  do  you  answer,  which  of  them 
belong  to  the  pleasurable  class,  and  which  of 
them  not?  In  the  first  place,  what  say  you  of 
flute-playing?  Does  not  that  appear  to  be  an  art 
which  seeks  only  pleasure,  Callicles,  and  thinks 
of  nothing  else? 

Cal.  I  assent. 

Soc.  And  is  not  the  same  true  of  all  similar 
arts,  as,  for  example,  the  art  of  playing  the  lyre 
at  festivals? 

Cal.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  what  do  you  say  of  the  choral  art 
and  of  dithyrambic  poetry? — are  not  they  of 
the  same  nature?  Do  you  Imagine  that  Cinesias 
the  son  of  Meles  cares  about  what  will  tend  to 
the  moral  [502]  improvement  of  his  hearers, 
or  about  what  will  give  pleasure  to  the  multi 
tude? 

Cal.  There  can  be  no  mistake  about  Cinesias, 
Socrates. 

Soc.  And  what  do  you  say  of  his  father,  Meles 
the  harp-player?  Did  he  perform  with  any  view 
to  the  good  of  his  hearers  ?  Could  he  be  said  to 
regard  even  their  pleasure?  For  his  singing 
was  an  infliction  to  his  audience.  And  of  harp- 
playing  and  dithyrambic  poetry  in  general,  what 
would  you  say?  Have  they  not  been  invented 
wholly  for  the  sake  of  pleasure? 

Cal.  That  is  my  notion  of  them. 

Soc.  And  as  for  the  Muse  of  Tragedy,  that 
solemn  and  august  personage — what  are  her 
aspirations?  Is  all  her  aim  and  desire  only  to  give 
pleasure  to  the  spectators,  or  .does  she  fight 
against  them  and  refuse  to  speak  pf  their  pleas 
ant  vices,  and  willingly  proclaim  in  word  and 
song  truths  welcome  and  unwelcome? — which 
in  your  judgment  is  her  character? 

Cal.  There  can  be  no  doubt,  Socrates,  that 
Tragedy  has  her  face  turned  towards  pleasure 
and  the  gratification  of  the  audience. 

Soc.  And  is  not  that  the  sort  of  thing,  Calli- 
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cles,  which  we  were  just  now  describing  as 
flattery? 

Cal.  Quite  true. 

Soc.  Well  now,  suppose  that  we  strip  all 
poetry  of  song  and  rhythm  and  metre,  there 
will  remain  speech?  1 
CaL  To  be  sure. 

Soc.  And  this  speech  is  addressed  to  a  crowd 
of  people? 
Cal.  Yes. 

Soc.  Then  poetry  Is  a  sort  of  rhetoric? 
CaL  True. 

Soc.  And  do  not  the  poets  in  the  theatres  seem 
to  you  to  be  rhetoricians? 
CaL  Yes. 

Soc.  Then  now  we  have  discovered  a  sort  of 
rhetoric  which  is  addressed  to  a  crowd  of  men, 
women,  and  children,  freemen  and  slaves.  And 
this  is  not  much  to  our  taste,  for  we  have  de 
scribed  it  as  having  the  nature  of  flattery. 
CaL  Quite  true. 

Soc.  Very  good.  And  what  do  you  say  of  that 
other  rhetoric  which  addresses  the  Athenian 
assembly  and  the  assemblies  of  freemen  in  oth 
er  states?  Do  the  rhetoricians  appear  to  you  al 
ways  to  aim  at  what  is  best,  and  do  they  seek  to 
Improve  the  citizens  by  their  speeches,  or  are 
they  too,  like  the  rest  of  mankind,  bent  upon 
giving  them  pleasure,  forgetting  the  public  good 
in  the  thought  of  their  own  interest,  playing 
with  the  people  as  with  children,  and  trying  to 
amuse  them,  but  never  considering  whether 
they  are  better  or  worse  for  this? 

[5° 3]  CaL  I  must  distinguish.  There  are 
some  who  have  a  real  care  of  the  public  in  what 
they  say,  while  others  are  such  as  you  describe. 
Soc.  I  am  contented  with  the  admission  that 
rhetoric  is  of  two  sorts;  one,  which  is  mere  flat 
tery  and  disgraceful  declamation;  the  other, 
which  is  noble  and  aims  at  the  training  and 
improvement  of  the  souls  of  the  citizens,  and 
strives  to  say  what  is  best,  whether  welcome  or 
unwelcome,  to  the  audience;  but  have  you  ever 
known  such  a  rhetoric;  or  if  you  have,  and  can 
point  out  any  rhetorician  who  is  of  this  stamp, 
who  is  he? 

CaL  But,  indeed,  I  am  afraid  that  I  cannot 
tell  you  of  any  such  among  the  orators  who  are 
at  present  living. 

Soc.  Well,  then,  can  you  mention  any  one  of 
a  former  generation,  who  may  be  said  to  have 
improved  the  Athenians,  who  found  them 
worse  and  made  them  better,  from  the  day  that 
he  began  to  make  speeches?  for,  indeed,  I  do 
not  know  of  such  a  man. 
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CaL  What!  did  you  never  hear  that  Themis- 
tocles  was  a  good  man,  and  Cimon  and  Miltia- 
des  and  Pericles,  who  is  just  lately  dead,  and 
whom  you  heard  yourself? 

Soc.  Yes,  Callicles,  they  were  good  men,  if,  as 
you  said  at  first,  true  virtue  consists  only  in  the 
satisfaction  of  our  own  desires  and  those  of 
others;  but  if  not,  and  if,  as  we  were  afterwards 
compelled  to  acknowledge,  the  satisfaction  of 
some  desires  makes  us  better,  and  of  others, 
worse,  and  we  ought  to  gratify  the  one  and  not 
the  other,  and  there  is  an  art  in  distinguishing 
them — can  you  tell  me  of  any  of  these  states 
men  who  did  distinguish  them? 
CaL  No,  indeed,  I  cannot. 
Soc.  Yet,  surely,  Callicles,  if  you  look  you 
will  find  such  a  one.  Suppose  that  we  just  calm 
ly  consider  whether  any  of  these  was  such  as  I 
have  described.  Will  not  the  good  man,  who 
says  whatever  he  says  with  a  view  to  the  best, 
speak  with  a  reference  to  some  standard  and 
not  at  random;  just  as  all  other  artists,  whether 
the  painter,  the  builder,  the  shipwright,  or  any 
other  look  all  of  them  to  their  own  work,  and 
do  not  select  and  apply  at  random  what  they 
apply,  but  strive  to  give  a  definite  form  to  it? 
The  artist  disposes  all  things  in  order,  and  com 
pels  the  one  part  to  harmonize  and  accord  with 
the  other  part,  [504]  until  he  has  constructed 
a  regular  and  systematic  whole;  and  this  is 
true  of  all  artists,  and  in  the  same  way  the 
trainers  and  physicians,  of  whom  we  spoke  be 
fore,  give  order  and  regularity  to  the  body:  do 
you  deny  this? 

Cal.  No;  I  am  ready  to  admit  it. 
So^.Then  the  house  in  which  order  and  regu 
larity  prevail  is  good;  that  in  which  there  is 
disorder,  evil? 
Cal.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  the  same  is  true  of  a  ship? 
Cal.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  the  same  may  be  said  of  the  human 
body? 
Cal.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  what  would  you  say  of  the  soul? 
Will  the  good  soul  be  that  in  which  disorder  is 
prevalent,  or  that  in  which  there  is  harmony 
and  order? 

CaL  The  latter  follows  from  our  previous  ad 
missions. 

Soc.  What  is  the  name  which  is  given  to  the 
effect  of  harmony  and  order  in  the  body? 

Cal.  I  suppose  that  you  mean  health  and 
strength? 

Soc.  Yes,  I  do;  and  what  is  the  name  which 
you  would  give  to  the  effect  of  harmony  and 
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order  in  the  soul?  Try  and  discover  a  name  for 
this  as  well  as  for  the  other. 

CaL  Why  not  give  the  name  yourself,  Soc 
rates  ? 

Sac.  Well,  if  you  had  rather  that  I  should,  I 
will;  and  you  shall  say  whether  you  agree  with 
me,  and  if  not,  you  shall  refute  and  answer  me. 
"Healthy,"  as  I  conceive,  is  the  name  which  is 
given  to  the  regular  order  of  the  body,  whence 
comes  health  and  every  other  bodily  excellence: 
is  that  true  or  not? 

CaL  True. 

Soc.  And  "lawful"  and  "law"  are  the  names 
which  are  given  to  the  regular  order  and  action 
of  the  soul,  and  these  make  men  lawful  and 
orderly: — and  so  we  have  temperance  and  jus 
tice:  have  we  not? 

CaL  Granted. 

Soc.  And  will  not  the  true  rhetorician  who  is 
honest  and  understands  his  art  have  his  eye 
fixed  upon  these,  in  all  the  words  which  he 
addresses  to  the  souls  of  men,  and  in  all  his  ac 
tions,  both  in  what  he  gives  and  in  what  he 
takes  away?  Will  not  his  aim  be  to  implant 
justice  in  the  souls  of  his  citizens  and  takeaway 
injustice,  to  implant  temperance  and  take  away 
intemperance,  to  implant  every  virtue  and  take 
away  every  vice?  Do  you  not  agree? 

CaL  I  agree. 

Soc.  For  what  use  is  there,  Callicles,  in  giv 
ing  to  the  body  of  a  sick  man  who  is  in  a  bad 
state  of  health  a  quantity  of  the  most  delight 
ful  food  or  drink  or  any  other  pleasant  thing, 
which  may  be  really  as  bad  for  him  as  if  you 
gave  him  nothing,  or  even  worse  if  rightly  esti 
mated.  Is  not  that  true? 

7*5057  CaL  I  will  not  say  No  to  it. 

Soc.  For  in  my  opinion  there  is  no  profit  in 
a  man's  life  if  his  body  is  in  an  evil  plight — in 
that  case  his  life  also  is  evil:  am  I  not  right? 

CaL  Yes. 

Soc.  When  a  man  is  in  health  the  physicians 
will  generally  allow  him  to  eat  when  he  is  hun 
gry  and  drink  when  he  is  thirsty,  and  to  satisfy 
his  desires  as  he  likes,  but  when  he  is  sick  they 
hardly  suffer  him  to  satisfy  his  desires  at  all: 
even  you  will  admit  that? 

CaL  Yes. 

Soc.  And  does  not  the  same  argument  hold 
of  the  soul,  my  good  sir?  While  she  is  in  a  bad 
state  and  is  senseless  and  intemperate  and  un 
just  and  unholy,  her  desires  ought  to  be  con 
trolled,  and  she  ought  to  be  prevented  from  do 
ing  anything  which  does  not  tend  to  her  own 
improvement. 

CaL  Yes. 


Soc.  Such  treatment  will  be  better  for  the  soul 
herself? 

CaL  To  be  sure. 

Soc.  And  to  restrain  her  from  her  appetites 
is  to  chastise  her? 

CaL  Yes. 

Soc.  Then  restraint  or  chastisement  is  better 
for  the  soul  than  intemperance  or  the  absence 
of  control,  which  you  were  just  now  preferring? 

CaL  I  do  not  understand  you,  Socrates,  and  I 
wish  that  you  would  ask  some  one  who  does. 

Soc.  Here  is  a  gentleman  who  cannot  endure 
to  be  improved  or  to  subject  himself  to  that 
very  chastisement  of  which  the  argument 
speaks! 

CaL  I  do  not  heed  a  word  of  what  you  are 
saying,  and  have  only  answered  hitherto  out  of 
civility  to  Gorgias. 

Soc.  What  are  we  to  do,  then?  Shall  we  break 
off  in  the  middle? 

CaL  You  shall  judge  for  yourself. 

Soc.  Well,  but  people  say  that  "a  tale  should 
have  a  head  and  not  break  off  in  the  middle," 
and  I  should  not  like  to  have  the  argument  go 
ing  about  without  a  head; a  please  then  to  go 
on  a  little  longer,  and  put  the  head  on. 

CaL  How  tyrannical  you  are,  Socrates!  I 
wish  that  you  and  your  argument  would  rest, 
or  that  you  would  get  some  one  else  to  argue 
with  you. 

Soc.  But  who  else  is  willing? — I  want  to  fin 
ish  the  argument. 

CaL  Cannot  you  finish  without  my  help,  ei 
ther  talking  straight  on,  or  questioning  and 
answering  yourself? 

Soc.  Must  I  then  say  with  Epicharmus,  "Two 
men  spoke  before,  but  now  one  shall  be 
enough"?  I  suppose  that  there  is  absolutely  no 
help.  And  if  I  am  to  carry  on  the  enquiry  by 
myself,  I  will  first  of  all  remark  that  not  only  I 
but  all  of  us  should  have  an  ambition  to  know 
what  is  true  and  what  is  false  in  this  matter,  for 
the  discovery  of  the  truth  is  a  common  good.  And 
now  I  will  proceed  to  argue  according  to  my 
own  notion.  [506]  But  if  any  of  you  think  that 
I  arrive  at  conclusions  which  are  untrue  you 
must  interpose  and  refute  me,  for  I  do  not  speak 
from  any  knowledge  of  what  I  am  saying;  I 
am  an  enquirer  like  yourselves,  and  therefore, 
if  my  opponent  says  anything  which  is  of  force, 
I  shall  be  the  first  to  agree  with  him.  I  am  speak 
ing  on  the  supposition  that  the  argument  ought 
to  be  completed;  but  if  you  think  otherwise  let 
us  leave  off  and  go  our  ways. 

GOT.  I  think,  Socrates,  that  we  should  not  go 
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our  ways  until  you  have  completed  the  argu 
ment;  and  this  appears  to  me  to  be  the  wish  of 
the  rest  of  the  company;  I  myself  should  very 
much  like  to  hear  what  more  you  have  to  say. 

Soc.  I  too,  Gorgias,  should  have  liked  to  con 
tinue  the  argument  with  Callicles,  and  then  I 
might  have  given  him  an"Amphion"in  return 
for  his  "Zethus"; x  but  since  you,  Callicles,  are 
unwilling  to  continue,  I  hope  that  you  will 
listen,  and  interrupt  me  if  I  seem  to  you  to  be 
in  error.  And  if  you  refute  me,  I  shall  not  be 
angry  with  you  as  you  are  with  me,  but  I  shall 
inscribe  you  as  the  greatest  of  benefactors  on 
the  tablets  of  rny  soul. 

Cal.  My  good  fellow,  never  mind  me,  but 
get  on. 

Soc.  Listen  to  me,  then,  while  I  recapitulate 
the  argument: — Is  the  pleasant  the  same  as  the 
good?  Not  the  same.  Callicles  and  I  are  agreed 
about  that.  And  is  the  pleasant  to  be  pursued 
for  the  sake  of  the  good?  or  the  good  for  the 
sake  of  the  pleasant?  The  pleasant  is  to  be  pur 
sued  for  the  sake  of  the  good.  And  that  is  pleas 
ant  at  the  presence  of  which  we  are  pleased, 
and  that  is  good  at  the  presence  of  which  we 
are  good?  To  be  sure.  And  we  are  good,  and 
all  good  things  whatever  are  good  when  some 
virtue  is  present  in  us  or  them?  That,  Callicles, 
is  my  conviction.  But  the  virtue  of  each  thing, 
whether  body  or  soul,  instrument  or  creature, 
when  given  to  them  in  the  best  way  comes  to 
them  not  by  chance  but  as  the  result  of  the  or 
der  and  truth  and  art  which  are  imparted  to 
them:  Am  I  not  right?  I  maintain  that  I  am. 
And  is  not  the  virtue  of  each  thing  dependent 
on  order  or  arrangement?  Yes,  I  say.  And  that 
which  makes  a  thing  good  is  the  proper  order 
inhering  in  each  thing?  Such  is  my  view.  And 
is  not  the  soul  which  has  an  order  of  her  own 
better  than  that  which  has  no  order?  Certainly. 
And  the  soul  which  has  order  is  orderly?  Of 
course.  And  that  which  is  orderly  is  temperate? 
[507]  Assuredly.  And  the  temperate  soul  is 
good?  No  other  answer  can  I  give,  Callicles 
dear;  have  you  any? 

Cal.  Go  on,  my  good  fellow. 

Soc.  Then  I  shall  proceed  to  add,  that  if  the 
temperate  soul  is  the  good  soul,  the  soul  which 
is  in  the  opposite  condition,  that  is,  the  foolish 
and  intemperate,  is  the  bad  soul.  Very  true. 

And  will  not  the  temperate  man  do  what  is 
proper,  both  in  relation  to  the  gods  and  to  men; 
— for  he  would  not  be  temperate  if  he  did  not? 
Certainly  he  will  do  what  is  proper.  In  his  re 
lation  to  other  rnen  he  will  do  what  is  just; 
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and  hi  his  relation  to  the  gods  he  will  do  what 
is  holy;  and  he  who  does  what  is  just  and  holy 
must  be  just  and  holy?  Very  true.  And  must 
he  not  be  courageous?  for  the  duty  of  a  temper 
ate  man  is  not  to  follow  or  to  avoid  what  he 
ought  not,  but  what  he  ought,  whether  things 
or  men  or  pleasures  or  pains,  and  patiently  to 
endure  when  he  ought;  and  therefore,  Callicles, 
the  temperate  man,  being,  as  we  have  described, 
also  just  and  courageous  and  holy,  cannot  be 
other  than  a  perfectly  good  man,  nor  can  the 
good  man  do  otherwise  than  well  and  perfectly 
whatever  he  does;  and  he  who  does  well  must 
of  necessity  be  happy  and  blessed,  and  the  evil 
man  who  does  evil,  miserable:  now  this  latter 
is  he  whom  you  were  applauding — the  intem 
perate  who  is  the  opposite  of  the  temperate. 
Such  is  my  position,  and  these  things  I  affirm  to 
be  true.  And  if  they  are  true,  then  I  further  af 
firm  that  he  who  desires  to  be  happy  must  pur 
sue  and  practise  temperance  and  run  away  from 
intemperance  as  fast  as  his  legs  will  carry  him: 
he  had  better  order  his  life  so  as  not  to  need 
punishment;  but  if  either  he  or  any  of  his 
friends,  whether  private  individual  or  city,  are 
in  need  of  punishment,  then  justice  must  be 
done  and  he  must  suffer  punishment,  if  he 
would  be  happy.  This  appears  to  me  to  be  the 
aim  which  a  man  ought  to  have,  and  towards 
which  he  ought  to  direct  all  the  energies  both 
of  himself  and  of  the  state,  acting  so  that  he 
may  have  temperance  and  justice  present  with 
him  and  be  happy,  not  suffering  his  lusts  to  be 
unrestrained,  and  in  the  never-ending  desire  to 
satisfy  them  leading  a  robber's  life.  Such  a  one 
is  the  friend  neither  of  God  nor  man?  for  he  is 
incapable  of  communion,  and  he  who  is  inca 
pable  of  communion  is  also  incapable  of  friend 
ship.  And  philosophers  tell  us,  [508]  Callicles, 
that  communion  and  friendship  and  orderliness 
and  temperance  and  justice  bind  together  heav 
en  and  earth  and  gods  and  men,  and  that  this 
universe  is  therefore  called  Cosmos  or  order, 
not  disorder  or  misrule,  my  friend.  But  al 
though  you  are  a  philosopher  you  seem  to  me 
never  to  have  observed  that  geometrical  equal 
ity  is  mighty,  both  among  gods  and  men;  you 
think  that  you  ought  to  cultivate  inequality  or 
excess,  and  do  not  care  about  geometry. — Well, 
then,  either  the  principle  that  the  happy  are 
made  happy  by  the  possession  of  justice  and 
temperance,  and  the  miserable  miserable  by  the 
possession  of  vice,  must  be  refuted,  or,  if  it  is 
granted,  what  will  be  the  consequences?  All  the 
consequences  which  I  drew  before,  Callicles, 
and  about  which  you  asked  me  whether  I  was 
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in  earnest  when  I  said  that  a  man  ought  to  ac 
cuse  himself  and  his  son  and  his  friend  if  he  did 
anything  wrong,  and  that  to  this  end  he  should 
use  his  rhetoric — all  those  consequences  are  true. 
And  that  which  you  thought  that  Polus  was  led 
to  admit  out  of  modesty  is  true,  viz.,  that,  to  do 
injustice,  if  more  disgraceful  than  to  suffer,  is 
in  that  degree  worse;  and  the  other  position, 
which,  according  to  Polus,  Gorgias  admitted 
out  of  modesty,  that  he  who  would  truly  be  a 
rhetorician  ought  to  be  just  and  have  a  knowl 
edge  of  justice,  has  also  turned  out  to  be  true. 

And  now,  these  things  being  as  we  have  said, 
let  us  proceed  in  the  next  place  to  consider 
whether  you  are  right  in  throwing  in  my  teeth 
that  I  am  unable  to  help  myself  or  any  of  my 
friends  or  kinsmen,  or  to  save  them  in  the  ex 
tremity  of  danger,  and  that  I  am  in  the  power  of 
another  like  an  outlaw  to  whom  anyone  may  do 
what  he  likes — he  may  box  my  ears,  which  was 
a  brave  saying  of  yours;  or  take  away  my  goods 
or  banish  me,  or  even  do  his  worst  and  kill  me; 
a  condition  which,  as  you  say,  is  the  height  of 
disgrace.  My  answer  to  you  is  one  which  has 
been  already  often  repeated,  but  may  as  well  be 
repeated  once  more.  I  tell  you,  Callicles,  that 
to  be  boxed  on  the  ears  wrongfully  is  not  the 
worst  evil  which  can  befall  a  man,  nor  to  have 
my  purse  or  my  body  cut  open,  but  that  to 
smite  and  slay  me  and  mine  wrongfully  is  far 
more  disgraceful  and  more  evil;  aye,  and  to  de 
spoil  and  enslave  and  pillage,  or  in  any  way  at 
all  to  wrong  me  and  mine,  is  far  more  dis 
graceful  and  evil  to  the  doer  of  the  wrong  than 
to  me  who  am  the  sufferer.  [509]  These  truths, 
which  have  been  already  set  forth  as  I  state  them 
in  the  previous  discussion,  would  seem  now  to 
have  been  fixed  and  riveted  by  us,  if  I  may  use 
an  expression  which  is  certainly  bold,  in  words 
which  are  like  bonds  of  iron  and  adamant;  and 
unless  you  or  some  other  still  more  enterprising 
hero  shall  break  them,  there  is  no  possibility 
of  denying  what  I  say.  For  my  position  has  al 
ways  been,  that  I  myself  am  ignorant  how  these 
things  are,  but  that  I  have  never  met  any  one 
who  could  say  otherwise,  any  more  than  you 
can,  and  not  appear  ridiculous.  This  is  my  po 
sition  still,  and  if  what  I  am  saying  is  true,  and 
injustice  is  the  greatest  of  evils  to  the  doer  of 
injustice,  and  yet  there  is  if  possible  a  greater 
than  this  greatest  of  evils,1  in  an  unjust  man  not 
suffering  retribution,  what  is  that  defence  of 
which  the  want  will  make  a  man  truly  ridicu 
lous?  Must  not  the  defence  be  one  which  will 
avert  the  greatest  of  human  evils?  And  will  not 
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the  worst  of  all  defences  be  that  with  which  a 
man  is  unable  to  defend  himself  or  his  family 
or  his  friends? — and  next  will  come  that  which 
is  unable  to  avert  the  next  greatest  evil;  thirdly 
that  which  is  unable  to  avert  the  third  greatest 
evil;  and  so  of  other  evils.  As  is  the  greatness  of 
evil  so  is  the  honour  of  being  able  to  avert  them 
in  their  several  degrees,  and  the  disgrace  of  not 
being  able  to  avert  them.  Am  I  not  right  Calli 
cles? 

Cal.  Yes,  quite  right. 

Soc.  Seeing  then  that  there  are  these  two  evils, 
the  doing  injustice  and  the  suffering  injustice 
— and  we  affirm  that  to  do  injustice  is  a  greater, 
and  to  suffer  injustice  a  lesser  evil — by  what 
devices  can  a  man  succeed  in  obtaining  the 
two  advantages,  the  one  of  not  doing  and  the 
other  of  not  suffering  injustice?  must  he  have 
the  power,  or  only  the  will  to  obtain  them?  I 
mean  to  ask  whether  a  man  will  escape  injustice 
if  he  has  only  the  will  to  escape,  or  must  he 
have  provided  himself  with  the  power? 

Cal.  He  must  have  provided  himself  with  the 
power;  that  is  clear. 

Soc.  And  what  do  you  say  of  doing  injustice? 
Is  the  will  only  sufficient,  and  will  that  prevent 
him  from  doing  injustice,  or  must  he  have  pro 
vided  himself  with  power  and  art;  and  if  he 
has  not  studied  and  practised,  will  he  be  un 
just  still?  Surely  you  might  say,  Callicles, 
whether  you  think  that  Polus  and  I  were  right 
in  admitting  the  conclusion  that  no  one  does 
wrong  voluntarily,  but  that  all  do  wrong  against 
their  will? 

[510]  Cal.  Granted,  Socrates,  if  you  will  on 
ly  have  done. 

Soc.  Then,  as  would  appear,  power  and  art 
have  to  be  provided  in  order  that  we  may  do  no 
injustice? 

Cal.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  what  art  will  protect  us  from  suffer 
ing  injustice,  if  not  wholly,  yet  as  far  as  possible? 
I  want  to  know  whether  you  agree  with  me;  for 
I  think  that  such  an  art  is  the  art  of  one  who  is 
either  a  ruler  or  even  tyrant  himself,  or  the 
equal  and  companion  of  the  ruling  power. 

Cal.  Well  said,  Socrates;  and  please  to  ob 
serve  how  ready  I  am  to  praise  you  when  you 
talk  sense. 

Soc.  Think  and  tell  me  whether  you  would 
approve  of  another  view  of  mine:  To  me  every 
man  appears  to  be  most  the  friend  of  him  who 
is  most  like  to  him — like  to  like,  as  ancient 
sages  say:  Would  you  not  agree  to  this? 

Cal.  I  should. 

Soc.  But  when  the  tyrant  is  rude  and  miedu- 
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cated,  he  may  be  expected  to  fear  any  one  who 
is  his  superior  in  virtue,  and  will  never  be  able 
to  be  perfectly  friendly  with  him. 

Cal  That  is  true. 

Soc.  Neither  will  he  be  the  friend  of  any  one 
who  is  greatly  his  inferior,  for  the  tyrant  will 
despise  him, and  will  never  seriously  regard  him 
as  a  friend. 

CaL  That  again  is  true. 

Soc.  Then  the  only  friend  worth  mentioning, 
whom  the  tyrant  can  have,  will  be  one  who  is 
of  the  same  character,  and  has  the  same  likes 
and  dislikes,  and  is  at  the  same  time  willing  to 
be  subject  and  subservient  to  him;  he  is  the 
man  who  will  have  power  in  the  state,  and  no 
one  will  injure  him  with  impunity: — is  not  that 
so? 

Cal.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  if  a  young  man  begins  to  ask  how 
he  may  become  great  and  formidable,  this  would 
seem  to  be  the  way—he  will  accustom  himself, 
from  his  youth  upward,  to  feel  sorrow  and  joy 
on  the  same  occasions  as  his  master,  and  will 
contrive  to  be  as  like  him  as  possible? 

Ctf/.Yes. 

Soc.  And  in  this  way  he  will  have  accom 
plished,  as  you  and  your  friends  would  say,  the 
end  of  becoming  a  great  man  and  not  suffering 
injury? 

CaL  Very  true. 

Soc.  But  will  he  also  escape  from  doing  in 
jury?  Must  not  the  very  opposite  be  true,  if  he 
is  to  be  like  the  tyrant  in  his  injustice,  and  to 
have  influence  with  him?  [511]  Will  he  not 
rather  contrive  to  do  as  much  wrong  as  pos 
sible,  and  not  be  punished? 

CaL  True. 

Soc.  And  by  the  imitation  of  his  master  and 
by  the  power  which  he  thus  acquires  will  not 
his  soul  become  bad  and  corrupted,  and  will 
not  this  be  the  greatest  evil  to  him? 

CaL  You  always  contrive  somehow  or  other, 
Socrates,  to  invert  everything:  do  you  not  know 
that  he  who  imitates  the  tyrant  will,  if  he  has 
a  mind,  kill  him  who  does  not  imitate  him 
and  take  away  his  goods? 

Soc.  Excellent  Callicles,  I  am  not  deaf,  and  I 
have  heard  that  a  great  many  times  from  you 
and  from  Polus  and  from  nearly  every  man  in 
the  city,  but  I  wish  that  you  would  hear  me  too. 
J  dare  say  that  he  will  kill  him  if  he  has  a  mind 
— the  bad  man  will  kill  the  good  and  true. 

CaL  And  is  not  that  just  the  provoking 
thing? 

Soc.  Nay,  not  to  a  man  of  sense,  as  the  argu 
ment  shows:  do  you  think  that  all  our  cares 


should  be  directed  to  prolonging  life  to  the  ut 
termost,  and  to  the  study  of  those  arts  which 
secure  us  from  danger  always;  like  that  art  of 
rhetoric  which  saves  men  in  courts  of  law,  and 
which  you  advise  me  to  cultivate? 

CaL  Yes,  truly,  and  very  good  advice  too. 

Soc.  Well,  my  friend,  but  what  do  you  think 
of  swimming;  is  that  an  art  of  any  great  pre 
tensions  ? 

CaL  No,  indeed. 

Soc.  And  yet  surely  swimming  saves  a  man 
from  death,  and  there  are  occasions  on  which  he 
must  know  how  to  swim.  And  if  you  despise 
the  swimmers,  I  will  tell  you  of  another  and 
greater  art,  the  art  of  the  pilot,  who  not  only 
saves  the  souls  of  men,  but  also  their  bodies  and 
properties  from  the  extremity  of  danger,  just 
like  rhetoric.  Yet  his  art  is  modest  and  unpre- 
suming:  it  has  no  airs  or  pretences  of  doing 
anything  extraordinary,  and,  in  return  for  the 
same  salvation  which  is  given  by  the  pleader, 
demands  only  two  obols,  if  he  brings  us  from 
Aegina  to  Athens,  or  for  the  longer  voyage 
from  Pontus  or  Egypt,  at  the  utmost  two  drach 
mae,  when  he  has  saved,  as  I  was  just  now  say 
ing,  the  passenger  and  his  wife  and  children 
and  goods,  and  safely  disembarked  them  at 
the  Piraeus — this  is  the  payment  which  he 
asks  in  return  for  so  great  a  boon;  and  he  who 
is  the  master  of  the  art,  and  has  done  all  this, 
gets  out  and  walks  about  on  the  sea-shore  by 
his  ship  in  an  unassuming  way.  For  he  is  able  to 
reflect  and  is  aware  that  he  cannot  tell  which  of 
his  fellow-passengers  he  has  benefited,  and 
which  of  them  he  has  injured  in  not  allowing 
them  to  be  drowned.  He  knows  that  they  are 
just  the  same  when  he  has  disembarked  them 
as  when  they  [512]  embarked,  and  not  a  whit 
better  either  in  their  bodies  or  in  their  souls; 
and  he  considers  that  if  a  man  who  is  afflicted 
by  great  and  incurable  bodily  diseases  is  only  to 
be  pitied  for  having  escaped,  and  is  in  no  way 
benefited  by  him  in  having  been  saved  from 
drowning,  much  less  he  who  has  great  and  in 
curable  diseases,  not  of  the  body,  but  of  the 
soul,  which  is  the  more  valuable  part  of  him; 
neither  is  life  worth  having  nor  of  any  profit 
to  the  bad  man,  whether  he  be  delivered  from 
the  sea,  or  the  law-courts,  or  any  other  devour- 
er — and  so  he  reflects  that  such  a  one  had  bet 
ter  not  live,  for  he  cannot  live  well.1 

And  this  is  the  reason  why  the  pilot,  although 
he  is  our  saviour,  is  not  usually  conceited,  any 
more  than  the  engineer,  who  is  not  at  all  be 
hind  either  the  general,  or  the  pilot,  or  any  one 
1  Cf.  Republic,  lii.  407. 
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else,  in  his  saving  power,  for  he  sometimes 
saves  whole  cities.  Is  there  any  comparison  be 
tween  him  and  the  pleader?  And  if  he  were  to 
talk,  Callicles,  in  your  grandiose  style,  he  would 
bury  you  under  a  mountain  of  words,  declaring 
and  insisting  that  we  ought  all  of  us  to  he  en 
gine-makers,  and  that  no  other  profession  is 
worth  thinking  about;  he  would  have  plenty 
to  say.  Nevertheless  you  despise  him  and  his 
art,  and  sneeringly  call  him  an  engine-maker, 
and  you  will  not  allow  your  daughters  to  marry 
his  son,  or  marry  your  son  to  his  daughters.  And 
yet,  on  your  principle,  what  justice  or  reason 
is  there  in  your  refusal?  What  right  have  you 
to  despise  the  engine-maker,  and  the  others 
whom  I  was  just  now  mentioning?  I  know 
that  you  will  say,  "I  am  better,  and  better  born." 
But  if  the  better  is  not  what  I  say,  and  virtue 
consists  only  in  a  man  saving  himself  and  his, 
whatever  may  be  his  character,  then  your  cen 
sure  of  the  engine-maker,  and  of  the  physician, 
and  of  the  other  arts  of  salvation,  is  ridiculous. 
O  my  friend !  I  want  you  to  see  that  the  noble 
and  the  good  may  possibly  be  something  differ 
ent  from  saving  and  being  saved: — May  not  he 
who  is  truly  a  man  cease  to  care  about  living  a 
certain  time? — he  knows,  as  women  say,  that 
no  man  can  escape  fate,  and  therefore  he  is  not 
fond  of  life;  he  leaves  all  that  with  God,  and 
considers  in  what  way  he  can  best  spend  his  ap 
pointed  term — whether  by  assimilating  him 
self  to  the  constitution  under  which  he  lives, 
[5*3]  as  y°u  at  tnis  moment  have  to  consider 
how  you  may  become  as  like  as  possible  to  the 
Athenian  people,  if  you  mean  to  be  in  their 
good  graces,  and  to  have  power  in  the  state; 
whereas  I  want  you  to  think  and  see  whether 
this  is  for  the  interest  of  either  of  us — I  would 
not  have  us  risk  that  which  is  dearest  on  the 
acquisition  of  this  power,  like  the  Thessalian 
enchantresses,  who,  as  they  say,  bring  down  the 
moon  f  rorn  heaven  at  the  risk  of  their  own  per 
dition.  But  if  you  suppose  that  any  man  will 
show  you  the  art  of  becoming  great  in  the  city, 
and  yet  not  conforming  yourself  to  the  ways  of 
the  city,  whether  for  better  or  worse,  then  I  can 
only  say  that  you  are  mistaken,  Callicles;  for  he 
who  would  deserve  to  be  the  true  natural 
friend  of  the  Athenian  Demus,  aye,  or  of  Pyri- 
lampes'  darling  who  is  called  after  them,  must 
be  by  nature  like  them,  and  not  an  imitator  on 
ly.  He,  then,  who  will  make  you  most  like 
them,  will  make  you  as  you  desire,  a  statesman 
and  orator:  for  every  man  is  pleased  when  he 
is  spoken  to  in  his  own  language  and  spirit, 
and  dislikes  any  other.  But  perhaps  you,  sweet 


Callicles,  may  be  of  another  mind.  What  do 
you  say? 

Col.  Somehow  or  other  your  words,  Socra 
tes,  always  appear  to  me  to  be  good  words;  and 
yet,  like  the  rest  of  the  world,  I  am  not  quite 
convinced  by  them.1 

Soc.  The  reason  is,  Callicles,  that  the  love  of 
Demus  which  abides  in  your  soul  is  an  adver 
sary  to  me;  but  I  dare  say  that  if  we  recur  to 
these  same  matters,  and  consider  them  more 
thoroughly,  you  may  be  convinced  for  all  that. 
Please,  then,  to  remember  that  there  are  two 
processes  of  training  all  things,  including  body 
and  soul;  in  the  one,  as  we  said,  we  treat  them 
with  a  view  to  pleasure,  and  in  the  other  with  a 
view  to  the  highest  good,  and  then  we  do  not 
indulge  but  resist  them:  was  not  that  the  dis 
tinction  which  we  drew? 

CaL  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  the  one  which  had  pleasure  in  view 
was  just  a  vulgar  flattery: — was  not  that  an 
other  of  our  conclusions? 

CaL  Be  it  so,  if  you  will  have  it. 

Soc.  And  the  other  had  in  view  the  greatest 
improvement  of  that  which  was  ministered  to, 
whether  body  or  soul? 

CaL  Quite  true. 

Soc.  And  must  we  not  have  the  same  end  in 
view  in  the  treatment  of  our  city  and  citizens  ? 
Must  we  not  try  and  make  them  as  good  as 
possible?  [514]  For  we  have  already  discovered 
that  there  is  no  use  in  imparting  to  them  any 
other  good,  unless  the  mind  of  those  who  are 
to  have  the  good,  whether  money,  or  office,  or 
any  other  sort  of  power,  be  gentle  and  good. 
Shall  we  say  that? 

CaL  Yes,  certainly,  if  you  like. 

Soc.  Well,  then,  if  you  and  I,  Callicles,  were 
intending  to  set  about  some  public  business, 
and  were  advising  one  another  to  undertake 
buildings,  such  as  walls,  docks  or  temples  of 
the  largest  size,  ought  we  not  to  examine  our 
selves,  first,  as  to  whether  we  know  or  do  not 
know  the  art  of  building,  and  who  taught  us  ? 
— would  not  that  be  necessary,  Callicles? 

CaL  True. 

Soc.  In  the  second  place,  we  should  have  to 
consider  whether  we  had  ever  constructed  any 
private  house,  either  of  our  own  or  for  our 
friends,  and  whether  this  building  of  ours  was 
a  success  or  not;  and  if  upon  consideration  we 
found  that  we  had  had  good  and  eminent  mas 
ters,  and  had  been  successful  in  constructing 
many  fine  buildings,  not  only  with  their  assist 
ance,  but  without  them,  by  our  own  unaided 
xCf.  Symposium,  216. 
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skill — in  that  case  prudence  would" not  dissuade 
us  from  proceeding  to  the  construction  of  pub 
lic  works.  But  if  we  had  no  master  to  show, 
and  only  a  number  of  worthless  buildings  or 
none  at  all,  then,  surely,  it  would  be  ridiculous 
in  us  to  attempt  public  works,  or  to  advise  one 
another  to  undertake  them.  Is  not  this  true? 

Cal.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  does  not  the  same  hold  in  all  other 
cases?  If  you  and  I  were  physicians,  and  were 
advising  one  another  that  we  were  competent 
to  practise  as  state-physicians,  should  I  not 
ask  about  you,  and  would  you  not  ask  about 
me,  Well,  but  how  about  Socrates  himself, 
has  he  good  health?  and  was  any  one  else  ever 
known  to  be  cured  by  him,  whether  slave  or 
freeman?  And  I  should  make  the  same  en 
quiries  about  you.  And  if  we  arrived  at  the  con 
clusion  that  no  one,  whether  citizen  or  stranger, 
man  or  woman,  had  ever  been  any  the  better 
for  the  medical  skill  of  either  of  us,  then,  by 
Heaven,  Callicles,  what  an  absurdity  to  think 
that  we  or  any  human  being  should  be  so  silly 
as  to  set  up  as  state-physicians  and  advise  others 
like  ourselves  to  do  the  same,  without  having 
first  practised  in  private,  whether  successfully 
or  not,  and  acquired  experience  of  the  art!  Is 
not  this,  as  they  say,  to  begin  with  the  big  jar 
when  you  are  learning  the  potter's  art;  which 
is  a  foolish  thing? 

/5/5/  Cal.  True. 

Soc.  And  now,  my  friend,  as  you  are  already 
beginning  to  be  a  public  character,  and  are  ad 
monishing  and  reproaching  me  for  not  being 
one,  suppose  that  we  ask  a  few  questions  of 
one  another. Tell  me,  then,  Callicles,  how  about 
making  any  of  the  citizens  better?  Was  there 
ever  a  man  who  was  once  vicious,  or  unjust,  or 
intemperate,  or  foolish,  and  became  by  the  help 
of  Callicles  good  and  noble?  Was  there  ever 
such  a  man,  whether  citizen  or  stranger,  slave 
or  freeman?  Tell  me,  Callicles,  if  a  person  were 
to  ask  these  questions  of  you,  what  would  you 
answer?  Whom  would  you  say  that  you  had 
improved  by  your  conversation?  There  may 
have  been  good  deeds  of  this  sort  which  were 
done  by  you  as  a  private  person,  before  you 
came  forward  in  public.  Why  will  you  not  an 
swer? 

C<z/.'You  are  contentious,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Nay,  I  ask  you,  not  -from  a  love  of  con 
tention,  but  because  I  really  want  to  know  in 
what  way  you  think  that  affairs  should  be  ad 
ministered  among  us — whether,  when  you  come 
to  the  administration  of  them,  you  have  any  oth 
er  aim  but  the  improvement  of  the  citizens? 


Have  we  not  already  admitted  many  times  over 
that  such  is  the  duty  of  a  public  man?  Nay,  we 
have  surely  said  so;  for  if  you  will  not  answer 
for  yourself  I  must  answer  for  you.  But  if  this 
is  what  the  good  man  ought  to  effect  for  the  bene 
fit  of  his  own  state,  allow  me  to  recall  to  you 
the  names  of  those  whom  you  were  just  now- 
mentioning,  Pericles,  and  Cimon,  and  Miltia- 
des,  and  Themistocles,  and  ask  whether  you 
still  think  that  they  were  good  citizens. 

Cal.ldo. 

Soc.  But  if  they  were  good,  then  clearly  each 
of  them  must  have  made  the  citizens  better  in 
stead  of  worse? 

CW.Yes. 

Soc.  And,  therefore,  when  Pericles  first  began 
to  speak  in  the  assembly,  the  Athenians  were 
not  so  good  as  when  he  spoke  last? 

Cal.  Very  likely. 

Soc.  Nay,  my  friend, "likely" is  not  the  word; 
for  if  he  was  a  good  citizen,  the  inference  is 
certain. 
-  Cal.  And  what  difference  does  that  make? 

Soc.  None;  only  I  should  like  further  to  know 
whether  the  Athenians  are  supposed  to  have 
been  made  better  by  Pericles,  or,  on  the  con 
trary,  to  have  been  corrupted  by  him;  for  I 
hear  that  he  was  the  first  who  gave  the  people 
pay,  and  made  them  idle  and  cowardly,  and  en 
couraged  them  in  the  love  of  talk  and  money. 

Cal.  You  heard  that,  Socrates,  from  the  lac- 
onising  set  who  bruise  their  ears. 

Soc.  But  what  I  am  going  to  tell  you  now  is 
not  mere  hearsay,  but  well  known  both  to  you 
and  me:  that  at  first,  Pericles  was  glorious  and 
his  character  unimpeached  by  any  verdict  of  the 
[$16]  Athenians — this  was  during  the  time 
when  they  were  not  so  good — yet  afterwards, 
when  they  had  been  made  good  and  gentle  by 
him,  at  the  very  end  of  his  life  they  convicted 
him  of  theft,  and  almost  put  him  to  death, 
clearly  under  the  notion  that  he  was  a  malefac 
tor. 

Cal.  Well,  but  how  does  that  prove  Pericles' 
badness  ? 

Soc.  Why,  surely  you  would  say  that  he  was 
a  bad  manager  of  asses  or  horses  or  oxen,  who 
had  received  them  originally  neither  kicking 
nor  butting  nor  biting  him,  and  implanted  in 
them  all  these  savage  tricks?  Would  he  not  be 
a  bad  manager  of  any  animals  who  received 
them  gentle,  and  made  them  fiercer  than  they 
were  when  he  received  them?  What  do  you 
say? 

Cal.  I  will  do  you  the  favour  of  saying  "yes." 
Soc.  And  will  you  also  do  me  the  favour  of 
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saying  whether  man  is  an  animal? 

Cal.  Certainly  he  is. 

Soc.  And  was  not  Periclesa  shepherd  of  men? 

Cal.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  if  he  was  a  good  political  shepherd, 
ought  not  the  animals  who  were  his  subjects, 
as  we  were  just  now  acknowledging,  to  have 
become  more  just,  and  not  more  unjust? 

Cal.  Quite  true. 

Soc.  And  are  not  just  men  gentle,  as  Homer 
says? — or  are  you  of  another  mind? 

Cal.  I  agree. 

Soc.  And  yet  he  really  did  make  them  more 
savage  than  he  received  them,  and  their  savage- 
ness  was  shown  towards  himself ;  which  he  must 
have  been  very  far  from  desiring. 

Cal.  Do  you  want  me  to  agree  with  you? 

Soc.  Yes,  if  I  seem  to  you  to  speak  the  truth. 

Cal.  Granted  then. 

Soc.  And  if  they  were  more  savage,  must  they 
not  have  been  more  unjust  and  inferior? 

Cal.  Granted  again. 

Soc.  Then  upon  this  view,  Pericles  was  not  a 
good  statesman? 

Cal.  That  is,  upon  your  view. 

Soc.  Nay,  the  view  is  yours,  after  what  you 
have  admitted.  Take  the  case  of  Cimon  again. 
Did  not  the  very  persons  whom  he  was  serv 
ing  ostracize  him,  in  order  that  they  might  not 
hear  his  voice  for  ten  years?  and  they  did  just 
the  same  to  Themistocles,  adding  the  penalty 
of  exile;  and  they  voted  that  Miltiades,  the  hero 
of  Marathon,  should  be  thrown  into  the  pit  of 
death,  and  he  was  only  saved  by  the  Prytanis. 
And  yet,  if  they  had  been  really  good  men,  as 
you  say,  these  things  would  never  have  hap 
pened  to  them.  For  the  good  charioteers  are 
not  those  who  at  first  keep  their  place,  and 
then,  when  they  have  broken-ia  their  horses, 
and  themselves  become  better  charioteers,  are 
thrown  out — that  is  not  the  way  either  in  char 
ioteering  or  in  any  profession — What  do  you 
think? 

Cal.  I  should  think  not. 

[5*7]  $oc~  Well,  but  if  so,  the  truth  is  as  I 
have  said  already,  that  in  the  Athenian  State 
no  one  has  ever  shown  himself  to  be  a  good 
statesman — you  admitted  that  this  was  true  of 
our  present  statesmen,  but  not  true  of  former 
ones,  and  you  preferred  them  to  the  others;  yet 
they  have  turned  out  to  be  no  better  than  our 
present  ones;  and  therefore,  if  they  were  rheto 
ricians,  they  did  not  use  the  true  art  of  rhetoric 
or  of  flattery,  or  they  would  not  have  fallen  out 
of  favour. 

Cal.  But  $urely?  Socyates?  up  living  man  ever 


came  near  any  one  of  them  in  his  performances. 

Soc.  O,  my  dear  friend,  I  say  nothing  against 
them  regarded  as  the  serving-men  of  the  State; 
and  I  do  think  that  they  were  certainly  more 
serviceable  than  those  who  are  living  now,  and 
better  able  to  gratify  the  wishes  of  the  State; 
but  as  to  transforming  those  desires  and  not  al 
lowing  them  to  have  their  way,  and  using  the 
powers  which  they  had,  whether  of  persuasion 
or  of  force,  in  the  improvement  of  their  fellow- 
citizens,  which  is  the  prime  object  of  the  truly 
good  citizen,  I  do  not  see  that  in  these  respects 
they  were  a  whit  superior  to  our  present  states 
men,  although  I  do  admit  that  they  were  more 
clever  at  providing  ships  and  walls  and  docks, 
and  all  that.  You  and  I  have  a  ridiculous  way, 
for  during  the  whole  time  that  we  are  arguing, 
we  are  always  going  round  and  round  to  the 
same  point,  and  constantly  misunderstanding 
one  another.  If  I  am  not  mistaken,  you  have  ad 
mitted  and  acknowledged  more  than  once,  that 
there  are  two  kinds  of  operations  which  have 
to  do  with  the  body,  and  two  which  have  to  do 
with  the  soul:  one  of  the  two  is  ministerial,  and 
if  our  bodies  are  hungry  provides  food  for 
them,  and  if  they  are  thirsty  gives  them  drink, 
or  if  they  are  cold  supplies  them  with  garments, 
blankets,  shoes,  and  all  that  they  crave.  I  use 
the  same  images  as  before  intentionally,  in  order 
that  you  may  understand  me  the  better.  The 
purveyor  of  the  articles  may  provide  them  ei 
ther  wholesale  or  retail,  or  he  may  be  the  maker 
of  any  of  them, — the  baker,  or  the  cook,  or  the 
weaver,  or  the  shoemaker,  or  the  currier;  and 
in  so  doing,  being  such  as  he  is,  he  is  naturally 
supposed  by  himself  and  every  one  to  minister 
to  the  body.  For  none  of  them  know  that  there 
is  another  art — an  art  of  gymnastic  and  medi 
cine  which  is  the  true  minister  of  the  body,  and 
ought  to  be  the  mistress  of  all  the  rest,  and  to 
use  their  results  according  to  the  knowledge 
which  she  has  and  they  have  not,  of  the  real 
good  or  bad  effects  of  meats  and  drinks  on  the 
body.  [518]  All  other  arts  which  have  to  do 
with  the  body  are  servile  and  menial  an.d  illiber 
al;  and  gymnastic  and  medicine  are,  as  they 
ought  to  be,  their  mistresses. 

Now,  when  I  say  that  all  this  is  equally  true 
of  the  soul,  you  seem  at  first  to  know  and  under 
stand  and  assent  to  my  words,  and  then  a  little 
while  afterwards  you  come  repeating.  Has  not 
the  State  had  good  and  noble  citizens?  andwherj 
I  ask  you  who  they  are,  you  reply,  seemingly 
quite  in  earnest,  as  if  I  had  asked,  Who  are  or 
have  been  good  trainers? — and  you  had  replied, 
Thearion,  the  baker,  Mithoecus,  who  wrote  the 
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Sicilian  cookery-book,  Sarambus,  the  vintner: 
these  are  ministers  of  the  body,  first-rate  in  their 
art;  for  the  first  makes  admirable  loaves,  the 
second  excellent  dishes,  and  the  third  capital 
wine — to  me  these  appear  to  be  the  exact  paral 
lel  of  the  statesmen  whom  you  mention.  Now 
you  would  not  be  altogether  pleased  if  I  said  to 
you,  My  friend,  you  know  nothing  of  gymnas 
tics;  those  of  whom  you  are  speaking  to  me  are 
only  the  ministers  and  purveyors  of  luxury,  who 
have  no  good  or  noble  notions  of  their  art,  and 
may  very  likely  be  filling  and  fattening  men's 
bodies  and  gaining  their  approval,  although  the 
result  is  that  they  lose  their  original  flesh  in  the 
long  run,  and  become  thinner  than  they  were 
before;  and  yet  they,  in  their  simplicity,  will 
not  attribute  their  diseases  and  loss  of  flesh  to 
their  entertainers;  but  when  in  after  years  the 
unhealthy  surfeit  brings  the  attendant  penalty 
of  disease,  he  who  happens  to  be  near  them  at 
the  time,  and  offers  them  advice,  is  accused  and 
blamed  by  them,  and  if  they  could  they  would 
do  him  some  harm;  while  they  proceed  to  eu 
logize  the  men  who  have  been  the  real  authors 
of  the  mischief. 

And  that,  Callicles,  is  just  what  you  are  now 
doing.  You  praise  the  men  who  feasted  the 
citizens  and  satisfied  their  desires,  and  people 
say  that  they  have  made  the  city  great,  not  see 
ing  that  the  swollen  and  ulcerated  condition  of 
the  State  is  to  be  attributed  to  these  elder  states 
men;  for  they  have  filled  the  city  full  of  har 
bours  and  docks  and  walls  and  revenues  and 
all  that,  [519]  and  have  left  no  room  for  justice 
and  temperance.  And  when  the  crisis  of  the  dis 
order  comes,  the  people  will  blame  the  advisers 
of  the  hour,  and  applaud  Themistocles  and  Ci- 
mon  and  Pericles,  who  are  the  real  authors  of 
their  calamities;  and  if  you  are  not  careful  they 
may  assail  you  and  my  friend  Alcibiades,  when 
they  are  losing  not  only  their  new  acquisitions, 
but  also  their  original  possessions;  not  that  you 
are  the  authors  of  these  misfortunes  of  theirs, 
although  you  may  perhaps  be  accessories  to 
them.  A  great  piece  of  work  is  always  being 
made,  as  I  see  and  am  told,  now  as  of  old, 
about  our  statesmen.  When  the  State  treats  any 
of  them  as  malefactors,  I  observe  that  there  is 
a  great  uproar  and  indignation  at  the  supposed 
wrong  which  is  done  to  them;  "after  all  their 
many  services  to  the  State,  that  they  should  un 
justly  perish" — so  the  tale  runs.  But  the  cry  is 
all  a  lie;  for  no  statesman  ever  could  be  unjust 
ly  put  to  death  by  the  city  of  which  he  is  the 
head.  The  case  of  the  professed  statesman  is,  I 
believe,  very  much  like  that  of  the  professed 


sophist;  for  the  sophists,  although  they  are  wise 
men,  are  nevertheless  guilty  of  a  strange  piece 
of  folly;  professing  to  be  teachers  of  virtue,  they 
will  often  accuse  their  disciples  of  wronging 
them,  and  defrauding  them  of  their  pay,  and 
showing  no  gratitude  for  their  services.  Yet 
what  can  be  more  absurd  than  that  men  who 
have  become  just  and  good,  and  whose  injustice 
has  been  taken  away  from  them,  and  who  have 
had  justice  implanted  in  them  by  their  teachers, 
should  act  unjustly  by  reason  of  the  injustice 
which  is  not  in  them?  Can  anything  be  more 
irrational,  my  friends,  than  this?  You,  Callicles, 
compel  me  to  be  a  mob-orator,  because  you  will 
not  answer. 

CaL  And  you  are  the  man  who  cannot  speak 
unless  there  is  some  one  to  answer? 

Soc.  I  suppose  that  I  can;  just  now,  at  any 
rate,  the  speeches  which  I  am  making  are  long 
enough  because  you  refuse  to  answer  me.  But 
I  adjure  you  by  the  god  of  friendship,  my  good 
sir,  do  tell  me  whether  there  does  not  appear  to 
you  to  be  a  great  inconsistency  in  saying  that 
you  have  made  a  man  good,  and  then  blaming 
him  for  being  bad  ? 

CaL  Yes,  it  appears  so  to  me. 

[520]  Soc.  Do  you  never  hear  our  professors 
of  education  speaking  in  this  inconsistent  man 
ner  ? 

CaL  Yes,  but  why  talk  of  men  who  are  good 
for  nothing? 

Soc.  I  would  rather  say,  why  talk  of  men 
who  profess  to  be  rulers,  and  declare  that  they 
are  devoted  to  the  improvement  of  the  city,  and 
nevertheless  upon  occasion  declaim  against  the 
utter  vileness  of  the  city: — do  you  think  that 
there  is  any  difference  between  one  and  the  oth 
er?  My  good  friend,  the  sophist  and  the  rheto 
rician,  as  I  was  saying  to  Polus,  are  the  same,  or 
nearly  the  same;  but  you  ignorantly  fancy  that 
rhetoric  is  a  perfect  thing,  and  sophistry  a  thing 
to  be  despised;  whereas  the  truth  is,  that  soph 
istry  is  as  much  superior  to  rhetoric  as  legisla 
tion  is  to  the  practice  of  law,  or  gymnastic  to 
medicine.  The  orators  and  sophists,  as  I  am 
inclined  to  think,  are  the  only  class  who  can 
not  complain  of  the  mischief  ensuing  to  them 
selves  from  that  which  they  teach  others,  with 
out  in  the  same  breath  accusing  themselves  of 
having  done  no  good  to  those  whom  they  pro 
fess  to  benefit.  Is  not  this  a  fact? 

CaL  Certainly  it  is. 

Soc.  If  they  were  right  in  saying  that  they 
make  men  better,  then  they  are  the  only  class 
who  can  afford  to  leave  their  remuneration  to 
those  who  have  been  benefited  by  them.  Where- 


GORGIAS 


291 


as  if  a  man  has  been  benefited  in  any  other  way, 
if,  for  example,  he  has  been  taught  to  run  by  a 
trainer,  he  might  possibly  defraud  him  of  his 
pay,  if  the  trainer  left  the  matter  to  him,  and 
made  no  agreement  with  him  that  he  should 
receive  money  as  soon  as  he  had  given  him  the 
utmost  speed;  for  not  because  of  any  deficiency 
of  speed  do  men  act  unjustly,  but  by  reason  of 
injustice. 

Cat.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  he  who  removes  injustice  can  be 
in  no  danger  of  being  treated  unjusdy :  he  alone 
can  safely  leave  the  honorarium  to  his  pupils, 
if  he  be  really  able  to  make  them  good — am  I 
not  right?1 

Cal.  Yes. 

Soc.  Then  we  have  found  the  reason  why 
there  is  no  dishonour  in  a  man  receiving  pay 
who  is  called  in  to  advise  about  building  or  any 
other  art? 

Cal.  Yes,  we  have  found  the  reason. 

Soc.  But  when  the  point  is,  how  a  man  may 
become  best  himself,  and  best  govern  his  fam 
ily  and  state,  then  to  say  that  you  will  give  no 
advice  gratis  is  held  to  be  dishonourable? 

Cal.  True. 

Soc.  And  why  ?  Because  only  such  benefits  call 
forth  a  desire  to  requite  them,  and  there  is 
evidence  that  a  benefit  has  been  conferred  when 
the  benefactor  receives  a  return;  otherwise  not. 
Is  this  true  ? 

Cal.  It  is. 

[521]  Soc.  Then  to  which  service  of  the  State 
do  you  invite  me?  determine  for  me.  Am  I  to  be 
the  physician  of  the  State  who  will  strive  and 
struggle  to  make  the  Athenians  as  good  as  pos 
sible;  or  am  I  to  be  the  servant  and  flatterer  of 
the  State?  Speak  out,  my  good  friend,  freely 
and  fairly  as  you  did  at  first  and  ought  to  do 
again,  and  tell  me  your  entire  mind. 

Cal.  I  say  then  that  you  should  be  the  servant 
of  the  State. 

Soc.  The  flatterer?  well,  sir,  that  is  a  noble  in 
vitation. 

Cal.  The  Mysian,  Socrates,  or  what  you 
please.  For  if  you  refuse,  the  consequences  will 
be— 

Soc.  Do  not  repeat  the  old  story — that  he  who 
likes  will  kill  me  and  get  rny  money;  for  then 
I  shall  have  to  repeat  the  old  answer,  that  he 
will  be  a  bad  man  and  will  kill  the  good,  and 
that  the  money  will  be  of  no  use  to  him,  but  that 
he  will  wrongly  use  that  which  he  wrongly 
took,  and  if  wrongly,  basely,  and  if  basely,  hurt- 
fully. 

1  Cf .  Protagoras,  328. 


Cal.  How  confident  you  are,  Socrates,  that 
you  will  never  come  to  harm !  you  seem  to  think 
that  you  are  living  in  another  country,  and  can 
never  be  brought  into  a  court  of  justice,  as  you 
very  likely  may  be  brought  by  some  miserable 
and  mean  person. 

Soc.  Then  I  must  indeed  be  a  fool,  Calliclcs, 
if  I  do  not  know  that  in  the  Athenian  State  any 
man  may  suffer  anything.  And  if  I  am  brought 
to  trial  and  incur  the  dangers  of  which  you 
speak,  he  will  be  a  villain  who  brings  me  to 
trial — of  that  I  am  very  sure,  for  no  good  man 
would  accuse  the  innocent.  Nor  shall  I  be  sur 
prised  if  I  am  put  to  death.  Shall  I  tell  you  why 
I  anticipate  this? 

Cal.  By  all  means. 

Soc.  I  think  that  I  am  the  only  or  almost  the 
only  Athenian  living  who  practises  the  true  art 
of  politics;  I  am  the  only  politician  of  my  time. 
Now,  seeing  that  when  I  speak  my  words  are 
not  uttered  with  any  view  of  gaining  favour, 
and  that  I  look  to  what  is  best  and  not  to  what 
is  most  pleasant,  having  no  mind  to  use  those 
arts  and  graces  which  you  recommend,  I  shall 
have  nothing  to  say  in  the  justice  court.  And 
you  might  argue  with  me,  as  I  was  arguing  with 
Polus: — I  shall  be  tried  just  as  a  physician  would 
be  tried  in  a  court  of  little  boys  at  the  indict 
ment  of  the  cook.  What  would  he  reply  under 
such  circumstances,  if  some  one  were  to  accuse 
him,  saying,  "O  my  boys,  many  evil  things  has 
this  man  done  to  you:  he  is  the  death  of  you, 
especially  of  the  younger  ones  among  you,  cut 
ting  and  burning  and  starving  and  suffocating 
you,  [522]  until  you  know  not  what  to  do;  he 
gives  you  the  bitterest  potions,  and  compels  you 
to  hunger  and  thirst.  How  unlike  the  variety 
of  meats  and  sweets  on  which  I  feasted  you!" 
What  do  you  suppose  that  the  physician  would 
be  able  to  reply  when  he  found  himself  in  such 
a  predicament?  If  he  told  the  truth  he  could 
only  say,  "All  these  evil  things,  my  boys,  I  did 
for  your  health,"  and  then  would  there  not 
just  be  a  clamour  among  a  jury  like  that?  How 
they  would  cry  out ! 

Cal.  I  dare  say. 

Soc.  Would  he  not  be  utterly  at  a  loss  for  a 
reply? 

Cal.  He  certainly  would. 

Soc.  And  I  too  shall  be  treated  in  the  same 
way,  as  I  well  know,  if  I  am  brought  before  the 
court.  For  I  shall  not  be  able  to  rehearse  to  the 
people  the  pleasures  which  I  have  procured  for 
them,  and  which,  although  I  am  not  disposed 
to  envy  either  the  procurers  orenjoyers  of  them, 
are  deemed  by  them  to  be  benefits  and  advan- 
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tages.  And  if  any  one  says  that  I  corrupt  young 
men,  and  perplex  their  minds,  or  that  I  speak 
evil  of  old  men,  and  use  bitter  words  towards 
them,  whether  in  private  or  public,  it  is  useless 
for  me  to  reply,  as  I  truly  might: — "All  this  I  do 
for  the  sake  of  justice,  and  with  a  view  to  your 
interest,  my  judges,  and  to  nothing  else."  And 
therefore  there  is  no  saying  what  may  happen 
tome. 

CaL  And  do  you  think,  Socrates,  that  a  man 
who  is  thus  defenceless  is  in  a  good  position? 

Sac.  Yes,  Callicles,  if  he  have  that  defence, 
which  as  you  have  often  acknowledged  he 
should  have — if  he  be  his  own  defence,  and 
have  never  said  or  done  anything  wrong,  either 
in  respect  of  gods  or  men;  and  this  has  been  re 
peatedly  acknowledged  by  us  to  be  the  best 
sort  of  defence.  And  if  anyone  could  convict  me 
of  inability  to  defend  myself  or  others  after 
this  sort,  I  should  blush  for  shame,  whether  I 
was  convicted  before  many,  or  before  a  few,  or 
by  myself  alone;  and  if  I  died  from  want  of 
ability  to  do  so,  that  would  indeed  grieve  me. 
But  if  I  died  because  I  have  no  powers  of  flat 
tery  or  rhetoric,  I  am  very  sure  that  you  would 
not  find  me  repining  at  death.  For  no  man  who 
is  not  an  utter  fool  and  coward  isafraid  of  death 
itself,  but  he  is  afraid  of  doing  wrong.  For  to  go 
to  the  world  below  having  one's  soul  full  of  in 
justice  is  the  last  and  worst  of  all  evils.  And  in 
proof  of  what  I  say,  if  you  have  no  objection, 
I  should  like  to  tell  you  a  story. 

CaL  Very  well,  proceed;  and  then  we  shall 
have  done. 

[523]  Soc,  Listen,  then,  as  story-tellers  say, 
to  a  very  pretty  tale,  which  I  dare  say  that  you 
may  be  disposed  to  regard  as  a  fable  only,  but 
which,  as  I  believe,  is  a  true  tale,  for  I  mean  to 
speak  the  truth.  Homer  tells  us,  how  Zeus  and 
Poseidon  and  Pluto  divided  the  empire  which 
they  inherited  from  their  father.  Now  in  the 
days  of  Cronos  there  existed  a  law  respecting 
the  destiny  of  man,  which  has  always  been,  and 
still  continues  to  be  in  Heaven — that  he  who 
has  lived  all  his  life  in  justice  and  holiness  shall 
go,  when  he  is  dead,  to  the  Islands  of  the  Blessed, 
and  dwell  there  in  perfect  happiness  out  of  the 
reach  of  evil;  but  that  he  who  has  lived  unjust 
ly  and  impiously  shall  go  to  the  house  of  venge 
ance  and  punishment,  which  is  called  Tar 
tarus.  And  in  the  time  of  Cronos,  and  even 
quite  lately  in  the  reign  of  Zeus,  the  judgment 
was  given  on  the  very  day  on  which  the  men 
were  to  die;  the  judges  were  alive,  and  the 
men  were  alive;  and  the  consequence  was  that 
the  judgments  were  not  well  given.  Then  Pluto 


and  the  authorities  from  the  Islands  of  the 
Blessed  came  to  Zeus,  and  said  that  the  souls 
found  their  way  to  the  wrong  places.  Zeus 
said:  "I  shall  put  a  stop  to  this;  the  judgments 
are  not  well  given,  because  the  persons  who  are 
judged  have  their  clothes  on,  for  they  are  alive; 
and  there  are  many  who,  having  evil  souls,  are 
apparelled  in  fair  bodies,  or  encased  in  wealth 
or  rank,  and,  when  the  day  of  judgment  arrives, 
numerous  witnesses  come  forward  and  testify 
on  their  behalf  that  they  have  lived  righteously. 
The  judges  are  awed  by  them,  and  they  them 
selves  too  have  their  clothes  on  when  judging; 
their  eyes  and  ears  and  their  whole  bodies  are 
interposed  as  a  veil  before  their  own  souls.  All 
this  is  a  hindrance  to  them;  there  are  the  clothes 
of  the  judges  and  the  clothes  of  the  judged— 
What  is  to  be  done?  I  will  tell  you: — In  the 
first  place,  I  will  deprive  men  of  the  foreknowl 
edge  of  death,  which  they  possess  at  present: 
this  power  which  they  have  Prometheus  has 
already  received  my  orders  to  take  from  them: 
in  the  second  place,  they  shall   be  entirely 
stripped  before  they  are  judged,  for  they  shall 
be  judged  when  they  are  dead;  and  the  judge 
too  shall  be  naked,  that  is  to  say,  dead — he 
with  his  naked  soul  shall  pierce  into  the  other 
naked  souls;  and  they  shall  die  suddenly  and 
be  deprived  of  all  their  kindred,  and  leave  their 
brave  attire  strewn  upon  the  earth — conducted 
in  this  manner,  the  judgment  will  be  just.  I 
knew  all  about  the  matter  before  any  of  you, 
and  therefore  I  have  made  my  sons  judges;  two 
from  Asia,  Minos  and  Rhadamanthus,  and  one 
from  Europe,  [524]  Aeacus.  And  these,  when 
they  are  dead,  shall  give  judgment  in  the  mead 
ow  at  the  parting  of  the  ways,  whence  the  two 
roads  lead,  one  to  the  Islands  of  the  Blessed,  and 
the  other  to  Tartarus.  Rhadamanthus  shall 
judge  those  who  come  from  Asia,  and  Aeacus 
those  who  come  from  Europe.  And  to  Minos  I 
shall  give  the  primacy,  and  he  shall  hold  a  court 
of  appeal,  in  case  either  of  the  two  others  are 
in  any  doubt: — then  the  judgment  respecting 
the  last  journey  of  men  will  be  as  just  as  possi 
ble." 

From  this  tale,  Callicles,  which  I  have  heard 
and  believe,  I  draw  the  following  inferences: — 
Death,  if  I  am  right,  is  in  the  first  place  the  sep 
aration  from  one  another  of  two  things,  soul 
and  body;  nothing  else.  And  after  they  are  sep 
arated  they  retain  their  several  natures,  as  in 
life;  the  body  keeps  the  same  habit,  and  the  re 
sults  of  treatment  or  accident  are  distinctly  vis 
ible  in  it:  for  example,  he  who  by  nature  or 
training  or  both,  was  a  tall  man  while  he  Was 
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alive,  will  remain  as  he  was,  after  he  is  dead; 
and  the  fat  man  will  remain  fat;  and  so  on;  and 
the  dead  man,  who  in  life  had  a  fancy  to  have 
flowing  hair,  will  have  flowing  hair.  And  if  he 
was  marked  with  the  whip  and  had  the  prints 
o£  the  scourge,  or  of  wounds  in  him  when  he 
was  alive,  you  might  see  the  same  in  the  dead 
body;  and  if  his  limbs  were  broken  or  misshap 
en  when  he  was  alive,  the  same  appearance 
would  be  visible  in  the  dead.  And  in  a  word, 
whatever  was  the  habit  of  the  body  during  life 
would  be  distinguishable  after  death,  either 
perfectly,  or  in  a  great  measure  and  for  a  cer 
tain  time.  And  I  should  imagine  that  this  is 
equally  true  of  the  soul,  Callicles;  when  a  man 
is  stripped  of  the  body,  all  the  natural  or  ac 
quired  affections  of  the  soul  are  laid  open  to 
view.  And  when  they  come  to  the  judge,  as 
those  from  Asia  come  to  Rhadamanthus,  he 
places  them  near  him  and  inspects  them  quite 
impartially,  not  knowing  whose  the  soul  is: 
perhaps  he  may  lay  hands  on  the  soul  of  the 
great  king,  or  of  some  other  king  or  potentate, 
who  has  no  soundness  in  him,  but  his  soul  is 
marked  with  the  whip,  and  is  full  of  the  prints 
and  scars  of  perjuries  and  crimes  with  which 
each  action  has  stained  him,  [525]  and  he  is 
all  crooked  with  falsehood  and  imposture,  and 
has  no  straightness,  because  he  has  lived  with 
out  truth.  Him  Rhadamanthus  beholds,  full  of 
all  deformity  and  disproportion,  which  is  caused 
by  licence  and  luxury  and  insolence  and  incon 
tinence,  and  despatches  him  ignominiously  to 
his  prison,  and  there  he  undergoes  the  -punish 
ment  which  he  deserves. 

Now  the  proper  office  of  punishment  is  two 
fold:  he  who  is  rightly  punished  ought  either 
to  become  better  and  profit  by  it,  or  he  ought 
to  be  made  an  example  to  his  fellows,  that  they 
may  see  what  he  suffers,  and  fear  and  become 
better.  Those  who  are  improved  when  they  are 
punished  by  gods  and  men,  are  those  whose  sins 
are  curable;  and  they  are  improved,  as  in  this 
world  so  also  in  another,  by  pain  and  suffering; 
for  there  is  no  other  way  in  which  they  can  be 
delivered  from  their  evil.  But  they  who  have 
been  guilty  of  the  worst  crimes,  and  are  incur 
able  by  reason  of  their  crimes,  are  made  exam 
ples;  for,  as  they  are  incurable,  the  time  has 
passed  at  which  they  can  receive  any  benefit. 
They  get  no  good  themselves,  but  others  get 
good  when  they  behold  them  enduring  for  ever 
the  most  terrible  and  painful  and  fearful  suffer 
ings  as  the  penalty  of  their  sins — there  they  are, 
hanging  up  as  examples,  in  the  prison-house  of 
the  world  below,  a  spectacle  and  a  warning  to 


all  unrighteous  men  who  come  thither.  And 
among  them,  as  I  confidently  affirm,  will  be 
found  Archelaus,  if  Polus  truly  reports  of  him, 
and  any  other  tyrant  who  is  like  him.  Of  these 
fearful  examples,  most,  as  I  believe,  are  taken 
from  the  class  of  tyrants  and  kings  and  poten 
tates  and  public  men,  for  they  are  the  authors 
of  the  greatest  and  most  impious  crimes,  be 
cause  they  have  the  power.  And  Homer  wit 
nesses  to  the  truth  of  this;  for  they  are  always 
kings  and  potentates  whom  he  has  described  as 
suffering  everlasting  punishment  in  the  world 
below:  such  were  Tantalus  and  Sisyphus  and 
Tityus.  But  no  one  ever  described  Thersites,  or 
any  private  person  who  was  a  villain,  as  suffer 
ing  everlasting  punishment,  or  as  incurable. 
For  to  commit  the  worst  crimes,  as  lam  inclined 
to  think,  was  not  in  his  power,  and  he  was  hap 
pier  than  those  who  had  the  power.  No,  Cal 
licles,  ^5267  the  very  bad  men  come  from  the 
class  of  those  who  have  power.1  And  yet  in  that 
very  class  there  may  arise  good  men,  and  worthy 
of  all  admiration  they  are,  for  where  there  is 
great  power  to  do  wrong,  to  live  and  to  die  just 
ly  is  a  hard  thing,  and  greatly  to  be  praised,  and 
few  there  are  who  attain  to  this.  Such  good  and 
true  men,  however,  there  have  been,  and  will 
be  again,  at  Athens  and  in  other  states,  who 
have  fulfilled  their  trust  righteously;  and  there 
is  one  who  is  quite  famous  all  over  Hellas, 
Aristeides,  the  son  of  Lysimachus.  But,  in  gen 
eral,  great  men  are  also  bad,  my  friend. 

As  I  was  saying,  Rhadamanthus,  when  he 
gets  a  soul  of  the  bad  kind,  knows  nothing 
about  him,  neither  who  he  is,  nor  who  his  par 
ents  are;  he  knows  only  that  he  has  got  hold  of 
a  villain;  and  seeing  this,  he  stamps  him  as  cur 
able  or  incurable,  and  sends  him  away  to  Tarta 
rus,  whither  he  goes  and  receives  his  proper  rec 
ompense.  Or,  again,  he  looks  with  admiration 
on  the  soul  of  some  just  one  who  has  lived  in 
holiness  and  truth;  he  may  have  been  a  private 
man  or  not;  and  I  should  say,  Callicles,  that  he 
is  most  likely  to  have  been  a  philosopher  who 
has  done  his  own  work,  and  not  troubled  him 
self  with  the  doings  of  other  men  in  his  lifetime; 
him  Rhadamanthus  sends  to  the  Islands  of  the 
Blessed.  Aeacus  does  the  same;  and  they  both 
have  sceptres,  and  judge;  but  Minos  alone  has 
a  golden  sceptre  and  is  seated  looking  on,  as 
Odysseus  in  Homer  declares  that  he  saw  him: 

Holding  a  sceptte  of  gold,  and  giving  laws  to 
the  dead. 

Now  I,  Callicles,  am  persuaded  of  the  truth  of 
1  Cf.  Republic,  x.  615. 
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these  things,  and  I  consider  how  I  shall  present 
my  soul  whole  and  undefiled  before  the  judge  in 
that  day.  Renouncing  the  honours  at  which 
the  world  aims,  I  desire  only  to  know  the  truth, 
and  to  live  as  well  as  I  can,  and,  when  I  die,  to 
die  as  well  as  I  can.  And,  to  the  utmost  of  my 
power,  I  exhort  all  other  men  to  do  the  same. 
And,  in  return  for  your  exhortation  of  me,  I 
exhort  you  also  to  take  part  in  the  great  combat, 
which  is  the  combat  of  life,  and  greater  than 
every  other  earthly  conflict.  And  I  retort  your 
reproach  of  me,  and  say,  that  you  will  not  be 
able  to  help  yourself  when  the  day  of  trial  and 
judgment,  of  which  I  was  speaking,  comes  up 
on  you;  you  will  go  before  the  judge,  [52,7]  the 
son  of  Aegina,  and,  when  he  has  got  you  in  his 
grip  and  is  carrying  you  off,  you  will  gape  and 
your  head  will  swim  round,  just  as  mine  would 
in  the  courts  of  this  world,  and  very  likely  some 
one  will  shamefully  box  you  on  the  ears,  and 
put  upon  you  any  sort  of  insult. 

Perhaps  this  may  appear  to  you  to  be  only  an 
old  wife's  tale,  which  you  will  contemn.  And 
there  might  be  reason  in  your  contemning  such 
tales,  if  by  searching  we  could  find  out  anything 
better  or  truer:  but  now  you  see  that  you  and 
.  Polus  and  Gorgias,  who  are  the  three  wisest  of 
the  Greeks  of  our  day,  are  not  able  to  show  that 
we  ought  to  live  any  life  which  does  not  profit 
in  another  world  as  well  as  in  this.  And  of  all 
that  has  been  said,  nothing  remains  unshaken 
but  the  saying,  that  to  do  injustice  is  more  to 
be  avoided  than  to  suffer  injustice,  and  that  the 
reality  and  not  the  appearance  of  virtue  is  to 


be  followed  above  all  things,  as  well  in  public 
as  in  private  life;  and  that  when  any  one  has 
been  wrong  in  anything,  he  is  to  be  chastised, 
and  that  the  next  best  thing  to  a  man  being  just 
is  that  he  should  become  just,  and  be  chastised 
and  punished;  also  that  he  should  avoid  all  flat 
tery  of  himself  as  well  as  of  others,  of  the  few 
or  of  the  many:  and  rhetoric  and  any  other  art 
should  be  used  by  him,  and  all  his  actions  should 
be  done  always,  with  a  view  to  justice. 
.  Follow  me  then,  and  I  will  lead  you  where 
you  will  be  happy  in  life  and  after  death,  as  the 
argument  shows.  And  never  mind  if  some  one 
despises  you  as  a  fool,  and  insults  you,  if  he  has 
a  mind;  let  him  strike  you,  by  Zeus,  and  do  you 
be  of  good  cheer,  and  do  not  mind  the  insulting 
blow,  for  you  will  never  come  to  any  harm  in 
the  practise  of  virtue,  if  you  are  a  really  good 
and  true  man.  When  we  have  practised  virtue 
together,  we  will  apply  ourselves  to  politics,  if 
that  seems  desirable,  or  we  will  advise  about 
whatever  else  may  seem  good  to  us,  for  we  shall 
be  better  able  to  judge  then.  In  our  present  con 
dition  we  ought  not  to  give  ourselves  airs,  for 
even  on  the  most  important  subjects  we  are  al 
ways  changing  our  minds;  so  utterly  stupid  are 
we!  Let  us,  then,  take  the  argument  as  our 
guide,  which  has  revealed  to  us  that  the  best 
way  of  life  is  to  practise  justice  and  every  vir 
tue  in  life  and  death.  This  way  let  us  go;  and 
in  this  exhort  all  men  to  follow,  not  in  the  way 
to  which  you  trust  and  in  which  you  exhort  me 
to  follow  you;  for  that  way,  Callicles,  is  noth 
ing  worth. 
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auditors.  The  Scene  is  laid  in  the  house  of  Cefhalus  at  the  Piraeus;  and  the  whole 
dialogue  is  narrated  by  Socrates  the  day  after  it  actually  too\  place  to  Timaeus, 
Hermocrates,  Critias,  and  a  nameless  person,  who  are  introduced  in  the  Timaeus 


BOOK  I 

I  WENT  down  yesterday  to  the  Piraeus 
with  Glaucon  the  son  of  Ariston,  that  I  might 
offer  up  my  prayers  to  the  goddess;1  and  also 
because  I  wanted  to  see  in  what  manner  they 
would  celebrate  the  festival,  which  was  a  new 
thing.  I  was  delighted  with  the  procession  of 
the  inhabitants;  but  that  of  the  Thradans  was 
equally,  if  not  more,  beautiful.  When  we  had 
finished  our  prayers  and  viewed  the  spectacle, 
we  turned  in  the  direction  of  the  city;  and  at 
that  instant  Polemarchus  the  son  of  Cephalus 
chanced  to  catch  sight  of  us  from  a  distance  as 
we  were  starting  on  our  way  home,  and  told 
his  servant  to  run  and  bid  us  wait  for  him.  The 
servant  took  hold  of  me  by  the  cloak  behind, 
and  said:  Polemarchus  desires  you  to  wait. 

I  turned  round,  and  asked  him  where  his 
master  was. 

There  he  is,  said  the  youth,  coming  after 
you,  if  you  will  only  wait. 

Certainly  we  will,  said  Glaucon;  and  in  a 
few  minutes  Polemarchus  appeared,  and  with 
him  Adeimantus,  Glaucon's  brother,  Niceratus 
the  son  of  Nicias,  and  several  others  who  had 
been  at  the  procession. 

Polemarchus  said  to  me:  I  perceive,  Socrates, 
that  you  and  your  companion  are  already  on 
your  way  to  the  city. 

1  Bendis,  the  THracian  Artemis. 


You  are  not  far  wrong,  I  said. 

But  do  you  see,  he  rejoined,  how  many  we 
are? 

Of  course. 

And  are  you  stronger  than  all  these?  for  if 
not,  you  will  have  to  remain  where  you  are. 

May  there  not  be  the  alternative,  I  said,  that 
we  may  persuade  you  to  let  us  go? 

But  can  you  persuade  us,  if  we  refuse  to  lis 
ten  to  you?  he  said. 

Certainly  not,  replied  Glaucon. 

Then  we  are  not  going  to  listen;  of  that  you 
may  be  assured. 

[328]  Adeimantus  added:  Has  no  one  told 
you  of  the  torch-race  on  horseback  in  honour 
of  the  goddess  which  will  take  place  in  the  eve 
ning? 

With  horses!  I  replied:  That  is  a  novelty.  Will 
horsemen  carry  torches  and  pass  them  one  to 
another  during  the  race? 

Yes,  said  Polemarchus,  and  not  only  so,  but  a 
festival  will  be  celebrated  at  night,  which  you 
certainly  ought  to  see.  Let  us  rise  soon  after 
supper  and  see  this  festival;  there  will  be  a 
gathering  of  young  men,  and  we  will  have  a 
good  talk.  Stay  then,  and  do  not  be  perverse. 

Glaucon  said:  I  suppose,  since  you  insist, 
that  we  must. 

Very  good,  I  replied . 

Accordingly  we  went  with  Polemarchus  to 
his  house;  and  there  we  found  his  brothers 
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Lysias  and  Euthydemus,  and  with  them  Thra- 
symachus  the  Chalcedonian,  Charmantides  the 
Paeanian,  and  Cieitophon  the  son  of  Aristony- 
mus.  There  too  was  Cephalus  the  father  of 
Polemarchus,  whom  I  had  not  seen  for  a  long 
time,  and  I  thought  him  very  much  aged.  He 
was  seated  on  a  cushioned  chair,  and  had  a 
garland  on  his  head,  for  he  had  been  sacrificing 
in  the  court;  and  there  were  some  other  chairs 
in  the  room  arranged  in  a  semicircle,  upon 
which  we  sat  down  by  him.  He  saluted  me 
eagerly,  and  then  he  said: — 

You  don't  come  to  see  me,  Socrates,  as  often 
as  you  ought:  If  I  were  still  able  to  go  and  see 
you  I  would  not  ask  you  to  come  to  me.  But  at 
my  age  I  can  hardly  get  to  the  city,  and  there 
fore  you  should  come  oftener  to  the  Piraeus. 
For  let  me  tell  you,  that  the  more  the  pleasures 
of  the  body  fade  away,  the  greater  to  me  is  the 
pleasure  and  charm  of  conversation.  Do  not 
then  deny  my  request,  but  make  our  house  your 
resort  and  keep  company  with  these  young 
men;  we  are  old  friends,  and  you  will  be  quite 
at  home  with  us. 

I  replied:  There  is  nothing  which  for  my  part 
I  like  better,  Cephalus,  than  conversing  with 
aged  men;  for  I  regard  them  as  travellers  who 
have  gone  a  journey  which  I  too  may  have  to 
go,  and  of  whom  I  ought  to  enquire,  whether 
the  way  is  smooth  and  easy,  or  rugged  and 
difficult.  And  this  is  a  question  which  I  should 
like  to  ask  of  you  who  have  arrived  at  that  time 
which  the  poets  call  the  "threshold  of  old  age" 
— Is  life  harder  towards  the  end,  or  what  re 
port  do  you  give  of  it? 

[329]  I  will  tell  you,  Socrates,  he  said,  what 
my  own  feeling  is.  Men  of  my  age  flock  to 
gether;  we  are  birds  of  a  feather,  as  the  old 
proverb  says;  and  at  our  meetings  the  tale  of 
my  acquaintance  commonly  is — I  cannot  eat, 
I  cannot  drink;  the  pleasures  of  youth  and  love 
are  fled  away:  there  was  a  good  time  once,  but 
now  that  is  gone,  and  life  is  no  longer  life.  Some 
complain  of  the  slights  which  are  put  upon 
them  by  relations,  and  they  will  tell  you  sadly 
of  how  many  evils  their  old  age  is  the  cause. 
But  to  me,  Socrates,  these  complainers  seem  to 
blame  that  which  is  not  really  in  fault.  For  if 
old  age  were  the  cause,  I  too  being  old,  and 
every  other  old  man,  would  have  felt  as  they  do. 
But  this  is  not  my  own  experience,  nor  that  of 
others  whom  I  have  known.  How  well  I  re 
member  the  aged  poet  Sophocles,  when  in  an 
swer  to  the  question,  How  does  love  suit  with 
age,  Sophocles — are  you  still  the  man  you 
were?  Peace,  he  replied;  most  gladly  have*  I 


escaped  the  thing  of  which  you  speak;  I  feel  as 
if  I  had  escaped  from  a  mad  and  furious  mas 
ter.  His  words  have  often  occurred  to  my  mind 
since,  and  they  seem  as  good  to  me  now  as  at 
the  time  when  he  uttered  them.  For  certainly 
old  age  has  a  great  sense  of  calm  and  freedom; 
when  the  passions  relax  their  hold,  then,  as 
Sophocles  says,  we  are  freed  from  the  grasp  not 
of  one  mad  master  only,  but  of  many.  The 
truth  is,  Socrates,  that  these  regrets,  and  also 
the  complaints  about  relations,  are  to  be  attrib 
uted  to  the  same  cause,  which  is  not  old  age, 
but  men's  characters  and  tempers;  for  he  who 
is  of  a  calm  and  happy  nature  will  hardly  feel 
the  pressure  of  age,  but  to  him  who  is  of  an 
opposite  disposition  youth  and  age  are  equally 
a  burden. 

I  listened  in  admiration,  and  wan  ting  to  draw 
him  out,  that  he  might  go  on — Yes,  Cephalus. 
I  said;  but  I  rather  suspect  that  people  in  gen 
eral  are  not  convinced  by  you  when  you  speak 
thus;  they  think  that  old  age  sits  lightly  upon 
you,  not  because  of  your  happy  disposition,  but 
because  you  are  rich,  and  wealth  is  well  known 
to  be  a  great  comforter. 

You  are  right,  he  replied;  they  are  not  con 
vinced:  and  there  is  something  in  what  they 
say;  not,  however,  so  much  as  they  imagine. 
I  might  answer  them  asThemistocles  answered 
the  Seriphian  who  was  abusing  him  and  say 
ing  that  he  was  famous,  not  for  his  own  merits 
but  because  he  was  an  Athenian:  [330]  "If 
you  had  been  a  native  of  my  country  or  I  of 
yours,  neither  of  us  would  have  been  famous." 
And  to  those  who  are  not  rich  and  are  impatient 
of  old  age,  the  same  reply  may  be  made;  for  to 
the  good  poor  man  old  age  cannot  be  a  light 
burden,  nor  can  a  bad  rich  man  ever  have  peace 
with  himself.  . 

May  I  ask,  Cephalus,  whether  your  fortune 
was  for  the  most  part  inherited  or  acquired  by 
you? 

Acquired!  Socrates;  do  you  want  to  know 
how  much  I  acquired?  In  the  art  of  making 
money  I  have  been  midway  between  my  father 
and  grandfather:  for  my  grandfather,  whose 
name  I  bear,  doubled  and  trebled  the  value  of 
his  patrimony,  that  which  he  inherited  being 
much  what  I  possess  now;  but  my  father  Ly- 
sanias  reduced  the  property  below  what  it  is 
at  present:  and  I  shall  be  satisfied  if  I  leave  to 
these  my  sons  not  less  but  a  little  more  than  I 
received. 

That  was  why  I  asked  you  the  question,  I 
replied,  because  I  see  that  you  are  indifferent 
about  money,  which  is  a  characteristic  rather  of 
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those  who  have  inherited  their  fortunes  than 
of  those  who  have  acquired  them;  the  makers 
of  fortunes  have  a  second  love  of  money  as  a 
creation  of  their  own,  resembling  the  affection 
of  authors  for  their  own  poems,  or  of  parents 
for  their  children,  besides  that  natural  love  of 
it  for  the  sake  of  use  and  profit  which  is  com 
mon  to  them  and  all  men.  And  hence  they  are 
very  bad  company,  for  they  can  talk  about 
nothing  but  the  praises  of  wealth. 

That  is  true,  he  said. 

Yes,  that  is  very  true,  but  may  I  ask  another 
question? — What  do  you  consider  to  be  the 
greatest  blessing  which  you  have  reaped  from 
your  wealth? 

One,  he  said,  of  which  I  could  not  expect 
easily  to  convince  others.  For  let  me  tell  you, 
Socrates,  that  when  a  man  thinks  himself  to  be 
near  death,  fears  and  cares  enter  into  his  mind 
which  he  never  had  before;  the  tales  of  a  world 
below  and  the  punishment  which  is  exacted 
there  of  deeds  done  here  were  once  a  laughing 
matter  to  him,  but  now  he  is  tormented  with 
the  thought  that  they  may  be  true:  either  from 
the  weakness  of  age,  or  because  he  is  now  draw 
ing  nearer  to  that  other  place,  he  has  a  clearer 
view  of  these  things;  suspicions  and  alarms 
crowd  thickly  upon  him,  and  he  begins  to  re 
flect  and  consider  what  wrongs  he  has  done  to 
others.  And  when  he  finds  that  the  sum  of  his 
transgressions  is  great  he  will  many  a  time 
like  a  child  start  up  in  his  sleep  for  fear,  and 
he  is  filled  with  dark  forebodings.  [331]  But  to 
him  who  is  conscious  of  no  sin,  sweet  hope,  as 
Pindar  charmingly  says,  is  the  kind  nurse  of 
his  age: 

Hope  [he  says]  cherishes  the  soul  of  him  who 
lives  in  justice  and  holiness,  and  is  the  nurse  of  his 
age  and  the  companion  of  his  journey; — hope 
which  is  mightiest  to  sway  the  restless  soul  of 
man. 

How  admirable  are  his  words!  And  the  great 
blessing  of  riches,  I  do  not  say  to  every  man, 
but  to  a  good  man,  is,  that  he  has  had  no  occa 
sion  to  deceive  or  to  defraud  others,  either  in 
tentionally  or  unintentionally;  and  when  he 
departs  to  the  world  below  he  is  not  in  any  ap 
prehension  about  offerings  due  to  the  gods  or 
debts  which  he  owes  to  men.  Now  to  this  peace 
of  mind  the  possession  of  wealth  greatly  con 
tributes;  and  therefore  I  say,  that,  setting  one 
thing  against  another,  of  the  many  advantages 
which  wealth  has  to  give,  to  a  man  of  sense 
this  is  in  my  opinion  the  greatest. 

Well  said,  Cephalus,  I  replied;  but  as  con 
cerning  justice,  what  is  it? — to  speak  the  truth 


and  to  pay  your  debts — no  more  than  this  ?  And 
even  to  this  are  there  not  exceptions?  Suppose 
that  a  friend  when  in  his  right  mind  has  de 
posited  arms  with  me  and  he  asks  for  them 
when  he  is  not  in  his  right  mind,  ought  I  to 
give  them  back  to  him?  No  one  would  say  that 
I  ought  or  that  I  should  be  right  in  doing  so, 
any  more  than  they  would  say  that  I  ought  al 
ways  to  speak  the  truth  to  one  who  is  in  his 
condition. 

You  are  quite  right,  he  replied. 

But  then,  I  said,  speaking  the  truth  and  pay 
ing  your  debts  is  not  a  correct  definition  of  jus 
tice. 

Quite  correct,  Socrates,  if  Simonides  is  to  be 
believed,  said  Polemarchus  interposing. 

I  fear,  said  Cephalus,  that  I  must  go  now,  for 
I  have  to  look  after  the  sacrifices,  and  I  hand 
over  the  argument  to  Polemarchus  and  the 
company. 

Is  not  Polemarchus  your  heir?  I  said. 

To  be  sure,  he  answered,  and  went  away 
laughing  to  the  sacrifices. 

Tell  me  then,  O  thou  heir  of  the  argument, 
what  did  Simonides  say,  and  according  to  you 
truly  say,  about  justice? 

He  said  that  the  re-payment  of  a  debt  is  just, 
and  in  saying  so  he  appears  to  me  to  be  right. 

I  should  be  sorry  to  doubt  the  word  of  such 
a  wise  and  inspired  man,  but  his  meaning, 
though  probably  clear  to  you,  is  the  reverse  of 
clear  to  me.  For  he  certainly  does  not  mean,  as 
we  were  just  now  saying,  that  I  ought  to  return 
a  deposit  of  arms  or  of  anything  else  to  one 
who  asks  for  it  when  he  is  not  in  his  right 
senses;  and  yet  a  deposit  cannot  be  denied  to  be 
a  debt.  [332] 

True. 

Then  when  the  person  who  asks  me  is  not  in 
his  right  mind  I  am  by  no  means  to  make  the 
return? 

Certainly  not. 

When  Simonides  said  that  the  repayment  of 
a  debt  was  justice,  he  did  not  mean  to  include 
that  case? 

Certainly  not;  for  he  thinks  that  a  friend 
ought  always  to  do  good  to  a  friend  and  never 
evil. 

You  mean  that  the  return  of  a  deposit  of 
gold  which  is  to  the  injury  of  the  receiver,  if 
the  two  parties  are  friends,  is  not  the  repay 
ment  of  a  debt — that  is  what  you  would  imag 
ine  him  to  say  ? 

Yes. 

And  are  enemies  also  to  receive  what  we 
owe  to  them? 
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To  be  sure,  he  said,  they  are  to  receive  what 
we  owe  them,  and  an  enemy,  as  I  take  it,  owes 
to  an  enemy  that  which  is  due  or  proper  to 
him — that  is  to  say,  evil. 

Simonides,  then,  after  the  manner  of  poets, 
would  seem  to  have  spoken  darkly  of  the  na 
ture  of  justice;  for  he  really  meant  to  say  that 
justice  is  the  giving  to  each  man  what  is  proper 
to  him,  and  this  he  termed  a  debt. 

That  must  have  been  his  meaning,  he  said. 

By  heaven!  I  replied;  and  if  we  asked  him 
what  due  or  proper  thing  is  given  by  medi 
cine,  and  to  whom,  what  answer  do  you  think 
that  he  would  make  to  us? 

He  would  surely  reply  that  medicine  gives 
drugs  and  meat  and  drink  to  human  bodies. 

And  what  due  or  proper  thing  is  given  by 
cookery,  and  to  what? 

Seasoning  to  food. 

And  what  is  that  which  justice  givesy~and  to 
whom? 

If,  Socrates,  we  are  to  be  guided  at  all  by  the 
analogy  of  the  preceding  instances,  then  justice 
is  the  art  which  gives  good  to  friends  and  evil 
to  enemies. 

That  is  his  meaning  then? 

I  think  so. 

And  who  is  best  able  to  do  good  to  his  friends 
and  evil  to  his  enemies  in  time  of  sickness? 

The  physician. 

Or  when  they  are  on  a  voyage,  amid  the  perils 
of  the  sea? 

The  pilot. 

And  in  what  sort  of  actions  or  with  a  view 
to  what  result  is  the  just  man  most  able  to  do 
harm  to  his  enemy  and  good  to  his  friend? 

In  going  to  war  against  the  one  and  in  mak 
ing  alliances  with  the  other. 

But  when  a  man  is  well,  my  dear  Polemar- 
chus,  there  is  no  need  of  a  physician? 

No. 

And  he  who  is  not  on  a  voyage  has  no  need 
of  a  pilot? 

No. 

Then  in  time  of  peace  justice  will  be  of  no 
use? 

I  ana  very  far  from  thinking  so. 

[333]  You  think  that  justice  may  be  of  use 
in  peace  as  well  as  in  war? 

Yes. 

Like  husbandry  for  the  acquisition  of 
corn? 

Yes. 

Or  like  shoemaking  for  the  acquisition  of 
shoes — that  is  what  you  mean? 

Yes. 


And  what  similar  use  or  power  of  acquisition 
has  justice  in  time  of  peace? 

In  contracts,  Socrates,  justice  is  of  use.^ 

And  by  contracts  you  mean  partnerships? 

Exactly. 

But  is  the  just  man  or  the  skilful  player  a 
more  useful  and  better  partner  at  a  game  of 
draughts  ? 

The  skilful  player. 

And  in  the  laying  of  bricks  and  stones  is  the 
just  man  a  more  useful  or  better  partner  than 
the  builder? 

Quite  the  reverse. 

Then  in  what  sort  of  partnership  is  the  just 
man  a  better  partner  than  the  harp-player,  as 
in  playing  the  harp  the  harp-player  is  certainly 
a  better  partner  than  the  just  man? 

In  a  money  partnership. 

Yes,  Polemarchus,  but  surely  not  in  the  use 
of  money;  for  you  do  not  want  a  just  man  to 
be  your  counsellor  in  the  purchase  or  sale  of  a 
horse;  a  man  who  is  knowing  about  horses 
would  be  better  for  that,  would  he  not? 

Certainly. 

And  when  you  want  to  buy  a  ship,  the  ship 
wright  or  the  pilot  would  be  better? 

True. 

Then  what  is  that  joint  use  of  silver  or  gold 
in  which  the  just  man  is  to  be  preferred? 

When  you  want  a  deposit  to  be  kept  safely. 

You  mean  when  money  is  not  wanted,  but 
allowed  to  lie? 

Precisely. 

That  is  to  say,  justice  is  useful  when  money 
is  useless? 

That  is  the  inference. 

And  when  you  want  to  keep  a  pruning-hook 
safe,  then  justice  is  useful  to  the  individual 
and  to  the  state;  but  when  you  want  to  use  it, 
then  the  art  of  the  vine-dresser? 

Clearly. 

And  when  you  want  to  keep  a  shield  or  a 
lyre,  and  not  to  use  them,  you  would  say  that 
justice  is  useful;  but  when  you  want  to  use 
them,  then  the  art  of  the  soldier  or  of  the  musi 
cian? 

Certainly. 

And  so  of  all  the  other  things — justice  is 
useful  when  they  are  useless,  and  useless  when 
they  are  useful? 

That  is  the  inference. 

Then  justice  is  not  good  for  much.  But  let 
us  consider  this  further  point:  Is  not  he  who 
can  best  strike  a  blow  in  a  boxing  match  or  in 
any  kind  of  fighting  best  able  to  ward  off  a 
blow? 
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Certainly. 

And  he  who  is  most  skilful  in  preventing  or 
escaping  from  a  disease  is  best  able  to  create 
one? 

True. 

And  he  is  the  best  guard  of  a  camp  who  is 
best  able  to  steal  a  march  upon  the  enemy? 

13341      , 
Certainly. 

Then  he  who  is  a  good  keeper  of  anything 
is  also  a  good  thief? 

That,  I  suppose,  is  to  be  inferred. 

Then  if  the  just  man  is  good  at  keeping 
money,  he  is  good  at  stealing  it. 

That  is  implied  in  the  argument. 

Then  after  all  the  just  man  has  turned  out  to 
be  a  thief.  And  this  is  a  lesson  which  I  suspect 
you  must  have  learnt  out  of  Homer;  for  he, 
speaking  of  Autolycus,  the  maternal  grand 
father  of  Odysseus,  who  is  a  favourite  of  his, 
affirms  that 

H e  was  excellent  above  all  men  in  theft  and 

perjury. 

And  so,  you  and  Homer  and  Simonides  are 
agreed  that  justice  is  an  art  of  theft;  to  be  prac 
tised  however  "for  the  good  "of  friends  and  for 
the  harm  of  enemies" — that  was  what  you 
were  saying? 

No,  certainly  not  that,  though  I  do  not  now 
know  what  I  did  say;  but  I  still  stand  by  the 
latter  words. 

Well,  there  is  another  question:  By  friends 
and  enemies  do  we  mean  those  who  are  so 
really,  or  only  in  seeming? 

Surely,  he  said,  a  man  may  be  expected  to 
love  those  whom  he  thinks  good,  and  to  hate 
those  whom  he  thinks  evil. 

Yes,  but  do  not  persons  often  err  about 
good  and  evil:  many  who  are  not  good  seem  to 
be  so,  and  conversely? 

That  is  true. 

Then  to  them  the  good  will  be  enemies  and 
the  evil  will  be  their  friends? 

True. 

And  in  that  case  they  will  be  right  in  doing 
good  to  the  evil  and  evil  to  the  good? 

Clearly. 

But  the  good  are  just  and  would  not  do  an 
injustice? 

True. 

Then  according  to  your  argument  it  is  just 
to  injure  those  who  do  no  wrong? 

Nay,  Socrates;  the  doctrine  is  immoral. 

Then  I  suppose  that  we  ought  to  do  good  to 
the  just  and  harm  to  the  unjust? 

I  like  that  better. 


But  see  the  consequence: — Many  a  man  who 
is  ignorant  of  human  nature  has  friends  who 
are  bad  friends,  and  in  that  case  he  ought  to  do 
harm  to  them;  and  he  has  good  enemies  whom 
he  ought  to  benefit;  but,  if  so,  we  shall  be  say 
ing  the  very  opposite  of  that  which  we  affirmed 
to  be  the  meaning  of  Simonides. 

Very  true,  he  said;  and  I  think  that  we  had 
better  correct  an  error  into  which  we  seem  to 
have  fallen  in  the  use  of  the  words  "friend" 
and  "enemy." 

What  was  the  error,  Polemarchus?  I  asked. 

We  assumed  that  he  is  a  friend  who  seems  to 
be  or  who  is  thought  good. 

And  how  is  the  error  to  be  corrected? 

We  should  rather  say  that  he  is  a  friend  who 
is,  as  well  as  seems,  good;  [335]  and  that  he 
who  seems  only,  and  is  not  good,  only  seems 
to  be  and  is  not  a  friend;  and  of  an  enemy  the 
same  may  be  said. 

You  would  argue  that  the  good  are  our 
friends  and  the  bad  our  enemies? 

Yes. 

And  instead  of  saying  simply  as  we  did  at 
first,  that  it  is  just  to  do  good  to  our  friends  and 
harm  to  our  enemies,  we  should  further  say: 
It  is  just  to  do  good  to  our  friends  when  they 
are  good  and  harm  to  our  enemies  when  they 
are  evil? 

Yes,  that  appears  to  me  to  be  the  truth. 

But  ought  the  just  to  injure  any  one  at  all? 

Undoubtedly  he  ought  to  in  jure  those  who  are 
both  wicked  and  his  enemies. 

When  horses  are  injured,  are  they  improved 
or  deteriorated? 

The  latter. 

Deteriorated,  that  is  to  say,  in  the  good  qual 
ities  of  horses,  not  of  dogs? 

Yes,  of  horses. 

And  dogs  are  deteriorated  in  the  good  qual 
ities  of  dogs,  and  not  of  horses? 

Of  course. 

And  will  not  men  who  are  injured  be  deteri 
orated  in  that  which  is  the  proper  virtue  of 
man? 

Certainly. 

And  that  human  virtue  is  justice? 

To  be  sure. 

Then  men  who  are  injured  are  of  necessity 
made  unjust? 

That  is  the  result. 

But  can  the  musician  by  his  art  make  men 
unmusical? 

Certainly  not. 

Or  the  horseman  by  his  art  make  them  bad 
horsemen? 
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Impossible. 

And  can  the  just  by  justice  make  men  un 
just,  or  speaking  generally,  can  the  good  by 
virtue  make  them  bad? 

Assuredly  not. 

Any  more  than  heat  can  produce  cold? 

It  cannot, 

Or  drought  moisture? 

Clearly  not. 

Nor  can  the  good  harm  any  one? 

Impossible. 

And  the  just  is  the  good? 

Certainly. 

Then  to  injure  a  friend  or  any  one  else  is 
not  the  act  of  a  just  man,  but  of  the  opposite, 
who  is  the  unjust? 

I  think  that  what  you  say  is  quite  true, 
Socrates. 

Then  if  a  man  says  that  justice  consists  in 
the  repayment  of  debts,  and  that  good  is  the 
debt  which  a  man  owes  to  his  friends,  and  evil 
the  debt  which  he  owes  to  his  enemies — to 
say  this  is  not  wise;  for  it  is  not  true,  if,  as  has 
been  clearly  shown,  the  injuring  of  another 
can  be  in  no  case  just. 

I  agree  with  you,  said  Polemarchus. 

Then  you  and  I  are  prepared  to  take  up  arms 
against  any  one  who  attributes  such  a  saying 
to  Simonides  or  Bias  or  Pktacus,  or  any  other 
wise  man  or  seer? 

I  am  quite  ready  to  do  battle  at  your  side,  he 
said. 

[336]  Shall  I  tell  you  whose  I  believe  .the 
saying  to  be? 

Whose? 

I  believe  that  Periander  or  Perdiccas  or  Xer 
xes  or  Ismenias  the  Theban,  or  some  other  rich 
and  mighty  man,  who  had  a  great  opinion  of 
his  own  power,  was  the  first  to  say  that  justice 
is  "doing  good  to  your  friends  and  harm  to 
your  enemies." 

Most  true,  he  said. 

Yes,  I  said;  but  if  this  definition  of  jus 
tice  also  breaks  down,  what  other  can  be  ,ofr 
fered? 

Several  times  in  the  course  of  the  discussion 
Thrasymachus  had  made  an  attempt  to  get  Jthe 
argument  into  his  own  hands,  and  had  been 
put  down  by  the  rest  of  the  company,  who 
wanted  to  hear  the  end.  But  when  Polemarchus 
and  I  had  done  speaking  and  there  was  a  pause, 
he  could  no  longer  hold  his  peace;  and,  gather 
ing  himself  up,  he  came  at  us  like  a  wild  beast, 
seeking  to  devour  us.  We  were  quite  panic- 
stricken  at  the  sight  of  him. 

He  roared  out  to  the  whole  company:  What 


folly,  Socrates,  has  taken  possession  of  you  all? 
And  why,  sillybillies,  do  you  knock  under  to 
one  another?  I  say  that  if  you  want  really  to 
know  what  justice  is,  you  should  not  only  ask 
but  answer,  and  you  should  not  seek  honour 
to  yourself  from  the  refutation  of  an  opponent, 
but  have  your  own  answer;  for  there  is  many 
a  one  who  can  ask  and  cannot  answer.  And 
now  I  will  not  have  you  say  that  justice  is  duty 
or  advantage  or  profit  or  gain  or  interest,  for 
this  sort  of  nonsense  will  not  do  for  me;  I  must 
have  clearness  and  accuracy. 

I  was  panic-stricken  at  his  words,  and  could 
not  look  at  him  without  trembling.  Indeed  I 
believe  that  if  I  had  not  fixed  my  eye  upon  .him, 
I  should  have  been  struck  dumb:  but  when  I 
saw  his  fury  rising,  I  looked  at  him  first,  and 
was  therefore  able  to  reply  to  him. 

Thrasymachus,  I  said,  with  a  quiver,  don't 
be  hard  upon  us.  Polemarchus  and  I  may  have 
been  guilty  of  a  little  mistake  in  the  argument, 
but  I  can  assure  you  that  the  error  was  not  in 
tentional.  If  we  were  seeking  for  a  piece  of 
gold,  you  would  not  imagine  that  we  were 
"knocking  under  to  one  another,"  and  so  los 
ing  our  chance  of  finding  it.  And  why,  when 
we  are  seeking  for  justice,  a  thing  more  precious 
than  many  pieces  of  gold,  do  you  say  that  we 
are  weakly  yielding  to  one  another  and  not  do 
ing  our  utmost  to  get  at  the  truth?  Nay,  my 
good  friend,  we  are  most  willing  and  anxious 
to  do  so,  but  the  fact  is  that  we  cannot.  And  if 
so,  you  people  who  know  all  things  should  pity 
us  and  not  be  angry  with  us. 
,  [337]  How  characteristic  of  Socrates!  he  re 
plied,  with  a  bitter  laugh-*— that's  your  ironical 
style!  Did  I  not  foresee — have  I  not  already  told 
you,  that  whatever  he  was  asked  he  would  re 
fuse  to  answer,  and  try  irony  or  -  any  other 
shuffle,  in  order  that  he  might  avoid  answer 
ing? 

You  are  a  philosopher,  Thrasymachus,  I  re 
plied,  and  well  know  that  if  you  ask  a  person 
what  numbers  make  up  twelve,  taking  care  to 
prohibit  him  whom, you  ask  from  answering 
twice  six,  or  three  times  four,  or  six  times  two, 
or  four  times  three,  "for  this  sort  of  nonsense 
will  not  do  for  me" — then  obviously,  if  that 
is  your  way  of  putting  the  question,  no  one 
can  answer  you.  But  suppose  that  he  were  to 
retort,  "Thrasymachus,  what  do  you  mean?  If 
one  of  these  numbers  which  you  interdict  be 
the  true  answer  to  the  question,  am  I  falsely 
to  say  some  other  number  which  is  not  the 
right  one? — is  that  your  meaning?"— How 
would  you  answer  him? 
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Just  as  if  the  two  cases  were  at  all  alike!  tie 
said. 

Why  should  they  not  be?  I  replied;  and  even 
if  they  are  not,  but  only  appear  to  be  so  to  the 
person  who  is  asked,  ought  he  not  to  say  what 
he  thinks,  whether  you  and  I  forbid  him  or 
not? 

I  presume  then  that  you  are  going  to  make 
one  of  the  Interdicted  answers? 

I  dare  say  that  I  may,  notwithstanding  the 
danger,  if  upon  reflection  I  approve  of  any  of 
them. 

But  what  if  I  give  you  an  answer  about  jus 
tice  other  and  better,  he  said,  than  any  of  these? 
What  do  you  deserve  to  have  done  to  you? 

Done  to  me! — as  becomes  the  ignorant,  I 
must  learn  from  the  wise — that  is  what  I  de 
serve  to  have  done  to  me. 

What,  and  no  payment!  a  pleasant  notion! 

I  will  pay  when  I  have  the  money,  I  replied. 

But  you  have,  Socrates,  said  Glaucon:  and 
you,  Thrasymachus,  need  be  under  no  anxiety 
about  money,  for  we  will  all.  make  a  contribu 
tion  for  Socrates. 

Yes,  he  replied,  and  then  Socrates  will  do  as 
he  always  does — refuse  to  answer  himself,  but 
take  and  pull  to  pieces  the  answer  of  some  one 
else. 

Why,  my  good  friend,  I  said,  how  can  any 
one  answer  who  knows,  and  says  that  he  knows, 
just  nothing;  and  who,  even  if  he  has  some 
faint  notions  of  his  own,  is  told  by  a  man  of 
authority  not  to  utter  them?  [338]  The  nat 
ural  thing  is,  that  the  speaker  should  be  some 
one  like  yourself  who  professes  to  know  and 
can  tell  what  he  knows.  Will  you  then  kindly 
answer,  for  the  edification  of  the  company  and 
of  myself? 

Glaucon  and  the  rest  of  the  company  joined 
in  my  request  and  Thrasymachus,  as  any  one 
might  see,  was  in  reality  eager  to  speak;  for  he 
thought  that  he  had  an  excellent  answer,  and 
would  distinguish  himself.  But  at  first  he  af 
fected  to  insist  on  my  answering;  at  length  he 
consented  to  begin.  Behold,  he  said,  the  wis 
dom  of  Socrates;  he  refuses  to  teach  himself, 
and  goes  about  learning  of  others,  to  whom  he 
never  even  says  Thank  you. 

That  I  learn  of  others,  I  replied,  is  quite  true; 
but  that  I  am  ungrateful  I  wholly  deny.  Money 
I  have  none,  and  therefore  I  pay  in  praise, 
which  is  all  I  have;  and  how  ready  I  am  to 
praise  any  one  who  appears  to  me  to  speak  well 
you  will  very  soon  find  out  when  you  answer; 
for  I  expect  that  you  will  answer  well. 

Listen,  then,  he  said;  I  proclaim  that  justice 


is  nothing  else  than  the  interest  of  the  stronger. 
And  now  why  do  you  not  praise  me?  But  of 
course  you  won't. 

.Let  me  first  understand  you,  I  replied.  Jus 
tice,  as  you  say,  is  the  interest  of  the  stronger. 
What,  Thrasymachus,  is  the  meaning  of  this? 
You  cannot  mean  to  say  that  because  Polydam- 
as,  the  pancratiast,  is  stronger  than  we  are,  and 
finds  the  eating  of  beef  conducive  to  his  bodily 
strength,  that  to  eat  beef  is  therefore  equally 
for  our  good  who  are  weaker  than  he  is,  and 
right  and  just  for  us? 

That's  abominable  of  you,  Socrates;  you  take 
the  words  in  the  sense  which  is  most  damaging 
to  the  argument. 

Not  at  all,  my  good  sir,  I  said;  I  am  trying  to 
understand  them;  and  I  wish  that  you  would 
be  a  litde  clearer. 

Well,  he  said,  have  you  never  heard  that 
forms  of  government  differ;  there  are  tyrannies, 
and  there  are  democracies,  and  there  are  aristoc 
racies? 

Yes,  I  know. 

And  the  government  is  the  ruling  power  in 
each  state? 

Certainly. 

And  the  different  forms  of  government  make 
laws  democratical,  aristocratical,  tyrannical, 
with  a  view  to  their  several  interests;  and  these 
laws,  which  are  made  by  them  for  their  own  in 
terests,  are  the  justice  which  they  deliver  to 
their  subjects,  and  him  who  transgresses  them 
they  punish  as  a  breaker  of  the  law,  and  unjust. 
And  that  is  what  I  mean  when  I  say  that  in  all 
states  there  is  the  same  principle  of  justice, 
which  is  the  interest  of  the  government;  and 
as  the  government  must  be  supposed  to  have 
power,  [339]  the  only  reasonable  conclusion  is, 
that  everywhere  there  is  one  principle  of  jus 
tice,  which  is  the  interest  of  the  stronger. 

Now  I  understand  you,  I  said;  and  whether 
you  are  right  or  not  I  will  try  to  discover.  But 
let  me  remark,  that  in  defining  justice  you  have 
yourself  used  the  word  "interest"  which  you 
forbade  me  to  use.  It  is  true,  however,  that  in 
your  definition  the  words  "of  the  stronger"  are 
added. 

A  small  addition,  you  must  allow,  he  said. 

Great  or  small,  never  mind  about  that:  we 
must  first  enquire  whether  what  you  are  say 
ing  is  the  truth.  Now  we  are  both  agreed  that 
justice  is  interest  of  some  sort,  but  you  go  on 
to  say  "of  the  stronger";  about  this  addition 
I  am  not  so  sure,  and  must  therefore  consider 
further. 

Proceed. 
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I  will;  and  first  tell  me,  Do  you  admit  that  it 
is  just  for  subjects  to  obey  their  rulers? 
I  do. 

But  are  the  rulers  of  states  absolutely  infalli 
ble,  or  are  they  sometimes  liable  to  err? 

To  be  sure,  he  replied,  they  are  liable  to  err. 
Then  in  making  their  laws  they  may  some 
times  make  them  rightly,  and  sometimes  not? 
True. 

When  they  make  them  rightly,  they  make 
them  agreeably  to  their  interest;  when  they  are 
mistaken,  contrary  to  their  interest;  you  admit 
that? 
Yes. 

And  the  laws  which  they  make  must  be 
obeyed  by  their  subjects — and  that  is  what  you 
call  justice? 
Doubtless. 

Then  justice,  according  to  your  argument, 
is  not  only  obedience  to  the  interest  of  the 
stronger  but  the  reverse? 

What  is  that  you  are  saying?  he  asked. 
I  am  only  repeating  what  you  are  saying,  I 
believe.  But  let  us  consider:  Have  we  not  ad 
mitted  that  the  rulers  may  be  mistaken  about 
their  own  interest  in  what  they  command,  and 
also  that  to  obey  them  is  justice?  Has  not  that 
been  admitted? 
Yes. 

Then  you  must  also  have  acknowledged  jus 
tice  not  to  be  for  the  interest  of  the  stronger, 
when  the  rulers  unintentionally  command 
things  to  be  done  which  are  to  their  own  in 
jury.  For  if,  as  you  say,  justice  is  the  obedience 
which  the  subject  renders  to  their  commands, 
in  that  case,  O  wisest  of  men,  is  there  any  escape 
from  the  conclusion  that  the  weaker  are  com 
manded  to  do,  not  what  is  for  the  interest,  but 
what  is  for  the  injury  of  the  stronger? 

Nothing  can  be  clearer,  Socrates,  said  Pole- 
marchus. 

[340]  Yes,  said  Cleitophon,  interposing,  if 
you  are  allowed  to  be  his  witness. 

But  there  is  no  need  of  any  witness,  said 
Polemarchus,  for  Thrasymachus  himself  ac 
knowledges  that  rulers  may  sometimes  com 
mand  what  is  not  for  their  own  interest,  and 
that  for  subjects  to  obey  them  is  justice. 

Yes,  Polemarchus — Thrasymachus  said  that 
for  subjects  to  do  what  was  commanded  by  their 
rulers  is  just. 

Yes,  Cleitophon,  but  he  also  said  that  justice 
is  the  interest  of  the  stronger,  and,  while  admit 
ting  both  these  propositions,  he  further  ac 
knowledged  that  the  stronger  may  command 
the  weaker  who  are  his  subjects  to  do  what  is 


not  for  his  own  interest  -r  whence  follows  that 
justice  is  the  injury  quite  as  much  as  the  interest 
of  the  stronger. 

But,' said  Cleitophon,  he  meant  by  the  inter 
est  of  the  stronger  what  the  stronger  thought  to 
be  his  interest — this  was  what  the  weaker  had 
to  do;  and  this  was  affirmed  by  him  to  be  jus 
tice. 

Those  were  not  his  words,  rejoined  Polemar 
chus. 

Never  mind,  I  replied,  if  he  now  says  that 
they  are,  let  us  accept  his  statement.  Tell  me, 
Thrasymachus,  I  said,  did  you  mean  by  justice 
what  the  stronger  thought  to  be  his  interest, 
whether  really  so  or  not? 

Certainly  not,  he  said.  Do  you  suppose  that 
I  call  him  who  is  mistaken  the  stronger  at  the 
time  when  he  is  mistaken? 

Yes,  I  said,  my  impression  was  that  you  did 
so,  when  you  admitted  that  the  ruler  was  not 
infallible  but  might  be  sometimes  mistaken. 

You  argue  like  an  informer,  Socrates.  Do  you 
mean,  for  example,  that  he  who  is  mistaken 
about  the  sick  is  a  physician  in  that  he  is  mis 
taken?  or  that  he  who  errs  in  arithmetic  or 
grammar  is  an  arithmetician  or  grammarian  at 
the  time  when  he  is  making  the  mistake,  in 
respect  of  the  mistake?  True,  we  say  that  the 
physician  or  arithmetician  or  grammarian  has 
made  a  mistake,  but  this  is  only  a  way  of  speak 
ing;  for  the  fact  is  that  neither  the  grammarian 
nor  any  other  person  of  skill  ever  makes  a  mis 
take  in  so  far  as  he  is  what  his  name  implies; 
they  none  of  them  err  unless  their  skill  fails 
them,  and  then  they  cease  to  be  skilled  artists. 
No  artist  or  sage  or  ruler  errs  at  the  time  when 
he  is  what  his  name  implies;  though  he  is 
commonly  said  to  err,  and  I  adopt  the  com 
mon  mode  of  speaking.  But  to  be  perfectly  ac 
curate,  since  you  are  such  a  lover  of  accuracy, 
we  should  say  that  the  ruler,  in  so  far  as  he  is 
a  ruler,  is  unerring,  [341]  and,  being  unerring, 
always  commands  that  which  is  for  his  own  in 
terest;  and  the  subject  is  required  to  execute 
his  commands;  and  therefore,  as  I  said  at  first 
and  now  repeat,  justice  is  the  interest  of  the 
stronger. 

Indeed,  Thrasymachus,  and  do  I  really  ap 
pear  to  you  to  argue  like  an  informer? 

Certainly,  he  replied. 

And  do  you  suppose  that  I  ask  these  ques 
tions  with  any  design  of  in  jury  ing  you  in  the 
argument? 

Nay,  he  replied,  "suppose"  is  not  the  word — 
I  know  it;  but  you  will  be  found  out,  and  by 
sheer  force  of  argument  you  will  never  prevail. 
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I  shall  not  make  the  attempt,  my  dear  man; 
but  to  avoid  any  misunderstanding  occurring 
between  us  in  future,  let  me  ask,  in  what  sense 
do  you  speak  of  a  ruler  or  stronger  whose  in 
terest,  as  you  were  saying,  he  being  the  supe 
rior,  it  is  just  that  the  inferior  should  execute — is 
he  a  ruler  in  the  popular  or  in  the  strict  sense 
of  the  term? 

In  the  strictest  of  all  senses,  he  said.  And 
now  cheat  and  play  the  informer  if  you  can; 
I  ask  no  quarter  at  your  hands.  But  you  never 
will  be  able,  never. 

And  do  you  imagine,  I  said,  that  I  am  such  a 
madman  as  to  try  and  cheat  Thrasymachus  ? 
I  might  as  well  shave  a  lion. 

Why,  he  said,  you  made  the  attempt  a  minute 
ago,  and  you  failed. 

Enough,  I  said,  of  these  civilities.  It  will  be 
better  that  I  should  ask  you  a  question:  Is  the 
physician,  taken  in  that  strict  sense  of  which 
you  are  speaking,  a  healer  of  the  sick  or  a  maker 
of  money?  And  remember  that  I  am  now  speak 
ing  of  the  true  physician. 

A  healer  of  the  sick,  he  replied. 

And  the  pilot — that  is  to  say,  the  true  pilot — 
is  he  a  captain  of  sailors  or  a  mere  sailor? 

A  captain  of  sailors. 

The  circumstance  that  he  sails  in  the  ship 
is  not  to  be  taken  into  account;  neither  is  he  to 
be  called  a  sailor;  the  name  pilot  by  which  he 
is  distinguished  has  nothing  to  do  with  sailing, 
but  is  significant  of  his  skill  and  of  his  author 
ity  over  the  sailors. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

Now,  I  said,  every  art  has  an  interest? 

Certainly. 

For  which  the  art  has  to  consider  and  pro 
vide? 

Yes,  that  is  the  aim  of  art. 

And  the  interest  of  any  art  is  the  perfection 
of  it — this  and  nothing  else? 

What  do  you  mean? 

I  mean  what  I  may  illustrate  negatively  by  the 
example  of  the  body.  Suppose  you  were  to  ask 
me  whether  the  body  is  self-sufficing  or  has 
wants,  I  should  reply:  Certainly  the  body  has 
wants;  for  the  body  may  be  ill  and  require  to 
be  cured,  and  has  therefore  interests  to  which 
the  art  of  medicine  ministers;  and  this  is  the 
origin  and  intention  of  medicine,  as  you  will 
acknowledge.  Am  I  not  right? 

[342]  Quite  right,  he  replied. 

But  is  the  art  of  medicine  or  any  other  art 
faulty  or  deficient  in  any  quality  in  the  same 
way  that  the  eye  may  be  deficient  in  sight  or 
the  ear  fail  of  hearing,  and  therefore  requires 


another  art  to  provide  for  the  interests  of  seeing 
and  hearing — has  art  in  itself,  I  say,  any  similar 
liability  to  fault  or  defect,  and  does  every  art 
require  another  supplementary  art  to  provide 
for  its  interests,  and  that  another  and  another 
without  end?  Or  have  the  arts  to  look  only  after 
their  own  interests?  Or  have  they  no  need  either 
of  themselves  or  of  another? — having  no  faults 
or  defects,  they  have  no  need  to  correct  them, 
either  by  the  exercise  of  their  own  art  or  of  any 
other;  they  have  only  to  consider  the  interest 
of  their  subject-matter.  For  every  art  remains 
pure  and  faultless  while  remaining  true — that 
is  to  say,  while  perfect  and  unimpaired.  Take 
the  words  in  your  precise  sense,  and  tell  me 
whether  I  am  not  right. 

Yes,  clearly. 

Then  medicine  does  not  consider  the  interest 
of  medicine,,  but  the  interest  of  the  body? 

True,  he  said. 

Nor  does  the  art  of  horsemanship  consider 
the  interests  of  the  art  of  horsemanship,  but  the 
interests  of  the  horse;  neither  do  any  other  arts 
care  for  themselves,  for  they  have  no  needs; 
they  care  only  for  that  which  is  the  subject  of 
their  art? 

True,  he  said. 

But  surely,  Thrasymachus,  the  arts  are  the 
superiors  and  rulers  of  their  own  subjects? 

To  this  he  assented  with  a  good  deal  of  re 
luctance. 

Then,  I  said,  no  science  or  art  considers  or 
enjoins  the  interest  of  the  stronger  or  superior, 
but  only  the  interest  of  the  subject  and  weaker? 

He  made  an  attempt  to  contest  this  proposi 
tion  also,  but  finally  acquiesced. 

Then,  I  continued,  no  physician,  in  so  far 
as  he  is  a  physician,  considers  his  own  good  in 
what  he  prescribes,  but  the  good  of  his  patient; 
for  the  true  physician  is  also  a  ruler  having  the 
human  body  as  a  subject,  and  is  not  a  mere 
money-maker;  that  has  been  admitted? 

Yes. 

And  the  pilot  likewise,  in  the  strict  sense  of 
the  term,  is  a  ruler  of  sailors  and  not  a  mere 
sailor? 

That  has  been  admitted. 

And  such  a  pilot  and  ruler  will  provide  and 
prescribe  for  the  interest  of  the  sailor  who  is 
under  him,  and  not  for  his  own  or  the  ruler's 
interest? 

He  gave  a  reluctant  "Yes." 

Then,  I  said,  Thrasymachus,  there  is  no  one 
in  any  rule  who,  in  so  far  as  he  is  a  ruler,  con 
siders  or  enjoins  what  is  for  his  own  interest, 
but  always  what  is  for  the  interest  of  his  subject 
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or  suitable  to  his  art;  to  that  he  looks,  and  that 
alone  he  considers  in  everything  which  he  says 
and  does. 

[343]  When  we  had  got  to  this  point  in  the 
argument,  and  everyone  saw  that  the  definition 
of  justice  had  been  completely  upset,  Thrasy- 
machus,  instead  of  replying  to  me,  said:  Tell 
me,  Socrates,  have  you  got  a  nurse? 

Why  do  you  ask  such  a  question,  I  said,  when 
you  ought  rather  to  be  answering? 

Because  she  leaves  you  to  snivel,  and  never 
wipes  your  nose:  she  has  not  even  taught  you  to 
know  the  shepherd  from  the  sheep. 

What  makes  you  say  that?  I  replied. 

Because  you  fancy  that  the  shepherd  or  neat 
herd  fattens  or  tends  the  sheep  or  oxen  with  a 
view  to  their  own  good  and  not  to  the  good 
of  himself  or  his  master;  and  you  further  imag 
ine  that  the  rulers  of  states,  if  they  are  true 
rulers,  never  think  of  their  subjects  as  sheep, 
and  that  they  are  not  studying  their  own  ad 
vantage  day  and  night.  Oh,  no;  and  so  entirely 
astray  are  you  in  your  ideas  about  the  just  and 
unjust  as  not  even  to  know  that  justice  and  the 
just  are  in  reality  another's  good;  that  is  to  say, 
the  interest  of  the  ruler  and  stronger,  and  the 
loss  of  the  subject  and  servant;  and  injustice 
the  opposite;  for  the  unjust  is  lord  over  the 
truly  simple  and  just:  he  is  the  stronger,  and  his 
subjects  do  what  is  for  his  interest,  and  min 
ister  to  his  happiness,  which  is  very  far  from 
being  their  own.  Consider  further,  most  fool 
ish  Socrates,  that  the  just  is  always  a  loser  in 
comparison  with  the  unjust.  First  of  all,  in  pri 
vate  contracts:  wherever  the  unjust  is  the  part 
ner  of  the  just  you  will  find  that,  when  the 
partnership  is  dissolved,  the  unjust  man  has 
always  more  and  the  just  less.  Secondly,  in  their 
dealings  with  the  State:  when  there  is  an  in 
come-tax,  the  just  man  will  pay  more  and  the 
unjust  less  on  the  same  amount  of  income;  and 
when  there  is  anything  to  be  received  the  one 
gains  nothing  and  the  other  much.  Observe 
also  what  happens  when  they  take  an  office; 
there  is  the  just  man  neglecting  his  affairs  and 
perhaps  suffering  other  losses,  and  getting 
nothing  out  of  the  public,  because  he  is  just; 
moreover  he  is  hated  by  his  friends  and  ac 
quaintance  for  refusing  to  serve  them  in  un 
lawful  ways.  [344]  But  all  this  is  reversed  in 
the  case  of  the  unjust  man.  I  am  speaking,  as 
before,  of  injustice  on  a  large  scale  in  which  the 
advantage  of  the  unjust  is  more  apparent;  and 
my  meaning  will  be  most  clearly  seen  if  we  turn 
to  that  highest  form  of  injustice  in  which  the 
criminal  is  the  happiest  of  men,  and  the  suffer 


ers  or  those  who  refuse  to  do  injustice  are  the 
most  miserable — that  is  to  say  tyranny,  which 
by  fraud  and  force  takes  away  the  property  of 
others,  not  little  by  little  but  wholesale;  com 
prehending  in  one,  things  sacred  as  well  as  pro 
fane,  private  and  public;  for  which  acts  of 
wrong,  if  he  were  detected  perpetrating  any 
one  of  them  singly,  he  would  be  punished  and 
incur  great  disgrace — they  who  do  such  wrong 
in  particular  cases  are  called  robbers  of  temples, 
and  man-stealers  and  burglars  and  swindlers 
and  thieves.  But  when  a  man  besides  taking 
away  the  money  of  the  citizens  has  made  slaves 
of  them,  then,  instead  of  these  names  of  re 
proach,  he  is  termed  happy  and  blessed,  not 
only  by  the  citizens  but  by  all  who  hear  of  his 
having  achieved  the  consummation  of  injustice. 
For  mankind  censure  injustice,  fearing  that 
they  may  be  the  victims  of  it  and  not  because 
they  shrink  from  committing  it.  And  thus,  as 
I  have  shown,  Socrates,  injustice,  when  on  a 
sufficient  scale,  has  more  strength  and  freedom 
and  mastery  than  justice;  and,  as  I  said  at  first, 
justice  is  the  interest  of  the  stronger,  whereas 
injustice  is  a  man's  own  profit  and  interest. 

Thrasymachus,  when  he  had  thus  spoken, 
having,  like  a  bathrnan,  deluged  our  ears  with 
his  words,  had  a  mind  to  go  away.  But  the  com 
pany  would  not  let  him;  they  insisted  that  he 
should  remain  and  defend  his  position;  and  I 
myself  added  my  own  humble  request  that  he 
would  not  leave  us.  Thrasymachus,  I  said  to 
him,  excellent  man,  how  suggestive  are  your  re 
marks  !  And  are  you  going  to  run  away  before 
you  have  fairly  taught  or  learned  whether  they 
are  true  or  not?  Is  the  attempt  to  determine  the 
way  of  man's  life  so  small  a  matter  in  your  eyes 
— to  determine  how  life  may  be  passed  by  each 
one  of  us  to  the  greatest  advantage? 

And  do  I  differ  from  you,  he  said,  as  to  the 
importance  of  the  enquiry? 

You  appear  rather,  I  replied,  to  have  no  care 
or  thought  about  us,  Thrasymachus — whether 
we  live  better  or  worse  from  not  knowing  what 
you  say  you  know,  is  to  you  a  matter  of  indif 
ference.  Prithee,  friend,  [345]  do  not  keep 
your  knowledge  to  yourself;  we  are  a  large 
party;  and  any  benefit  which  you  confer  upon 
us  will  be  amply  rewarded.  For  my  own  part  I 
openly  declare  that  I  am.  not  convinced,  and 
that  I  do  not  believe  injustice  to  be  more  gain 
ful  than  justice,  even  if  uncontrolled  and  al 
lowed  to  have  free  play.  For,  granting  that  there 
may  be  an  unjust  man  who  is  able  to  commit 
injustice  either  by  fraud  or  force,  still  this  does 
not  convince  me  of  the  superior  advantage  of 
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injustice,  and  there  may  be  others  who  are  in 
the  same  predicament  with  myself.  Perhaps  we 
may  be  wrong;  if  so,  you  in  your  wisdom  should 
convince  us  that  we  are  mistaken  in  preferring 
justice  to  injustice. 

And  how  am  I  to  convince  you,  he  said,  if 
you  are  not  already  convinced  by  what  I  have 
just  said;  what  more  can  I  do  for  you?  Would 
you  have  me  put  the  proof  bodily  into  your 
souls? 

Heaven  forbid!  I  said;  I  would  only  ask  you 
to  be  consistent;  or,  if  you  change,  change  open 
ly  and  let  there  be  no  deception.  For  I  must  re 
mark,  Thrasymachus,  if  you  will  recall  what 
was  previously  said,  that  although  you  began 
by  defining  the  true  physician  in  an  exact  sense, 
you  did  not  observe  a  like  exactness  when 
speaking  of  the  shepherd;  you  thought  that  the 
shepherd  as  a  shepherd  tends  the  sheep  not  with 
a  view  to  their  own  good,  but  like  a  mere  diner 
or  banquetter  with  a  view  to  the  pleasures  of 
the  table;  or,  again,  as  a  trader  for  sale  in  the 
market,  and  not  as  a  shepherd.  Yet  surely  the  art 
of  the  shepherd  is  concerned  only  with  the 
good  of  his  subjects;  he  has  only  to  provide  the 
best  for  them,  since  the  perfection  of  the  art  is 
already  ensured  whenever  all  the  requirements 
of  it  are  satisfied.  And  that  was  what  I  was  say 
ing  just  now  about  the  ruler.  I  conceived  that 
the  art  of  the  ruler,  considered  as  ruler,  whether 
in  a  state  or  in  private  life,  could  only  regard 
the  good  of  his  flock  or  subjects;  whereas  you 
seem  to  think  that  the  rulers  in  states,  that  is  to 
say,  the  true  rulers,  like  being  in  authority. 

Think!  Nay,  1  am  sure  of  it. 

Then  why  in  the  case  of  lesser  offices  do  men 
never  take  them  willingly  without  payment, 
unless  under  the  idea  that  they  govern  for  the 
advantage  not  of  themselves  but  of  others? 
[346]  Let  me  ask  you  a  question:  Are  not  the 
several  arts  different,  by  reason  of  their  each 
having  a  separate  function?  And, my  dear  illus 
trious  friend,  do  say  what  you  think,  that  we 
may  make  a  little  progress. 

Yes,  that  is  the  difference,  he  replied. 

And  each  art  gives  us  a  particular  good  and 
not  merely  a  general  one — medicine,  for  exam 
ple,  gives  us  health;  navigation,  safety  at  sea, 
and  so  on? 

Yes,  he  said. 

And  the  art  of  payment  has  the  special  func 
tion  of  giving  pay:  but  we  do  not  confuse  this 
with  other  arts,  any  more  than  the  art  of  the 
pilot  is  to  be  confused  with  the  art  of  medicine, 
because  the  health  of  the  pilot  may  be  improved 
by  a  sea  voyage.  You  would  not  be  inclined  to 


say,  would  you,  that  navigation  is  the  art  of 
medicine,  at  least  if  we  are  to  adopt  your  exact 
use  of  language  ? 

Certainly  not. 

Or  because  a  man  is  in  good  health  when  he 
receives  pay  you  would  not  say  that  the  art  o£ 
payment  is  medicine? 

I  should  say  not. 

Nor  would  you  say  that  medicine  is  the  art 
of  receiving  pay  because  a  man  takes  fees  when 
he  is  engaged  in  healing? 

Certainly  not. 

And  we  have  admitted,  I  said,  that  the  good 
of  each  art  is  specially  confined  to  the  art? 

Yes. 

Then,  if  there  be  any  good  which  all  artists 
have  in  common,  that  is  to  be  attributed  to 
something  of  which  they  all  have  the  common 
use? 

True,  he  replied. 

And  when  the  artist  is  benefited  by  receiving 
pay  the  advantage  is  gained  by  an  additional 
use  of  the  art  of  pay,  which  is  not  the  art  pro 
fessed  by  him? 

He  gave  a  reluctant  assent  to  this. 

Then  the  pay  is  not  derived  by  the  several 
artists  from  their  respective  arts.  But  the  truth 
is,  that  while  the  art  of  medicine  gives  health, 
and  the  art  of  the  builder  builds  a  house,  an 
other  art  attends  them  which  is  the  art  of  pay. 
The  various  arts  may  be  doing  their  own  busi 
ness  and  benefiting  that  over  which  they  pre 
side,  but  would  the  artist  receive  any  benefit 
from  his  art  unless  he  were  paid  as  well? 

I  suppose  not. 

But  does  he  therefore  confer  no  benefit  when 
he  works  for  nothing? 

Certainly,  he  confers  a  benefit. 

Then  now,  Thrasymachus,  there  is  no  longer 
any  doubt  that  neither  arts  nor  governments 
provide  for  their  own  interests;  but,  as  we  were 
before  saying,  they  rule  and  provide  for  the 
interests  of  their  subjects  who  are  the  weaker 
and  not  the  stronger — to  their  good  they  attend 
and  not  to  the  good  of  the  superior.  And  this  is 
the  reason,  my  dear  Thrasymachus,  why,  as  I 
was  just  now  saying,  no  one  is  willing  to 
govern;  because  no  one  likes  to  take  in  hand 
the  reformation  of  evils  which  are  not  his 
concern  without  remuneration.  For,  [347]  in 
the  execution  of  his  work,  and  in  giving  his 
orders  to  another,  the  true  artist  does  not 
regard  his  own  interest,  but  always  that  of 
his  subjects;  and  therefore  in  order  that  rul 
ers  may  be  willing  to  rule,  they  must  be  paid 
in  one  of  three  modes  of  payment,  nioneyi 
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or  honour,  or  a  penalty  for  refusing. 

What  do  you  mean,  Socrates?  said  Glaucon. 
The  first  two  modes  of  payment  are  intelligible 
enough,  hut  what  the  penalty  is  I  do  not  under 
stand,  or  how  a  penalty  can  be  a  payment. 

You  mean  that  you  do  not  understand  the 
nature  of  this  payment  which  to  the  best  men 
is  the  great  inducement  to  rule?  Of  course  you 
know  that  ambition  and  avarice  are  held  to  be, 
as  indeed  they  are,  a  disgrace? 

Very  true. 

And  for  this  reason,  I  said,  money  and  hon 
our  have  no  attraction  for  them;  good  men  do 
not  wish  to  be  openly  demanding  payment 
for  governing  and  so  to  get  the  name  of  hire 
lings,  nor  by  secretly  helping  themselves  out  of 
the  public  revenues  to  get  the  name  of  thieves. 
And  not  being  ambitious  they  do  not  care 
about  honour.  Wherefore  necessity  must  be 
laid  upon  them,  and  they  must  be  induced  to 
serve  from  the  fear  of  punishment.  And  this, 
as  I  imagine,  is  the  reason  why  the  forwardness 
to  take  office,  instead  of  waiting  to  be  com 
pelled,  has  been  deemed  dishonourable.  Now 
the  worst  part  of  the  punishment  is  that  he  who 
refuses  to  rule  is  liable  to  be  ruled  by  one  who 
is  worse  than  himself.  And  the  fear  of  this,  as 
I  conceive,  induces  the  good  to  take  office,  not 
because  they  would,  but  because  they  cannot 
help — not  under  the  idea  that  they  are  going  to 
have  any  benefit  or  enjoyment  themselves,  but 
as  a  necessity,  and  because  they  are  not  able  to 
commit  the  task  of  ruling  to  any  one  who  is 
better  than  themselves,  or  indeed  as  good.  For 
there  is  reason  to  think  that  if  a  city  were  com 
posed  entirely  of  good  men,  then  to  avoid  office 
would  be  as  much  an  object  of  contention  as  to 
obtain  office  is  at  present;  then  we  should  have 
plain  proof  that  the  true  ruler  is  not  meant  by 
nature  to  regard  his  own  interest,  but  that  of 
his  subjects;  and  every  one  who  knew  this 
would  choose  rather  to  receive  a  benefit  from 
another  than  to  have  the  trouble  of  conferring 
one.  So  far  am  I  from  agreeing  with  Thrasy- 
machus  that  justice  is  the  interest  of  the  strong 
er.  This  latter  question  need  not  be  further 
discussed  at  present;  but  when  Thrasymachus 
says  that  the  life  of  the  unjust  is  more  advan 
tageous  than  that  of  the  just,  his  new  statement 
appears  to  me  to  be  of  a  far  more  serious  char 
acter.  Which  of  us  has  spoken  truly?  And 
which  sort  of  life,  Glaucon,  do  you  prefer? 

I  for  my  part  deem  the  life  of  the  just  to  be 
the  more  advantageous,  he  answered. 

[348}  Did  you  hear  all  the  advantages  of  the 
unjust  which  Thrasymachus  was  rehearsing? 


Yes,  I  heard  him,  he  replied,  but  he  has  not 
convinced  me. 

Then  shall  we  try  to  find  some  way  of  con 
vincing  him,  if  we  can,  that  he  is  saying  what  is 
not  true? 

Most  certainly,  he  replied. 

If,  I  said,  he  makes  a  set  speech  and  we  make 
another  recounting  all  the  advantages  of  being 
just,  and  he  answers  and  we  rejoin,  there  must 
be  a  numbering  and  measuring  of  the  goods 
which  are  claimed  on  either  side,  and  in  the  end 
we  shall  want  judges  to  decide;  but  if  we  pro 
ceed  in  our  enquiry  as  we  lately  did,  by  making 
admissions  to  one  another,  we  shall  unite  the 
offices  of  judge  and  advocate  in  our  own  per 
sons. 

Very  good,  he  said. 

And  which  method  do  I  understand  you  to 
prefer?  I  said. 

That  which  you  propose. 

Well,  then,  Thrasymachus,  I  said,  suppose 
you  begin  at  the  beginning  and  answer  me. 
You  say  that  perfect  injustice  is  more  gainful 
than  perfect  justice? 

Yes,  that  is  what  I  say,  and  I  have  given  you 
my  reasons. 

And  what  is  your  view  about  them?  Would 
you  call  one  of  them  virtue  and  the  other  vice? 

Certainly. 

I  suppose  that  you  would  call  justice  virtue 
and  injustice  vice? 

What  a  charming  notion!  So  likely  too,  see 
ing  that  I  affirm  injustice  to  be  profitable  and 
justice  not. 

What  else  then  would  you  say? 

The  opposite,  he  replied. 

And  would  you  call  justice  vice? 

No,  I  would  rather  say  sublime  simplicity. 

Then  would  you  call  injustice  malignity? 

No;  I  would  rather  say  discretion. 

And  do  the  unjust  appear  to  you  to  be  wise 
and  good? 

Yes,  he  said;  at  any  rate  those  of  them  who 
are  able  to  be  perfectly  unjust,  and  who  have 
the  power  of  subduing  states  and  nations;  but 
perhaps  you  imagine  me  to  be  talking  of  cut- 
purses.  Even  this  profession  if  undetected  has 
advantages,  though  they  are  not  to  be  com 
pared  with  those  of  which  I  was  just  now 
speaking. 

I  do  not  think  that  I  misapprehend  your 
meaning,  Thrasymachus,  I  replied;  but  still  I 
cannot  hear  without  amazement  that  you  class 
injustice  with  wisdom  and  virtue,  and  justice 
with  the  opposite. 

Certainly  I  do  so  class  them. 
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Now,  I  said,  you  are  on  more  substantial  and 
almost  unanswerable  ground;  for  if  the  injus 
tice  which  you  were  maintaining  to  be  profit 
able  had  been  admitted  by  you  as  by  others  to 
be  vice  and  deformity,  an  answer  might  have 
been  given  to  you  on  received  principles;  [%4g] 
but  now  I  perceive  that  you  will  call  injustice 
honourable  and  strong,  and  to  the  unjust  you 
will  attribute  all  the  qualities  which  were  at 
tributed  by  us  before  to  the  just,  seeing  that  you 
do  not  hesitate  to  rank  injustice  with  wisdom 
and  virtue. 

You  have  guessed  most  infallibly,  he  replied. 

Then  I  certainly  ought  not  to  shrink  from 
going  through  with  the  argument  so  long  as  I 
have  reason  to  think  that  you,  Thrasymachus, 
are  speaking  your  real  mind;  for  I  do  believe 
that  you  are  now  in  earnest  and  are  not  amus 
ing  yourself  at  our  expense. 

I  may  be  in  earnest  or  not,  but  what  is  that 
to  you? — to  refute  the  argument  is  your  busi 
ness. 

Very  true,  I  said;  that  is  what  I  have  to  do: 
But  will  you  be  so  good  as  answer  yet  one  more 
question?  Does  the  just  man  try  to  gain  any  ad 
vantage  over  the  just? 

Far  otherwise;  if  he  did  he  would  not  be  the 
simple  amusing  creature  which  he  is. 

And  would  he  try  to  go  beyond  just  action? 

He  would  not. 

And  how  would  he  regard  the  attempt  to 
gain  an  advantage  over  the  unjust;  would  that 
be  considered  by  him  as  just  or  unjust? 

He  would  think  it  just,  and  would  try  to 
gain  the  advantage;  but  he  would  not  be  able. 

Whether  he  would  or  would  not  be  able,  I 
said,  is  not  to  the  point.  My  question  is  only 
whether  the  just  man,  while  refusing  to  have 
more  than  another  just  man,  would  wish  and 
claim  to  have  more  than  the  unjust? 

Yes,  he  would. 

And  what  of  the  unjust — does  he  claim  to 
have  more  than  the  just  man  and  to  do  more 
than  is  just? 

Of  course,  he  said,  for  he  claims  to  have  more 
than  all  men. 

And  the  unjust  man  will  strive  and  struggle 
to  obtain  more  than  the  unjust  man  or  action, 
in  order  that  he  may  have  more  than  all? 

True. 

We  may  put  the  matter  thus,  I  said — the 
just  does  not  desire  more  than  his  like  but  more 
than  his  unlike,  whereas  the  unjust  desires 
more  than  both  his  like  and  his  unlike? 

Nothing,  he  said,  can  be  better  than  that 
statement. 


And  the  unjust  is  good  and  wise,  and  the 
just  is  neither? 

Good  again,  he  said. 

And  is  not  the  unjust  like  the  wise  and  good 
and  the  just  unlike  them? 

Of  course,  he  said,  he  who  is  of  a  certain  na 
ture,  is  like  those  who  are  of  a  certain  nature; 
he  who  is  not,  not. 

Each  of  them,  I  said,  is  such  as  his  like  is? 

Certainly,  he  replied. 

Very  good,  Thrasymachus,  I  said;  and  now 
to  take  the  case  of  the  arts:  you  would  admit 
that  one  man  is  a  musician  and  another  not  a 
musician? 

Yes. 

And  which  is  wise  and  which  is  foolish  ? 

Clearly  the  musician  is  wise,  and  he  who  is 
not  a  musician  is  foolish. 

And  he  is  good  in  as  far  as  he  is  wise,  and 
bad  in  as  far  as  he  is  foolish  ? 

Yes. 

And  you  would  say  the  same  sort  of  thing 
of  the  physician? 

Yes. 

And  do  you  think,  my  excellent  friend,  that 
a  musician  when  he  adjusts  the  lyre  would  de 
sire  or  claim  to  exceed  or  go  beyond  a  musician 
in  the  tightening  and  loosening  the  strings? 

I  do  not  think  that  he  would. 

But  he  would  claim  to  exceed  the  non- 
musician  ? 

Of  course. 

[35°]  And  what  would  you  say  of  the  physi 
cian?  In  prescribing  meats  and  drinks  would 
he  wish  to  go  beyond  another  physician  or  be 
yond  the  practice  of  medicine? 

He  would  not. 

But  he  would  wish  to  go  beyond  the  non- 
physician? 

Yes. 

And  about  knowledge  and  ignorance  in  gen 
eral;  see  whether  you  think  that  any  man  who 
has  knowledge  ever  would  wish  to  have  the 
choice  of  saying  or  doing  more  than  another 
man  who  has  knowledge.  Would  he  not  rather 
say  or  do  the  same  as  his  like  in  the  same  case? 

That,  I  suppose,  can  hardly  be  denied. 

And  what  of  the  ignorant?  would  he  not  de 
sire  to  have  more  than  either  the  knowing  or 
the  ignorant? 

I  dare  say. 

And  the  knowing  is  wise? 

Yes. 

And  the  wise  is  good? 

True. 

Then  the  wise  and  good  will  not  desire  to 
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gain  more  than  his  like,  but  more  than  his  un 
like  and  opposite? 
I  suppose  so. 

Whereas  the  bad  and  ignorant  will  desire  to 
gain  more  than  both? 
Yes, 

But  did  we  not  say,  Thrasymachus,  that  the 
unjust  goes  beyond  both  his  like  and  unlike? 
Were  not  these  your  words? 
They  were. 

And  you  also  said  that  the  just  will  not  go 
beyond  his  like  but  his  unlike? 
Yes. 

Then  the  just  is  like  the  wise  and  good,  and 
the  unjust  like  the  evil  and  ignorant? 
That  is  the  inference. 
And  each  of  them  is  such  as  his  like  is? 
That  was  admitted. 

Then  the  just  has  turned  out  to  be  wise  and 
good  and  the  unjust  evil  and  ignorant. 

Thrasymachus  made  all  these  admissions, 
not  fluently,  as  I  repeat  them,  but  with  extreme 
reluctance;  it  was  a  hot  summer's  day,  and 
the  perspiration  poured  from  him  in  torrents; 
and  then  I  saw  what  I  had  never  seen  before, 
Thrasymachus  blushing.  As  we  were  now 
agreed  that  justice  was  virtue  and  wisdom, 
and  injustice  vice  and  ignorance,  I  proceeded 
to  another  point: 

Well,  I  said,  Thrasymachus,  that  matter  is 
now  settled;  but  were  we  not  also  saying  that 
injustice  had  strength;  do  you  remember? 

Yes,  I  remember,  he  said,  but  do  not  suppose 
that  I  approve  of  what  you  are  saying  or  have 
no  answer;  if  however  I  were  to  answer,  you 
would  be  quite  certain  to  accuse  me  of  harangu 
ing;  therefore  either  permit  me  to  have  my 
say  out,  or  if  you  would  rather  ask,  do  so,  and 
I  will  answer  "Very  good,"  as  they  say  to 
story-telling  old  women,  and  will  nod  "Yes" 
and  "No," 

Certainly  not?  I  said,  if,  contrary  to  your  real 
opinion. 

Yes,  he  said,  I  will,  to  please  you,  since  you 
will  not  let  me  speak.  What  else  would  you 
have? 

Nothing  in  the  world,  I  said;  and  if  you  are 
so  disposed  I  will  ask  and  you  shall  answer. 
Proceed. 

Then  I  will  repeat  the  question  which  I 
asked  before,  in  order  that  our  examination  of 
the  relative  nature  of  justice  andinjustice  [351] 
may  be  carried  on  regularly.  A  statement  was 
made  that  injustice  is  stronger  and  more  power 
ful  than  justice,  but  now  justice,  having  been 
identified  with  wisdom  and  virtue,  is  easily 


shown  to  be  stronger  than  injustice,  if  injustice 
is  ignorance;  this  can  no  longer  be  questioned 
by  any  one.  But  I  want  to  view  the  matter, 
Thrasymachus,  in  a  different  way:  You  would 
not  deny  that  a  state  may  be  unjust  and  may  be 
unjustly  attempting  to  enslave  other  states,  or 
may  have  already  enslaved  them,  and  may  be 
holding  many  of  them  in  subjection? 

True,  he  replied;  and  I  will  add  that  the  best 
and  most  perfectly  unjust  state  will  be  most 
likely  to  do  so. 

I  know,  I  said,  that  such  was  your  position; 
but  what  I  would  further  consider  is,  whether 
this  power  which  is  possessed  by  the  superior 
state  can  exist  or  be  exercised  without  justice 
or  only  with  justice. 

.  If  you  are  right  in  your  view,  and  justice  is 
wisdom*  then  only  with  justice;  but  if  I  am 
right,  then  without  justice. 

I  am  delighted,  Thrasymachus,  to  see  you 
not  only  nodding  assent  and  dissent,  but  mak 
ing  answers  which  are  quite  excellent. 

That  is  out  of  civility  to  you,  he  replied. 

You  are  very  kind,  I  said;  and  would  you 
have  the  goodness  also  to  inform  me,  whether 
you  think  that  a  state,  or  an  army,  or  a  band  of 
robbers  and  thieves,  or  any  other  gang  of  evil 
doers  could  act  at  all  if  they  injured  one  an 
other? 

No  indeed,  he  said,  they  could  not. 

But  if  they  abstained  from  injuring  one  an 
other,  then  they  might  act  together  better? 

Yes. 

And  this  is  because  injustice  creates  divisions 
and  hatreds  and  fighting,  and  justice  imparts 
harmony  and  friendship;  is  not-  that  true, 
Thrasymachus? 

I  agree,  he  said,  because  I  do  not  wish  to 
quarrel  with  you. 

How  good  of  you,  I  said;  but  I  should  like  to 
know  also  whether  injustice,  having  this  tend 
ency  to  arouse  hatred,  wherever  existing, 
among  slaves  or  among  freemen,  will  not  make 
them  hate  one  another  and  set  them  at  variance 
and  render  them  incapable  of  common  action? 

Certainly. 

And  even  if  injustice  be  found  in  two  only, 
will  they  not  quarrel  and  fight,  and  become 
enemies  to  one  another  and  to  the  just? 

They  will. 

And  suppose  injustice  abiding  in  a  single 
person,  would  your  wisdom  say  that  she  loses 
or  that  she  retains, her  natural  power? 
Let  us  assume  that  she  retains  her  power. 
^  Yet  is  not  the  power  which  injustice  exer 
cises  of  such  a  nature  that  wherever  she  takes 
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up  her  abode,  whether  In  a  city,  in  an  army, 
[352]  in  a  family,  or  in  any  other  body,  that 
body  is,  to  begin  with,  rendered  incapable  of 
united  action  by  reason  of  sedition  and  dis 
traction;  and  does  it  not  become  its  own  enemy 
and  at  variance  with  all  that  opposes  it,  and 
with  the  just?  Is  not  this  the  case? 

Yes,  certainly. 

And  is  not  injustice  equally  fatal  when  exist 
ing  in  a  single  person;  in  the  first  place  render 
ing  him  incapable  of  action  because  he  is  not 
at  unity  with  himself,  and  in  the  second  place 
making  him  an  enemy  to  himself  and  the  just? 
Is  not  that  true,  Thrasymachus? 

Yes. 

And  O  my  friend,  I  said,  surely  the  gods  are 
just? 

Granted  that  they  are. 

But  if  so,  the  unjust  will  be  the  enemy  of  the 
gods,  and  the  just  will  be  their  friend? 

Feast  away  in  triumph,  and  take  your  fill 
of  the  argument;  I  will  not  oppose  you,  lest  I 
should  displease  the  company. 

Well  then,  proceed  with  your  answers,  and 
let  me  have  the  remainder  of  my  repast.  For 
we  have  already  shown  that  the  just  are  clearly 
wiser  and  better  and  abler  than  the  unjust,  and 
that  the  unjust  are  incapable  of  common  action; 
nay  more,  that  to  speak  as  we  did  of  men  who 
are  evil  acting  at  any  time  vigorously  together, 
is  not  strictly  true,  for  if  they  had  been  per- 
fecdy  evil,  they  would  have  laid  hands  upon 
one  another;  but  it  is  evident  that  there  must 
have  been  some  remnant  of  justice  in  them, 
which  enabled  them  to  combine;  if  there  had 
not  been  they  would  have  injured  one  another 
as  well  as  their  victims;  they  were  but  half- 
villains  in  their  enterprises;  for  had  they  been 
whole  villains,  and  utterly  unjust,  they  would 
have  been  utterly  incapable  of  action.  That,  as 
I  believe,  is  the  truth  of  the  matter,  and  not 
what  you  said  at  first.  But  whether  the  just 
have  a  better  and  happier  life  than  the  unjust  is 
a  further  question  which  we  also  proposed 
to  consider.  I  think  that  they  have,  and  for  the 
reasons  which  I  have  given;  but  still  I  should 
like  to  examine  further,  for  no  light  matter  is 
at  stake,  nothing  less  than  the  rule  of  human 
life. 

Proceed. 

I  will  proceed  by  asking  a  question:  Would 
you  not  say  that  a  horse  has  some  end  ? 

I  should. 

And  the  end  or  use  of  a  horse  or  of  any 
thing  would  be  that  which  could  not  be  ac 
complished,  or  not  so  well  accomplished. 


by  any  other  thing? 

I  do  not  understand,  he  said. 

Let  me  explain:  Can  you  see,  except  with  the 
eye? 

Certainly  not. 

Or  hear,  except  with  the  ear? 

No. 

These  then  may  be  truly  said  to  be  the  ends 
of  these  organs? 

They  may. 

[353]  &ut  y°u  cari  cut  °fi  a  vine-branch  with 
a  dagger  or  with  a  chisel,  and  in  many  other 
ways  ? 

Of  course. 

And  yet  not  so  well  as  with  a  pruning-hook 
made  for  the  purpose? 

True. 

May  we  not  say  that  this  is  the  end  of  a 
pruning-hook  ? 

We  may. 

Then  now  I  think  you  will  have  no  difficulty 
in  understanding  my  meaning  when  I  asked 
the  question  whether  the  end  of  anything 
would  be  that  which  could  not  be  accom 
plished,  or  not  so  well  accomplished,  by  any 
other  thing? 

I  understand  your  meaning,  he  said,  and  as 
sent. 

And  that  to  which  an  end  is  appointed  has 
also  an  excellence?  Need  I  ask  again  whether 
the  eye  has  an  end  ? 

It  has. 

And  has  not  the  eye  an  excellence? 

Yes. 

And  the  ear  has  an  end  and  an  excellence 
also? 

True. 

And  the  same  is  true  of  all  other  things;  they 
have  each  of  them  an  end  and  a  special  ex 
cellence? 

That  is  so. 

Well,  and  can  the  eyes  fulfil  their  end  if  they 
are  wanting  in  their  own  proper  excellence  and 
have  a  defect  instead? 

How  can  they,  he  said,  if  they  are  blind  and 
cannot  see? 

You  mean  to  say,  if  they  have  lost  their  prop 
er  excellence,  which  is  sight;  but  I  have  not  ar 
rived  at  that  point  yet.  I  would  rather  ask  the 
question  more  generally,  and  only  enquire 
whether  the  things  which  fulfil  their  ends  ful 
fil  them  by  their  own  proper  excellence,  and 
fail  of  fulfilling  them  by  their  own  defect? 

Certainly,  he  replied. 

I  might  say  the  same  of  the  ears;  when  de 
prived  of  their  own  proper  excellence  they 
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cannot  fulfil  their  end? 

True. 

And  the  same  observation  will  apply  to  all 
other  things? 

I  agree. 

Well;  and  has  not  the  soul  an  end  which 
nothing  else  can  fulfil?  for  example,  to  super 
intend  and  command  and  deliberate  and  the 
like.  Are  not  these  functions  proper  to  the  soul, 
and  can  they  rightly  be  assigned  to  any  other? 

To  no  other. 

And  is  not  life  to  be  reckoned  among  the 
ends  of  the  soul? 

Assuredly,  he  said. 

And  has  not  the  soul  an  excellence  also  ? 

Yes. 

And  can  she  or  can  she  not  fulfil  her  own 
ends  when  deprived  of  that  excellence? 

She  cannot. 

Then  an  evil  soul  must  necessarily  be  an  evil 
ruler  and  superintendent,,  and  the  good  soul  a 
good  ruler? 

Yes,  necessarily. 

And  we  have  admitted  that  justice  is  the  ex 
cellence  of  the  soul,  and  injustice  the  defect  of 
the  soul? 

That  has  been  admitted. 

Then  the  just  soul  and  the  just  man  will  live 
well,  and  the  unjust  man  will  live  ill? 

That  is  what  your  argument  proves. 

[354]  And  he  who  lives  well  is  blessed  and 
happy,  and  he  who  lives  ill  the  reverse  of  happy? 

Certainly. 

Then  the  just  is  happy,  and  the  unjust  miser 
able? 

So  be  it. 

But  happiness  and  not  misery  is  profitable. 

Of  course. 

Then,  my  blessed  Thrasymachus,  injustice 
can  never  be  more  profitable  than  justice. 

Let  this,  Socrates,  he  said,  be  your  entertain 
ment  at  the  Bendidea. 

For  which  I  am  indebted  to  you,  I  said,  now 
that  you  have  grown  gende  towards  me  and 
have  left  off  scolding.  Nevertheless,  I  have  not 
been  well  entertained;  but  that  was  my  own 
fault  and  not  yours.  As  an  epicure  snatches  a 
taste  of  every  dish  which  is  successively  brought 
to  table,  he  not  having  allowed  himself  time  to 
enjoy  the  one  before,  so  have  I  gone  from  one 
subject  to  another  without  having  discovered 
what  I  sought  at  first,  the  nature  of  justice.  I 
left  that  enquiry  and  turned  away  to  consider 
whether  justice  is  virtue  and  wisdom  or  evil 
and  folly;  and  when  there  arose  a  further  ques 
tion  about  the  comparative  advantages  of  jus 


tice  and  injustice,  I  could  not  refrain  from  pass 
ing  on  to  that.  And  the  result  of  the  whole  dis 
cussion  has  been  that  I  know  nothing  at  all.  For 
I  know  not  what  justice  is,  and  therefore  I  am 
not  likely  to  know  whether  it  is  or  is  not  a 
virtue,  nor  can  I  say  whether  the  just  man  is 
happy  or  unhappy. 

BOOK  II 

[357]  WITH  these  words  I  was  thinking  that 
I  had  made  an  end  of  the  discussion;  but  the 
end,  in  truth,  proved  to  be  only  a  beginning. 
For  Glaucon,  who  is  always  the  most  pugna 
cious  of  men,  was  dissatisfied  at  Thrasymachus' 
retirement;  he  wanted  to  have  the  battle  out. 
So  he  said  to  me:  Socrates,  do  you  wish  really 
to  persuade  us,  or  only  to  seern  to  have  persuad 
ed  us,  that  to  be  just  is  always  better  than  to  be 
unjust? 

I  should  wish  really  to  persuade  you,  I  re 
plied,  if  I  could. 

Then  you  certainly  have  not  succeeded.  Let 
me  ask  you  now: — How  would  you  arrange 
goods — are  there  not  some  which  we  welcome 
for  their  own  sakes,  and  independently  of  their 
consequences,  as,  for  example,  harmless  pleas 
ures  and  enjoyments,  which  delight  us  at  the 
time,  although  nothing  follows  from  them  ? 

I  agree  in  thinking  that  there  is  such  a  class, 
I  replied. 

Is  there  not  also  a  second  class  of  goods,  such 
as  knowledge,  sight,  health,  which  are  de 
sirable  not  only  in  themselves,  but  also  for  their 
results? 

Certainly,  I  said. 

And  would  you  not  recognize  a  third  class, 
such  as  gymnastic,  and  the  care  of  the  sick,  and 
the  physician's  art;  also  the  various  ways  of 
money-making — these  do  us  good  but  we  re 
gard  them  as  disagreeable;  and  no  one  would 
choose  them  for  their  own  sakes,  but  only  for 
the  sake  of  some  reward  or  result  which  flows 
from  them? 

There  is,  I  said,  this  third  class  also.  But  why 
do  you  ask? 

Because  I  want  to  know  in  which  of  the 
three  classes  you  would  place  justice? 

[358]  *n  tne  highest  class,  I  replied — among 
those  goods  which  he  who  would  be  happy  de 
sires  both  for  their  own  sake  and  for  the  sake 
of  their  results. 

Then  the  many  are  of  another  mind;  they 
think  that  justice  is  to  be  reckoned  in  the 
troublesome  class,  among  goods  which  are  to 
be  pursued  for  the  sake  of  rewards  and  of  repu- 
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tation,  but  in  themselves  are  disagreeable  and 
rather  to  be  avoided. 

I  know,  I  said,  that  this  is  their  manner  of 
thinking,  and  that  this  was  the  thesis  which 
Thrasymachus  was  maintaining  just  now, 
when  he  censured  justice  and  praised  injustice. 
But  I  am  too  stupid  to  be  convinced  by  him. 

I  wish,  he  said,  that  you  would  hear  me  as 
well  as  him,  and  then  I  shall  see  whether  you 
and  I  agree.  For  Thrasymachus  seems  to  me, 
like  a  snake,  to  have  been  charmed  by  your 
voice  sooner  than  he  ought  to  have  been;  but 
to  my  mind  the  nature  of  justice  and  injustice 
have  not  yet  been  made  clear.  Setting  aside 
their  rewards  and  results,  I  want  to  know 
what  they  are  in  themselves,  and  how  they  in 
wardly  work  in  the  soul.  If  you  please,  then, 
I  will  revive  the  argument  of  Thrasymachus. 
And  first  I  will  speak  of  the  nature  and  origin 
of  justice  according  to  the  common  view  of 
them.  Secondly,  I  will  show  that  all  men  who 
practise  justice  do  so  against  their  will,  of  neces 
sity,  but  not  as  a  good.  And  thirdly,  I  will 
argue  that  there  is  reason  in  this  view,  for  the 
life  of  the  unjust  is  after  all  better  far  than 
the  life  of  the  just — if  what  they  say  is  true, 
Socrates,  since  I  myself  am  not  of  their  opin 
ion.  But  still  I  acknowledge  that  lam  perplexed 
when  I  hear  the  voices  of  Thrasymachus  and 
myriads  of  others  dinning  in  my  ears;  and,  on 
the  other  hand,  I  have  never  yet  heard  the 
superiority  of  justice  to  injustice  maintained 
by  any  one  in  a  satisfactory  way.  I  want  to  hear 
justice  praised  in  respect  of  itself;  then  I  shall 
be  satisfied,  and  you  are  the  person  from  whom 
I  think  that  I  am  most  likely  to  hear  this;  and 
therefore  I  will  praise  the  unjust  life  to  the  ut 
most  of  my  power,  and  my  manner  of  speak 
ing  will  indicate  the  manner  in  which  I  de 
sire  to  hear  you  too  praising  justice  and  cen 
suring  injustice.  Will  you  say  whether  you  ap 
prove  of  my  proposal  ? 

Indeed  I  do;  nor  can  I  imagine  any  theme 
about  which  a  man  of  sense  would  oftener 
wish  to  converse. 

I  am  delighted,  he  replied,  to  hear  you  say 
so,  and  shall  begin  by  speaking,  as  I  proposed, 
of  the  nature  and  origin  of  justice. 

They  say  that  to  do  injustice  is,  by  nature, 
good;  to  suffer  injustice,  evil;  but  that  the  evil 
is  greater  than  the  good.  And  so  when  men 
have  both  done  and  suffered  injustice  and  have 
had  experience  [359]  of  both,  not  being  able 
to  avoid  the  one  and  obtain  the  other,  they 
think  that  they  had  better  agree  among  them 
selves  to  have  neither;  hence  there  arise  laws 


and  mutual  covenants;  and  that  which  is  or 
dained  by  law  is  termed  by  them  lawful  and 
just.  This  they  affirm  to  be  the  origin  and  na 
ture  of  justice — it  is  a  mean  or  compromise, 
between  the  best  of  all,  which  is  to  do  injustice 
and  not  be  punished,  and  the  worst  of  all, 
which  is  to  suffer  injustice  without  the  power 
of  retaliation;  and  justice,  being  at  a  middle 
point  between  the  two,  is  tolerated  not  as  a 
good,  but  as  the  lesser  evil,  and  honoured  by 
reason  of  the  inability  of  men  to  do  injustice. 
For  no  man  who  is  worthy  to  be  called  a  man 
would  ever  submit  to  such  an  agreement  if  he 
were  able  to  resist;  he  would  be  mad  if  he  did. 
Such  is  the  received  account,  Socrates,  of  the 
nature  and  origin  of  justice. 

Now  that  those  who  practise  justice  do  so 
involuntarily  and  because  they  have  not  the 
power  to  be  unjust  will  best  appear  if  we  imag 
ine  something  of  this  kind:  having  given  both 
to  the  just  and  the  unjust  power  to  do  what 
they  will,  let  us  watch  and  see  whither  desire 
will  lead  them;  then  we  shall  discover  in  the 
very  act  the  just  and  unjust  man  to  be  proceed 
ing  along  the  same  road,  following  their  in 
terest,  which  all  natures  deem  to  be  their  good, 
and  are  only  diverted  into  the  path  of  justice 
by  the  force  of  law.  The  liberty  which  we  are 
supposing  may  be  most  completely  given  to 
them  in  the  form  of  such  a  power  as  is  said  to 
have  been  possessed  by  Gyges  the  ancestor  of 
Croesus  the  Lydian.  According  to  the  tradi 
tion,  Gyges  was  a  shepherd  in  the  service  of 
the  king  of  Lydia;  there  was  a  great  storm,  and 
an  earthquake  made  an  opening  in  the  earth 
at  the  place  where  he  was  feeding  his  flock. 
Amazed  at  the  sight,  he  descended  into  the 
opening,  where,  among  other  marvels,  he  be 
held  a  hollow  brazen  horse,  having  doors,  at 
which  he  stooping  and  looking  in  saw  a  dead 
body  of  stature,  as  appeared  to  him,  more  than 
human,  and  having  nothing  on  but  a  gold 
ring;  this  he  took  from  the  finger  of  the  dead 
and  reascended.  Now  the  shepherds  met  to 
gether,  according  to  custom,  that  they  might 
send  their  monthly  report  about  the  flocks  to 
the  king;  into  their  assembly  he  came  having 
the  ring  on  his  finger,  and  as  he  was  sitting 
among  them  he  chanced  to  turn  the  collet  of 
the  ring  inside  his  hand,  when  instantly  he 
became  invisible  to  the  rest  of  the  company 
and  they  began  to  speak  of  him  as  if  he  were 
no  longer  present.  [360]  He  was  astonished  at 
this,  and  again  touching  the  ring  he  turned 
the  collet  outwards  and  reappeared;  he  made 
several  trials  of  the  ring,  and  always  with  the 
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same  result — when  he  turned  the  collet  in 
wards  he  hecame  invisible,  when  outwards  he 
reappeared.  Whereupon  he  contrived  to  be 
chosen  one  of  the  messengers  who  were  sent  to 
the  court;  where  as  soon  as  he  arrived  he  se 
duced  the  queen,  and  with  her  help  conspired 
against  the  king  and  slew  him,  and  took  the 
kingdom.  Suppose  now  that  there  were  two 
such  magic  rings,  and  the  just  put  on  one  o£ 
them  and  the  unjust  the  other;  no  man  can  be 
imagined  to  be  of  such  an  iron  nature  that  he 
would  stand  fast  in  justice.  No  man  would 
keep  his  hands  off  what  was  not  his  own  when 
he  could  safely  take  what  he  liked  out  of  the 
market,  or  go  into  houses  and  lie  with  any  one 
at  his  pleasure,  or  kill  or  release  from  prison 
whom  he  would,  and  in  all  respects  be  like  a 
God  among  men.  Then  the  actions  of  the  just 
would  be  as  the  actions  of  the  unjust;  they 
would  both  come  at  last  to  the  same  point.  And 
this  we  may  truly  affirm  to  be  a  great  proof  that 
a  man  is  just,  not  willingly  or  because  he  thinks 
that  justice  is  any  good  to  him  individually, 
but  of  necessity,  for  wherever  any  one  thinks 
that  he  can  safely  be  unjust,  there  he  is  unjust. 
For  all  men  believe  in  their  hearts  that  injustice 
is  far  more  profitable  to  the  individual  than 
justice,  and  he  who  argues  as  I  have  been  sup 
posing,  will  say  that  they  are  right.  If  you  could 
imagine  any  one  obtaining  this  power  of  be 
coming  invisible,  and  never  doing  any  wrong 
or  touching  what  was  another's,  he  would  be 
thought  by  the  lookers-on  to  be  a  most  wretch 
ed  idiot,  although  they  would  praise  him  to 
one  another's  faces,  and  keep  up  appearances 
with  one  another  from  a  fear  that  they  too 
might  suffer  injustice.  Enough  of  this. 

Now,  if  we  are  to  form  a  real  judgment  of 
the  life  of  the  just  and  unjust,  we  must  isolate 
them;  there  is  no  other  way;  and  how  is  the 
isolation  to  be  effected?  I  answer:  Let  the  un 
just  man  be  entirely  unjust,  and  the  just  man 
entirely  just;  nothing  is  to  be  taken  away  from 
either  of  them,  and  both  are  to  be  perfectly 
furnished  for  the  work  of  their  respective  lives. 
First,  let  the  unjust  be  like  other  distinguished 
masters  of  craft;  like  the  skilful  pilot  or  physi 
cian,  who  knows  intuitively  his  own  powers 
and  keeps  within  their  limits,  [361]  and  who, 
if  he  f ails  at  any  point,  is  able  to  recover  him 
self.  So  let  the  unjust  make  his  unjust  attempts 
in  the  right  way,  and  lie  hidden  if  he  means  to 
be  great  in  his  injustice  (he  who  is  found  out 
is  nobody) :  for  the  highest  reach  of  injustice  is, 
to  be  deemed  just  when  you  are  not.  Therefore 
I  say  that  in  the  perfectly  unjust  man  we  must 


assume  the  most  perfect  injustice;  there  is  to 
be  no  deduction,  but  we  must  allow  him,  while 
doing  the  most  unjust  acts,  to  have  acquired 
the  greatest  reputation  for  justice.  If  he  have 
taken  a  false  step  he  must  be  able  to  recover 
himself;  he  must  be  one  who  can  speak  with 
effect,  if  any  of  his  deeds  come  to  light,  and 
who  can  force  his  way  where  force  is  required 
by  his  courage  and  strength,  and  command  of 
money  and  friends.  And  at  his  side  let  us  place 
the  just  man  in  his  nobleness  and  simplicity, 
wishing,  as  Aeschylus  says,  to  be  and  not  to 
seem  good.  There  must  be  no  seeming,  for  if 
he  seem  to  be  just  he  will  be  honoured  and  re 
warded,  and  then  we  shall  not  know  whether 
he  is  just  for  the  sake  of  justice  or  for  the  sake 
of  honours  and  rewards;  therefore,  let  him  be 
clothed  in  justice  only,  and  have  no  other  cov 
ering;  and  he  must  be  imagined  in  a  state  of 
life  the  opposite  of  the  former.  Let  him  be  the 
best  of  men,  and  let  him  be  thought  the  worst; 
then  he  will  have  been  put  to  the  proof;  and 
we  shall  see  whether  he  will  be  affected  by  the 
fear  of  infamy  and  its  consequences.  And  let 
him  continue  thus  to  the  hour  of  death;  being 
just  and  seeming  to  be  unjust.  When  both  have 
reached  the  uttermost  extreme,  the  one  of  jus 
tice  and  the  other  of  injustice,  let  judgment  be 
given  which  of  them  is  the  happier  of  the  two. 

Heavens  I  my  dear  Glaucon,  I  said,  how  en 
ergetically  you  polish  them  up  for  the  decision, 
first  one  and  then  the  other,  as  if  they  were 
two  statues. 

I  do  my  best,  he  said.  And  now  that  we  know 
what  they  are  like  there  is  no  difficulty  in  trac 
ing  out  the  sort  of  life  which  awaits  either  of 
them.  This  I  will  proceed  to  describe;  but  as 
you  may  think  the  description  a  little  too  coarse, 
I  ask  you  to  suppose,  Socrates,  that  the  words 
which  follow  are  not  mine.  Let  me  put  them 
into  the  mouths  of  the  eulogists  of  injustice: 
They  will  tell  you  that  the  just  man  who  is 
thought  unjust  will  be  scourged, racked, bound 
— will  have  his  eyes  burnt  out;  and,  at  last, 
after  suffering  every  kind  of  evil,  he  will  be 
impaled:  Then  he  will  understand  that  he 
ought  to  seem  only,  [362]  and  not  to  be,  just; 
the  words  of  Aeschylus  may  be  more  truly 
spoken  of  the  unjust  than  of  the  just.  For  the 
unjust  is  pursuing  a  reality;  he  does  not  live 
with  a  view  to  appearances — he  wants  to  be 
really  unjust  and  not  to  seem  only: 

His  mind  has  a  soil  deep  and  fertile, 
Out  of  which  spring  his  prudent  counsels. 

In  the  first  place,  he  is  thought  just,  and  there- 
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fore  bears  rule  in  the  city;  he  can  marry  whom 
he  will,  and  give  in  marriage  to  whom  he  will; 
also  he  can  trade  and  deal  where  he  likes,  and 
always  to  his  own  advantage,  because  he  has 
no  misgivings  about  injustice;  and  at  every 
contest,  whether  in  public  or  private,  he  gets 
the  better  of  his  antagonists,  and  gains  at  their 
expense,  and  is  rich,  and  out  of  his  gains  he 
can  benefit  his  friends,  and  harm  his  enemies; 
moreover,  he  can  offer  sacrifices,  and  dedicate 
gifts  to  the  gods  abundantly  and  magnificently, 
and  can  honour  the  gods  or  any  man  whom  he 
wants  to  honour  in  a  far  better  style  than  the 
just,  and  therefore  he  is  likely  to  be  dearer 
than  they  are  to  the  gods.  And  thus,  Socrates, 
gods  and  men  are  said  to  unite  in  making  the 
life  of  the  unjust  better  than  the  life  of  the  just. 
I  was  going  to  say  something  in  answer  to 
Glaucon,  when  Adeimantus,  his  brother,  in 
terposed:  Socrates,  he  said,  you  do  not  suppose 
that  there  is  nothing  more  to  be  urged  ? 
Why,  what  else  is  there?  I  answered. 
The  strongest  point  of  all  has  not  been  even 
mentioned,  he  replied. 

Well,  then,  according  to  the  proverb,  "Let 
brother  help  brother" — if  he  fails  in  any  part 
do  you  assist  him;  although  I  must  confess  that 
Glaucon  has  already  said  quite  enough  to  lay 
me  in  the  dust,  and  take  from  me  the  power 
of  helping  justice. 

Nonsense,  he  replied.  But  let  me  add  some 
thing  more:  There  is  another  side  to  Glaucon's 
argument  about  the  praise  and  censure  of  jus 
tice  and  injustice,  which  is  equally  required  in 
order  to  bring  out  what  I  believe  to  be  his 
meaning.  Parents  and  tutors  are  always  telling 
their  sons  and  their  wards  that  they  are  to  be 
just;  [363]  but  why?  not  for  the  sake  of  jus 
tice,  but  for  the  sake  of  character  and  reputa 
tion;  in  the  hope  of  obtaining  for  him  who  is 
reputed  just  some  of  those  offices,  marriages, 
and  the  like  which  Glaucon  has  enumerated 
among  the  advantages  accruing  to  the  unjust 
from  the  reputation  of  justice.  More,  however, 
is  made  of  appearances  by  this  class  of  persons 
than  by  the  others;  for  they  throw  in  the  good 
opinion  of  the  gods,  and  will  tell  you  of  a 
shower  of  benefits  which  the  heavens,  as  they 
say,  rain  upon  the  pious;  and  this  accords 
with  the  testimony  of  the  noble  Hesiod  and 
Homer,  the  first  of  whom  says,  that  the  gods 
make  the  oaks  of  the  just — 

To  bear  acorns  at  their  summit,  and  bees  in  the 

middle; 
And  the  sheep  are  bowed  down  with  the  weight 

of  their  fleeces, 


and  many  other  blessings  of  a  like  kind  are 
provided  for  them.  And  Homer  has  a  very 
similar  strain;  for  he  speaks  of  one  whose  fame 
is — 

As  the  fame  of  some  blameless  \ing  who,  li\e  a 

g°d> 
Maintains  justice;  to  whom  the  blac\  earth  brings 

forth 
Wheat  and  barley,  whose  trees  are  bowed  with 

fruit, 
And  his  sheep  never  fail  to  bear,  and  the  sea  gives 

him  fish. 

Still  grander  are  the  gifts  of  heaven  which 
Musaeus  and  his  son1  vouchsafe  to  the  just; 
they  take  them  down  into  the  world  below, 
where  they  have  the  saints  lying  on  couches  at 
a  feast,  everlastingly  drunk,  crowned  with 
garlands;  their  idea  seems  to  be  that  an  im 
mortality  of  drunkenness  is  the  highest  meed 
of  virtue.  Some  extend  their  rewards  yet  fur 
ther;  the  posterity,  as  they  say,  of  the  faithful 
and  just  shall  survive  to  the  third  and  fourth 
generation.  This  is  the  style  in  which  they 
praise  justice.  But  about  the  wicked  there  is 
another  strain;  they  bury  them  in  a  slough  in 
Hades,  and  make  them  carry  water  in  a  sieve; 
also  while  they  are  yet  living  they  bring  them 
to  infamy,  and  inflict  upon  them  the  punish 
ments  which  Glaucon  described  as  the  portion 
of  the  just  who  are  reputed  to  be  unjust;  noth 
ing  else  does  their  invention  supply.  Such  is 
their  manner  of  praising  the  one  and  censur 
ing  the  other. 

Once  more,  Socrates,  I  will  ask  you  to  con 
sider  another  way  of  speaking  about  justice 
and  injustice,  which  is  not  confined  to  the 
poets,  [364]  but  is  found  in  prose  writers.  The 
universal  voice  of  mankind  is  always  declar 
ing  that  justice  and  virtue  are  honourable,  but 
grievous  and  toilsome;  and  that  the  pleasures 
of  vice  and  injustice  are  easy  of  attainment,  and 
are  only  censured  by  law  and  opinion.  They 
say  also  that  honesty  is  for  the  most  part  less 
profitable  than  dishonesty;  and  they  are  quite 
ready  to  call  wicked  men  happy,  and  to  hon 
our  them  both  in  public  and  private  when  they 
are  rich  or  in  any  other  way  influential,  while 
they  despise  and  overlook  those  who  may  be 
weak  and  poor,  even  though  acknowledging 
them  to  be  better  than  the  others.  But  most 
extraordinary  of  all  is  their  mode  of  speaking 
about  virtue  and  the  gods:  they  say  that  the 
gods  apportion  calamity  and  misery  to  many 
good  men,  and  good  and  happiness  to  the 
wicked.  And  mendicant  prophets  go  to  rich 
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men's  doors  and  persuade  them  that  they  have 
a  power  committed  to  them  by  the  gods  of 
making  an  atonement  for  a  man's  own  or  his 
ancestor's  sins  by  sacrifices  or  charms,  with  re 
joicings  and  feasts;  and  they  promise  to  harm 
an  enemy,  whether  just  or  unjust,  at  a  small 
cost;  with  magic  arts  and  incantations  binding 
heaven,  as  they  say,  to  execute  their  will.  And 
the  poets  are  the  authorities  to  whom  they  ap 
peal,  now  smoothing  the  path  of  vice  with  the 
words  of  Hesiod: 

Vice  may  be  had  in  abundance  without  trouble; 
the  way  is  smooth  and  her  dwelling-place  is  near. 
But  before  virtue  the  gods  have  set  toil, 

and  a  tedious  and  uphill  road:  then  citing  Ho 
mer  as  a  witness  that  the  gods  may  be  influ 
enced  by  men;  for  he  also  says: — 

The  gods,  toof  may  be  turned  from  their  pur 
pose;  and  men  pray  to  them  and  avert  their  wrath 
by  sacrifices  and  soothing  entreaties,  and  by  liba 
tions  and  the  odour  of  jot,  when  they  have  sinned 
and  transgressed. 

And  they  produce  a  host  of  books  written  by 
Musaeus  and  Orpheus,  who  were  children  of 
the  Moon  and  the  Muses — that  is  what  they 
say — according  to  which  they  perform  their 
ritual,  and  persuade  not  only  individuals,  but 
whole  cities,  that  expiations  and  atonements  for 
sin  may  be  made  by  sacrifices  and  amusements 
which  fill  a  vacant  hour,  and  are  equally  at  the 
service  of  the  living  and  the  dead;  [365]  the 
latter  sort  they  call  mysteries,  and  they  redeem 
us  from  the  pains  of  hell,  but  if  we  neglect 
them  no  one  knows  what  awaits  us. 

He  proceeded:  And  now  when  the  young 
hear  all  this  said  about  virtue  and  vice,  and  the 
way  in  which  gods  and  men  regard  them,  how 
are  their  minds  likely  to  be  affected,  my  dear 
Socrates — those  of  them,  I  mean,  who  are 
quick-witted,  and,  like  bees  on  the  wing,  light 
on  every  flower,  and  from  all  that  they  hear 
are  prone  to  draw  conclusions  as  to  what  man 
ner  of  persons  they  should  be  and  in  what  way 
they  should  walk  if  they  would  make  the  best 
of  life?  Probably  the  youth  will  say  to  himself 
in  the  words  of  Pindar — 

Can  I  by  justice  or  by  crooked  ways  of  deceit 
ascend  a  loftier  tower  which  may  be  a  fortress  to 
me  all  my  days? 

For  what  men  say  is  that,  if  I  am  really  just 
and  am  not  also  thought  just,  profit  there  is 
none,  but  the  pain  and  loss  on  the  other  hand 
are  unmistakeable.  But  if,  though  unjust,  I 


acquire  the  reputation  of  justice,  a  heavenly 
life  is  promised  to  me.  Since  then,  as  philoso 
phers  prove,  appearance  tyrannizes  over  truth 
and  is  lord  of  happiness,  to  appearance  I  must 
devote  myself.  I  will  describe  around  me  a  pic 
ture  and  shadow  of  virtue  to  be  the  vestibule 
and  exterior  of  my  house;  behind  I  will  trail 
the  subtle  and  crafty  fox,  as  Archilochus,  great 
est  of  sages,  recommends.  But  I  hear  some  one 
exclaiming  that  the  concealment  of  wicked 
ness  is  often  difficult;  to  which  I  answer,  Noth 
ing  great  is  easy.  Nevertheless,  the  argument 
indicates  this,  if  we  would  be  happy,  to  be  the 
path  along  which  we  should  proceed.  With  a 
view  to  concealment  we  will  establish  secret 
brotherhoods  and  political  clubs.  And  there 
are  professors  of  rhetoric  who  teach  the  art  of 
persuading  courts  and  assemblies;  and  so,  part 
ly  by  persuasion  and  partly  by  force,  I  shall 
make  unlawful  gains  and  not  be  punished.  Still 
I  hear  a  voice  saying  that  the  gods  cannot  be 
deceived,  neither  can  they  be  compelled.  But 
what  if  there  are  no  gods?  or,  suppose  them  to 
have  no  care  of  human  things — why  in  either 
case  should  we  mind  about  concealment?  And 
even  if  there  are  gods,  and  they  do  care  about 
us,  yet  we  know  of  them  only  from  tradition 
and  the  genealogies  of  the  poets;  and  these  are 
the  very  persons  who  say  that  they  may  be  in 
fluenced  and  turned  by  "sacrifices  and  soothing 
entreaties  and  by  offerings."  Let  us  be  consist 
ent  then,  and  believe  both  or  neither.  If  the 
poets  speak  truly,  [366]  why  then  we  had  bet 
ter  be  unjust,  and  offer  of  the  fruits  of  injustice; 
for  if  we  are  just,  although  we  may  escape  the 
vengeance  of  heaven,  we  shall  lose  the  gains  of 
injustice;  but,  if  we  are  unjust,  we  shall  keep 
the  gains,  and  by  our  sinning  and  praying,  and 
praying  and  sinning,  the  gods  will  be  propiti 
ated,  and  we  shall  not  be  punished.  "But  there 
is  a  world  below  in  which  either  we  or  our  pos 
terity  will  suffer  for  our  unjust  deeds."  Yes,  my 
friend,  will  be  the  reflection,  but  there  are  mys 
teries  and  atoning  deities,  and  these  have  great 
power.  That  is  what  mighty  cities  declare; 
and  the  children  of  the  gods,  who  were  their 
poets  and  prophets,  bear  a  like  testimony. 

On  what  principle,  then,  shall  we  any  longer 
choose  justice  rather  than  the  worst  injustice? 
when,  if  we  only  unite  the  latter  with  a  deceit 
ful  regard  to  appearances,  we  shall  fare  to  our 
mind  both  with  gods  and  men,  in  life  and  after 
death,  as  the  most  numerous  and  the  highest 
authorities  tell  us.  Knowing  all  this,  Socrates, 
how  can  a  man  who  has  any  superiority  of 
mind  or  person  or  rank  or  wealth,  be  willing 
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to  honour  justice;  or  indeed  to  refrain  from 
laughing  when  he  hears  justice  praised?  And 
even  if  there  should  be  some  one  who  is  able 
to  disprove  the  truth  of  my  words,  and  who  is 
satisfied  that  justice  is  best,  still  he  is  not  angry 
with  the  unjust,  but  is  very  ready  to  forgive 
them,  because  he  also  knows  that  men  are  not 
just  of  their  own  free  will;  unless,  perad ven 
ture,  there  be  some  one  whom  the  divinity 
within  him  may  have  inspired  with  a  hatred 
of  injustice,  or  who  has  attained  knowledge  of 
the  truth — but  no  other  man.  He  only  blames 
injustice  who,  owing  to  cowardice  or  age  or 
some  weakness,  has  not  the  power  of  being  un 
just.  And  this  is  proved  by  the  fact  that  when 
he  obtains  the  power,  he  immediately  becomes 
unjust  as  far  as  he  can  be. 

The  cause  of  all  this,  Socrates,  was  indicated 
by  us  at  the  beginning  of  the  argument,  when 
my  brother  and  I  told  you  how  astonished  we 
were  to  find  that  of  all  the  professing  panegyr 
ists  of  justice — beginning  with  the  ancient  he 
roes  of  whom  any  memorial  has  been  pre 
served  to  us,  and  ending  with  the  men  of  our 
own  time — no  one  "has  ever  blamed  injustice 
or  praised  justice  except  with  a  view  to  the 
glories,  honours,  and  benefits  which  flow  from 
them.  No  one  has  ever  adequately  described 
either  in  verse  or  prose  the  true  essential  na 
ture  of  either  of  them  abiding  in  the  soul,  and 
invisible  to  any  human  or  divine  eye;  or  shown 
that  of  all  the  things  of  a  man's  soul  which  he 
has  within  him,  justice  is  the  greatest  good, 
[367]  and  injustice  the  greatest  evil.  Had  this 
been  the  universal  strain,  had  you  sought  to 
persuade  us  of  this  from  our  youth  upwards, 
we  should  not  have  been  on  the  watch  to  keep 
one  another  from  doing  wrong,  but  every  one 
would  have  been  his  own  watchman,  because 
afraid,  if  he  did  wrong,  of  harbouring  in  him 
self  the  greatest  of  evils.  I  dare  say  that  Thrasy- 
machus  and  others  would  seriously  hold  the 
language  which  I  have  been  merely  repeating, 
and  words  even  stronger  than  these  about  jus 
tice  and  injustice,  grossly,  as  I  conceive,  pervert 
ing  their  true  nature.  But  I  speak  in  this  vehe 
ment  manner,  as  I  must  frankly  confess  to  you, 
because  I  want  to  hear  from  you  the  opposite 
side;  and  I  would  ask  you  to  show  not  only  the 
superiority  which  justice  has  over  injustice,  but 
what  effect  they  have  on  the  possessor  of  them 
which  makes  the  one  to  be  a  good  and  the  other 
an  evil  to  him.  And  please,  as  Glaucon  request 
ed  of  you,  to  exclude  reputations;  for  unless 
you  take  away  from  each  of  them  his  true  repu 
tation  and  add  on  the  false,  we  shall  say  that 


you  do  not  praise  justice,  but  the  appearance  of 
it;  we  shall  think  that  you  are  only  exhorting 
us  to  keep  injustice  dark,  and  that  you  really 
agree  with  Thrasymachus  in  thinking  that  jus 
tice  is  another's  good  and  the  interest  of  the 
stronger,  and  that  injustice  is  a  man's  own 
profit  and  interest,  though  injurious  to  the 
weaker.  Now  as  you  have  admitted  that  justice 
is  one  of  that  highest  class  of  goods  which  are 
desired  indeed  for  their  results,  but  in  a  far 
greater  degree  for  their  own  sakes — like  sight 
or  hearing  or  knowledge  or  health,  or  any  other 
real  and  natural  and  not  merely  conventional 
good — I  would  ask  you  in  your  praise  of  jus 
tice  to  regard  one  point  only:  I  mean  the  es 
sential  good  and  evil  which  justice  and  injus 
tice  work  in  the  possessors  of  them.  Let  others 
praise  justice  and  censure  injustice,  magnify 
ing  the  rewards  and  honours  of  the  one  and 
abusing  the  other;  that  is  a  manner  of  arguing 
which,  coming  from  them,  I  am  ready  to  toler 
ate,  but  from  you  who  have  spent  your  whole 
life  in  the  consideration  of  this  question,  unless 
I  hear  the  contrary  from  your  own  lips,  I  ex 
pect  something  better.  And  therefore,  I  say,  not 
only  prove  to  us  that  justice  is  better  than  in 
justice,  but  show  what  they  either  of  them  do 
to  the  possessor  of  them,  which  makes  the  one 
to  be  a  good  and  the  other  an  evil,  whether  seen 
or  unseen  by  gods  and  men. 

I  had  always  admired  the  genius  of  Glaucon 
and  Adeimantus,  but  on  hearing  these  words 
I  was  quite  delighted,  and  said:  Sons  of  an 
illustrious  father,  [368]  that  was  not  a  bad  be 
ginning  of  the  Elegiac  verses  which  the  admir 
er  of  Glaucon  made  in  honour  of  you  after  you 
had  distinguished  yourselves  at  the  battle  of 
Megara: 

Sons  of  Ariston,  divine  offspring  of  an  illustrious 
hero. 

The  epithet  is  very  appropriate,  for  there  is 
something  truly  divine  in  being  able  to  argue 
as  you  have  done  for  the  superiority  of  injus 
tice,  and  remaining  unconvinced  by  your  own 
arguments.  And  I  do  believe  that  you  are  not 
convinced — this  I  infer  from  your  general  char 
acter,  for  had  I  judged  only  from  your  speeches 
I  should  have  mistrusted  you.  But  now,  the 
greater  my  confidence  in  you,  the  greater  is  my 
difficulty  in  knowing  what  to  say.  For  I  am  in 
a  strait  between  two;  on  the  one  hand  I  feel 
that  I  am  unequal  to  the  task;  and  my  inability 
is  brought  home  to  me  by  the  fact  that  you 
were  not  satisfied  with  the  answer  which  I 
made  to  Thrasymachus,  proving,  as  I  thought, 
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the  superiority  which  justice  has  over  injustice. 
And  yet  I  cannot  refuse  to  help,  while  breath 
and  speech  remain  to  me;  I  am  afraid  that  there 
would  be  an  impiety  in  being  present  when  jus 
tice  is  evil  spoken  of  and  not  lifting  up  a  hand 
in  her  defence.  And  therefore  I  had  best  give 
such  help  as  I  can. 

Glaucon  and  the  rest  entreated  me  by  all 
means  not  to  let  the  question  drop,  but  to  pro 
ceed  in  the  investigation.  They  wanted  to  ar 
rive  at  the  truth,  first,  about  the  nature  of  jus 
tice  and  injustice,  and  secondly,  about  their 
relative  advantages.  I  told  them,  what  I  really 
thought,  that  the  enquiry  would  be  of  a  serious 
nature,  and  would  require  very  good  eyes.  See 
ing  then,  I  said,  that  we  are  no  great  wits,  I 
think  that  we  had  better  adopt  a  method  which 
I  may  illustrate  thus;  suppose  that  a  short 
sighted  person  had  been  asked  by  some  one  to 
read  small  letters  from  a  distance;  and  it  oc 
curred  to  some  one  else  that  they  might  be 
found  in  another  place  which  was  larger  and 
in  which  the  letters  were  larger — if  they  were 
the  same  and  he  could  read  the  larger  letters 
first,  and  then  proceed  to  the  lesser — this  would 
have  been  thought  a  rare  piece  of  good  fortune. 

Very  true,  said  Adeimantus;  but  how  does 
the  illustration  apply  to  our  enquiry? 

I  will  tell  you,  I  replied;  justice,  which  is  the 
subject  of  our  enquiry,  is,  as  you  know,  some 
times  spoken  of  as  the  virtue  of  an  individual, 
and  sometimes  as  the  virtue  of  a  State. 

True,  he  replied. 

And  is  not  a  State  larger  than  an  individual  ? 

It  is. 

Then  in  the  larger  the  quantity  of  justice  is 
likely  to  be  larger  and  more  easily  discernible. 
I  propose  therefore  that  we  enquire  into  the 
nature  of  justice  and  injustice,  first  as  they  ap 
pear  in  the  State,  [369]  and  secondly  in  the  in 
dividual,  proceeding  from  the  greater  to  the 
lesser  and  comparing  them. 

That,  he  said,  is  an  excellent  proposal. 

And  if  we  imagine  the  State  in  process  of 
creation,  we  shall  see  the  justice  and  injustice 
of  the  State  in  process  of  creation  also. 

I  dare  say. 

When  the  State  is  completed  there  may  be  a 
hope  that  the  object  of  our  search  will  be  more 
easily  discovered. 

Yes,  "far  more  easily. 

But  ought  we  to  attempt  to  construct  one?  I 
said;  for  to  do  so,  as  I  am  inclined  to  think,  will 
be  a  very  serious  task.  Reflect  therefore. 

I  have  reflected,  said  Adeimantus,  and  am 
anxious  that  you  should  proceed. 


A  State,  I  said,  arises,  as  I  conceive,  out  of 
the  needs  of  mankind;  no  one  is  self-sufficing, 
but  all  of  us  have  many  wants.  Can  any  other 
origin  of  a  State  be  imagined? 

There  can  be  no  other. 

Then,  as  we  have  many  wants,  and  many 
persons  are  needed  to  supply  them,  one  takes 
a  helper  for  one  purpose  and  another  for  an 
other;  and  when  these  partners  and  helpers  are 
gathered  together  in  one  habitation  the  body 
of  inhabitants  is  termed  a  State. 

True,  he  said. 

And  they  exchange  with  one  another,  and 
one  gives,  and  another  receives,  under  the  idea 
that  the  exchange  will  be  for  their  good. 

Very  true. 

Then,  I  said,  let  us  begin  and  create  in  idea  a 
State;  and  yet  the  true  creator  is  necessity,  who 
is  the  mother  of  our  invention. 

Of  course,  he  replied. 

Now  the  first  and  greatest  of  necessities  is 
food,  which  is  the  condition  of  life  and  exist 
ence. 

Certainly. 

The  second  is  a  dwelling,  and  the  third 
clothing  and  the  like. 

True. 

And  now  let  us  see  how  our  city  will  be  able 
to  supply  this  great  demand:  We  may  suppose 
that  one  man  is  a  husbandman,  another  a  build 
er,  some  one  else  a  weaver — shall  we  add  to 
them  a  shoemaker,  or  perhaps  some  other  pur 
veyor  to  our  bodily  wants? 

Quite  right. 

The  barest  notion  of  a  State  must  include 
four  or  five  men. 

Clearly. 

And  how  will  they  proceed?  Will  each  bring 
the  result  of  his  labours  into  a  common  stock? 
— the  individual  husbandman,  for  example, 
producing  for  four,  and  labouring  four  times 
as  long  and  as  much  as  he  need  in  the  provision 
of  food  with  which  he  supplies  others  as  well 
as  himself;  or  will  he  have  nothing  to  do  with 
others  and  not  be  at  the  trouble  of  producing 
for  them,  but  provide  for  himself  alone  a  fourth 
of  the  food  in  a  fourth  of  the  time,  i^jo]  and 
in  the  remaining  three-fourths  of  his  time  be 
employed  in  making  a  house  or  a  coat  or  a 
pair  of  shoes,  having  no  partnership  with 
others,  but  supplying  himself  all  his  own 
wants? 

Adeimantus  thought  that  he  should  aim  at 
producing  food  only  and  not  at  producing 
everything. 

Probably,  I  replied,  that  would  be  the  better 
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way;  and  when  I  hear  you  say  this,  I  am  myself 
reminded  that  we  are  not  all  alike;  there  are 
diversities  of  natures  among  us  which  are 
adapted  to  different  occupations. 

Very  true. 

And  will  you  have  a  work  better  done  when 
the  workman  has  many  occupations,  or  when 
he  has  only  one? 

When  he  has  only  one? 

Further,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  a  work 
is  spoilt  when  not  done  at  the  right  time? 

No  doubt. 

For  business  is  not  disposed  to  wait  until  the 
doer  of  the  business  is  at  leisure;  but  the  doer 
must  follow  up  what  he  is  doing,  and  make 
the  business  his  first  object. 

He  must. 

And  if  so,  we  must  infer  that  all  things  are 
produced  more  plentifully  and  easily  and  of  a 
better  quality  when  one  man  does  one  thing 
which  is  natural  to  him  and  does  it  at  the  right 
time,  and  leaves  other  things. 

Undoubtedly. 

Then  more  than  four  citizens  will  be  re 
quired;  for  the  husbandman  will  not  make 
his  own  plough  or  mattock,  or  other  imple 
ments  of  agriculture,  if  they  are  to  be  good  for 
anything.  Neither  will  the  builder  make  his 
tools — and  he  too  needs  many;  and  in  like 
manner  the  weaver  and  shoemaker. 

True. 

Then  carpenters,  and  smiths,  and  many 
other  artisans,  will  be  sharers  in  our  little  State, 
which  is  already  beginning  to  grow? 

True. 

Yet  even  if  we  add  neatherds,  shepherds,  and 
other  herdsmen,  in  order  that  our  husbandmen 
may  have  oxen  to  plough  with,  and  builders  as 
well  as  husbandmen  may  have  draught  cattle, 
and  curriers  and  weavers  fleeces  and  hides — 
still  our  State  will  not  be  very  large. 

That  is  true;  yet  neither  will  it  be  a  very 
small  State  which  contains  all  these. 

Then,  again,  there  is  the  situation  of  the 
city — to  find  a  place  where  nothing  need  be 
imported  is  wellnigh  impossible. 

Impossible. 

Then  there  must  be  another  class  of  citizens 
who  will  bring  the  required  supply  from  an 
other  city? 

There  must. 

/J7/7  But  if  the  trader  goes  empty-handed, 
having  nothing  which  they  require  who  would 
supply  his  need,  he  will  come  back  empty- 
handed. 

That  is  certain. 


And  therefore  what  they  produce  at  home 
must  be  not  only  enough  for  themselves,  but 
such  both  in  quantity  and  quality  as  to  accom 
modate  those  from  whom  their  wants  are  sup 
plied. 

Very  true. 

Then  more  husbandmen  and  more  artisans 
will  be  required? 

They  will. 

Not  to  mention  the  importers  and  exporters, 
who  are  called  merchants? 

Yes. 

Then  we  shall  want  merchants? 

We  shall. 

And  if  merchandise  is  to  be  carried  over  the 
sea,  skilful  sailors  will  also  be  needed,  and  in 
considerable  numbers? 

Yes,  in  considerable  numbers. 

Then,  again,  within  the  city,  how  will  they 
exchange  their  productions?  To  secure  such  an 
exchange  was,  as  you  will  remember,  one  of 
our  principal  objects  when  we  formed  them 
into  a  society  and  constituted  a  State. 

Clearly  they  will  buy  and  sell. 

Then  they  will  need  a  market-place,  and  a 
money-token  for  purposes  of  exchange. 

Certainly. 

Suppose  now  that  a  husbandman,  or  an  ar 
tisan,  brings  some  production  to  market,  and 
he  comes  at  a  time  when  there  is  no  one  to 
exchange  with  him — is  he  to  leave  his  calling 
and  sit  idle  in  the  market-place? 

Not  at  all;  he  will  find  people  there  who, 
seeing  the  want,  undertake  the  office  of  sales 
men.  In  well-ordered  states  they  are  commonly 
those  who  are  the  weakest  in  bodily  strength, 
and  therefore  of  little  use  for  any  other  pur 
pose;  their  duty  is  to  be  in  the  market,  and  to 
give  money  in  exchange  for  goods  to  those  who 
desire  to  sell  and  to  take  money  from  those  who 
desire  to  buy. 

This  want,  then,  creates  a  class  of  retail- 
traders  in  our  State.  Is  not  "retailer"  the  term 
which  is  applied  to  those  who  sit  in  the  market 
place  engaged  in  buying  and  selling,  while 
those  who  wander  from  one  city  to  another 
are  called  merchants? 

Yes,  he  said. 

And  there  is  another  class  of  servants,  who 
are  intellectually  hardly  on  the  level  of  com 
panionship;  still  they  have  plenty  of  bodily 
strength  for  labour,  which  accordingly  they 
sell,  and  are  called,  if  I  do  not  mistake,  hire 
lings,  hire  being  the  name  which  is  given  to 
the  price  of  their  labour. 

True. 


318 


DIALOGUES  OF  PLATO 


Then  hirelings  will  help  to  make  up  our 
population? 

Yes. 

And  now,  Adeimantus,  is  our  State  matured 
and  perfected? 

I  think  so. 

Where,  then,  is  justice,  and  where  is  injus 
tice,  and  in  what  part  of  the  State  did  they 
spring  up? 

[372.]  Probably  in  the  dealings  of  these  citi 
zens  with  one  another.  I  cannot  imagine  that 
they  are  more  likely  to  be  found  any  where 
else. 

I  dare  say  that  you  are  right  in  your  sugges 
tion,  I  said;  we  had  better  think  the  matter 
out,  and  not  shrink  from  the  enquiry. 

Let  us  then  consider,  first  of  all,  what  will 
be  their  way  of  life,  now  that  we  have  thus 
established  them.  Will  they  not  produce  corn, 
and  wine,  and  clothes,  and  shoes,  and  build 
houses  for  themselves?  And  when  they  are 
housed,  they  will  work,  in  summer,  commonly, 
stripped  and  barefoot,  but  in  winter  substan 
tially  clothed  and  shod.  They  will  feed  on  barley- 
meal  and  flour  of  wheat,  baking  and  kneading 
them,  making  noble  cakes  and  loaves;  these 
they  will  serve  up  on  a  mat  of  reeds  or  on  clean 
leaves,  themselves  reclining  the  while  upon 
beds  strewn  with  yew  or  myrde.  And  they  and 
their  children  will  feast,  drinking  of  the  wine 
which  they  have  made,  wearing  garlands  on 
their  heads,  and  hymning  the  praises  of  the 
gods,  in  happy  converse  with  one  another.  And 
they  will  take  care  that  their  families  do  not 
exceed  their  means;  having  an  eye  to  poverty 
or  war. 

But,  said  Glaucon,  interposing,  you  have  not 
given  them  a  relish  to  their  meal. 

True,  I  replied,  I  had  forgotten;  of  course 
they  must  have  a  relish— salt,  and  olives,  and 
cheese,  and  they  will  boil  roots  and  herbs  such 
as  country  people  prepare;  for  a  dessert  we 
shall  give  them  figs,  and  peas,  and  beans;  and 
they  will  roast  myrtle-berries  and  acorns  at  the 
fire,  drinking  in  moderation.  And  with  such  a 
diet  they  may  be  expected  to  live  in  peace  and 
health  to  a  good  old  age,  and  bequeath  a  simi 
lar  life  to  their  children  after  them. 

Yes,  Socrates,  he  said,  and  if  you  were  pro 
viding  for  a  city  of  pigs,  how  else  would  you 
feed  the  beasts? 

But  what  would  you  have,  Glaucon?  I  re 
plied. 

Why,  he  said,  you  should  give  them  the 
ordinary  conveniences  of  life.  People  who  are 
to  be  comfortable  are  accustomed  to  lie  on 


sofas,  and  dine  off  tables,  and  they  should  have 
sauces  and  sweets  in  the  modern  style. 

Yes,  I  said,  now  I  understand:  the  question 
which  you  would  have  me  consider  is,  not  only 
how  a  State,  but  how  a  luxurious  State  is 
created;  and  possibly  there  is  no  harm  in  this, 
for  in  such  a  State  we  shall  be  more  likely  to 
see  how  justice  and  injustice  originate.  In  my 
opinion  the  true  and  healthy  constitution  of  the 
State  is  the  one  which  I  have  described.  But  if 
you  wish  also  to  see  a  State  at  fever-heat,  I  have 
no  objection.  For  I  suspect  that  many  will  not 
be  satisfied  with  the  simpler  way  of  life.  [373] 
They  will  be  for  adding  sofas,  and  tables,  and 
other  furniture;  also  dainties,  and  perfumes, 
and  incense,  and  courtesans,  and  cakes,  all 
these  not  of  one  sort  only,  but  in  every  variety; 
we  must  go  beyond  the  necessaries  of  which  I 
was  at  first  speaking,  such  as  houses,  and 
clothes,  and  shoes:  the  arts  of  the  painter  and 
the  embroiderer  will  have  to  be  set  in  motion, 
and  gold  and  ivory  and  all  sorts  of  materials 
must  be  procured. 

True,  he  said. 

Then  we  must  enlarge  our  borders;  for  the 
original  healthy  State  is  no  longer  sufficient. 
Now  will  the  city  have  to  fill  and  swell  with  a 
multitude  of  callings  which  are  not  required 
by  any  natural  want;  such  as  the  whole  tribe 
of  hunters  and  actors,  of  whom  one  large  class 
have  to  do  with  forms  and  colours;  another 
will  be  the  votaries  of  music — poets  and  their 
attendant  train  of  rhapsodists,  players,  danc 
ers,  contractors;  also  makers  of  divers  kinds  of 
articles,  including  women's  dresses.  And  we 
shall  want  more  servants.  Will  not  tutors  be 
also  in  request,  and  nurses  wet  and  dry,  tire 
women  and  barbers,  as  well  as  confectioners 
and  cooks;  and  swineherds,  too,  who  were  not 
needed  and  therefore  had  no  place  in  the  for 
mer  edition  of  our  State,  but  are  needed  now? 
They  must  not  be  forgotten:  and  there  will  be 
animals  of  many  other  kinds,  if  people  eat 
them. 

Certainly. 

And  living  in  this  way  we  shall  have  much 
greater  need  of  physicians  than  before? 

Much  greater. 

And  the  country  which  was  enough  to  sup 
port  the  original  inhabitants  will  be  too  small 
now,  and  not  enough? 

Quite  true. 

Then  a  slice  of  our  neighbours'  land  will  be 
wanted  by  us  for  pasture  and  tillage,  and  they 
will  want  a  slice  of  ours,  if,  like  ourselves,  they 
exceed  the  limit  of  necessity,  and  give  them- 
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selves  up  to  the  unlimited  accumulation  of 
wealth? 

That,  Socrates,  will  be  inevitable. 

And  so  we  shall  go  to  war,  Glaucon.  Shall 
we  not? 

Most  certainly,  he  replied. 

Then,  without  determining  as  yet  whether 
war  does  good  or  harm,  thus  much  we  may 
affirm,  that  now  we  have  discovered  war  to  be 
derived  from  causes  which  are  also  the  causes 
of  almost  all  the  evils  in  States,  private  as  well 
as  public. 

Undoubtedly. 

And  our  State  must  once  more  enlarge;  and 
this  time  the  enlargement  will  be  nothing  short 
of  a  whole  army,  [374]  which  will  have  to 
go  out  and  fight  with  the  invaders  for  ail  that 
we  have,  as  well  as  for  the  things  and  persons 
whom  we  were  describing  above. 

Why?  he  said;  are  they  not  capable  of  de 
fending  themselves? 

No,  I  said;  not  if  we  were  right  in  the  prin 
ciple  which  was  acknowledged  by  all  of  us 
when  we  were  framing  the  State:  the  principle, 
as  you  will  remember,  was  that  one  man  can 
not  practise  many  arts  with  success. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

But  is  not  war  an  art? 

Certainly. 

And  an  art  requiring  as  much  attention  as 
shoemaking? 

Quite  true. 

And  the  shoemaker  was  not  allowed  by  us 
to  be  a  husbandman,  or  a  weaver,  or  a  builder 
— in  order  that  we  might  have  our  shoes  well 
made;  but  to  him  and  to  every  other  worker 
was  assigned  one  work  for  which  he  was  by 
nature  fitted,  and  at  that  he  was  to  continue 
working  all  his  life  long  and  at  no  other;  he 
was  not  to  let  opportunities  slip,  and  then  he 
would  become  a  good  workman.  Now  nothing 
can  be  more  important  than  that  the  work  of 
a  soldier  should  be  well  done.  But  is  war  an  art 
so  easily  acquired  that  a  man  may  be  a  warrior 
who  is  also  a  husbandman,  or  shoemaker,  or 
other  artisan;  although  no  one  in  the  world 
would  be  a  good  dice  or  draught  player  who 
merely  took  up  the  game  as  a  recreation,  and 
had  not  from  his  earliest  years  devoted  himself 
to  this  and  nothing  else?  No  tools  will  make  a 
man  a  skilled  workman,  or  master  of  defence, 
nor  be  of  any  use  to  him  who  has  not  learned 
how  to  handle  them,  and  has  never  bestowed 
any  attention  upon  them.  How  then  will  he 
who  takes  up  a  shield  or  other  implement 
of  war  become  a  good  fighter  all  in  a  day, 


whether  with  heavy-armed  or  any  other  kind 
of  troops? 

Yes,  he  said,  the  tools  which  would  teach 
men  their  own  use  would  be  beyond  price. 

And  the  higher  the  duties  of  the  guardian,  I 
said,  the  more  time,  and  skill,  and  art,  and  ap 
plication  will  be  needed  by  him  ? 

No  doubt,  he  replied. 

Will  he  not  also  require  natural  aptitude  for 
his  calling? 

Certainly. 

Then  it  will  be  our  duty  to  select,  if  we  can, 
natures  which  are  fitted  for  the  task  of  guard 
ing  the  city? 

It  will. 

And  the  selection  will  be  no  easy  matter,  I 
said;  but  we  must  be  brave  and  do  our  best. 

We  must. 

[375]  Is  not  tne  noble  youth  very  like  a  well- 
bred  dog  in  respect  of  guarding  and  watching? 

What  do  you  mean  ? 

I  mean  that  both  of  them  ought  to  be  quick 
to  see,  and  swift  to  overtake  the  enemy  when 
they  see  him;  and  strong  too  if,  when  they 
have  caught  him,  they  have  to  fight  with  him. 

All  these  qualities,  he  replied,  will  certainly 
be  required  by  them. 

Well,  and  your  guardian  must  be  brave  if 
he  is  to  fight  well? 

Certainly. 

And  is  he  likely  to  be  brave  who  has  no 
spirit,  whether  horse  or  dog  or  any  other  ani 
mal?  Have  you  never  observed  how  invincible 
and  unconquerable  is  spirit  and  how  the  pres 
ence  of  it  makes  the  soul  of  any  creature  to 
be  absolutely  fearless  and  indomitable? 

I  have. 

Then  now  we  have  a  clear  notion  of  the  bod 
ily  qualities  which  are  required  in  the  guard 
ian. 

True. 

And  also  of  the  mental  ones;  his  soul  is  to 
be  full  of  spirit? 

Yes. 

But  are  not  these  spirited  natures  apt  to  be 
savage  with  one  another,  and  with  everybody 
else? 

A  difficulty  by  no  means  easy  to  overcome, 
he  replied. 

Whereas,  I  said,  they  ought  to  be  dangerous 
to  their  enemies,  and  gentle  to  their  friends;  if 
not,  they  will  destroy  themselves  without  wait 
ing  for  their  enemies  to  destroy  them. 

True,  he  said. 

What  is  to  be  done  then?  I  said;  how  shall 
we  find  a  gentle  nature  which  has  also  a  great 
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spirit,  for  the  one  is  the  contradiction  o£  the 
other? 

True. 

He  will  not  be  a  good  guardian  who  is  want 
ing  in  either  of  these  two  qualities;  and  yet 
the  combination  of  them  appears  to  be  impos 
sible;  and  hence  we  must  infer  that  to  be  a 
good  guardian  is  impossible. 

I  am  afraid  that  what  you  say  is  true,  he  re 
plied. 

Here  feeling  perplexed  I  began  to  think  over 
what  had  preceded — My  friend,  I  said,  no 
wonder  that  we  are  in  a  perplexity;  for  we 
have  lost  sight  of  the  image  which  we  had  be 
fore  us. 

What  do  you  mean  ?  he  said. 

I  mean  to  say  that  there  do  exist  natures 
gifted  with  those  opposite  qualities. 

And  where  do  you  find  them? 

Many  animals,  I  replied,  furnish  examples 
of  them;  our  friend  the  dog  is  a  very  good  one: 
you  know  that  well-bred  dogs  are  perfectly 
gentle  to  their  familiars  and  acquaintances,  and 
the  reverse  to  strangers. 

Yes,  I  know. 

Then  there  is  nothing  impossible  or  out  of 
the  order  of  nature  in  our  finding  a  guardian 
who  has  a  similar  combination  of  qualities? 

Certainly  not. 

Would  not  he  who  is  fitted  to  be  a  guardian, 
besides  the  spirited  nature,  need  to  have  the 
qualities  of  a  philosopher  ? 

I  do  not  apprehend  your  meaning. 

£376]  The  trait  of  which  I  am  speaking,  I 
replied,  may  be  also  seen  in  the  dog,  and  is 
remarkable  in  the  animal. 

What  trait? 

Why,  a  dog,  whenever  he  sees  a  stranger,  is 
angry;  when  an  acquaintance,  he  welcomes 
him,  although  the  one  has  never  done  him  any 
harm,  nor  the  other  any  good.  Did  this  never 
stride  you  as  curious? 

The  matter  never  struck  me  before;  but  I 
quite  recognise  the  truth  of  your  remark. 

And  surely  this  instinct  of  the  dog  is  very 
charming — your  dog  is  a  true  philosopher. 

Why? 

Why5  because ,  he  distinguishes  the  face  of  a 
friend  and  of  an  enemy  only  by  the  criterion  of 
knowing  and  not  knowing.  And  must  not  an 
Animal  be  a  lover  of  .learning  who  determines 
what  he  likes  and  dislikes  by  the  test  of  knowl 
edge  and  ignorance? 

Most  assuredly. 

NAnd  is  not  the  love  of  learning  the  love  of 
wisdom,  which  is  philosophy? 


They  are  the  same,  he  replied. 

And  may  we  not  say  confidently  of  man 
also,  that  he  who  is  likely  to  be  gentle  to  his 
friends  and  acquaintances,  must  by  nature  be  a 
lover  of  wisdom  and  knowledge  ? 

That  we  may  safely  affirm. 

Then  he  who  is  to  be  a  really  good  and  noble 
guardian  of  the  State  will  require  to  unite  in 
himself  philosophy  and  spirit  and  swiftness 
and  strength? 

Undoubtedly. 

Then  we  have  found  the  desired  natures; 
and  now  that  we  have  found  them,  how  are 
they  to  be  reared  and  educated  ?  Is  not  this  an 
enquiry  which  may  be  expected  to  throw  light 
on  the  greater  enquiry  which  is  our  final  end — 
How  do  justice  and  injustice  grow  up  in  States? 
for  we  do  not  want  either  to  omit  what  is  to 
the  point  or  to  draw  out  the  argument  to  an 
inconvenient  length. 

Adeimantus  thought  that  the  enquiry  would 
be  of  great  service  to  us. 

Then,  I  said,  my  dear  friend,  the  task  must 
not  be  given  up,  even  if  somewhat  long. 
,  Certainly  not. 

Come  then,  and  let  us  pass  a  leisure  hour  in 
story-telling,  and  our  story  shall  be  the  educa 
tion  of  our  heroes. 

By  all  means. 

And  what  shall  be  their  education?  Can  we 
find  a  better  than  the  traditional  sort? — and 
this  has  two  divisions,  gymnastic  for  the  body, 
and  music  for  the  soul. 

True. 

Shall  we  begin  education  with  music,  and 
go  on  to  gymnastic  afterwards? 
-   By  all  me£ns. 

And  when  you  speak  of  music,  do  you  in 
clude  literature  or  not? 

I  do. 

And  literature  may  be  either  true  or  false  ? 

Yes. 

[377]  And  the  young  should  be  trained  in 
both  kinds,  and  we  begin  with  the  false? 

I  do  not  understand  your  meaning,  he  said. 

You  know,  I  said,  that  we  begin  by  telling 
children  stories  which,  though  not  wholly  des 
titute  of  truth,  are  in  the  main  fictitious;  and 
these  stories  are  told  them  when  they  are  not 
of  an  age  to  learn  gymnastics. 

Very  true. 

That  was  my  meaning  when  I  said  that  we 
must  teach  music  before  gymnastics. 

Quite  right,  he  said. 

You  know  also  that  the  beginning  is  the 
most  important  part  of  any  work,  especially  ia 
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the  case  of  a  young  and  tender  thing;  for  that 
is  the  time  at  which  the  character  is  being 
formed  and  the  desired  impression  is  more 
readily  taken. 

Quite  true. 

And  shall  we  just  carelessly  allow  children 
to  hear  any  casual  tales  which  may  be  devised 
by  casual  persons,  and  to  receive  into  their 
minds  ideas  for  the  most  part  the  very  opposite 
of  those  which  we  should  wish  them  to  have 
when  they  are  grown  up? 

We  cannot. 

Then  the  first  thing  will  be  to  establish  a 
censorship  of  the  writers  of  fiction,  and  let  the 
censors  receive  any  tale  of  fiction  which  is 
good,  and  reject  the  bad;  and  we  will  desire 
mothers  and  nurses  to  tell  their  children  the 
authorised  ones  only.  Let  them  fashion  the 
mind  with  such  tales,  even  more  fondly  than 
they  mould  the  body  with  their  hands;  but 
most  of  those  which  are  now  in  use  must  be 
discarded. 

Of  what  tales  are  you  speaking?  he  said. 

You  may  find  a  model  of  the  lesser  in  the 
greater,  I  said;  for  they  are  necessarily  of  the 
same  type,  and  there  is  the  same  spirit  in  both 
of  them. 

Very  likely,  he  replied;  but  I  do  not  as  yet 
know  what  you  would  term  the  greater. 

Those,  I  said,  which  are  narrated  by  Homer 
and  Hesiod,  and  the  rest  of  the  poets,  who  have 
ever  been  the  great  story-tellers  of  mankind. 

But  which  stories  do  you  mean,  he  said;  and 
what  fault  do  you  find  with  them  ? 

A  fault  which  is  most  serious,  I  said;  the  fault 
of  telling  a  lie,  and,  what  is  more,  a  bad  lie. 

But  when  is  this  fault  committed? 

Whenever  an  erroneous  representation  is 
made  of  the  nature  of  gods  and  heroes — as 
when  a  painter  paints  a  portrait  not  having  the 
shadow  of  a  likeness  to  the  original. 

Yes,  he  said,  that  sort  of  thing  is  certainly 
very  blameable;  but  what  are  the  stories  which 
you  mean? 

First  of  all,  I  said,  there  was  that  greatest  of 
all  lies,  in  high  places,  which  the  poet  told  about 
Uranus,  and  which  was  a  bad  lie  too  [yj%] — I 
mean  what  Hesiod  says  that  Uranus  did,  and 
how  Cronus  retaliated  on  him.  The  doings  of 
Cronus,  and  the  sufferings  which  in  turn  his 
son  inflicted  upon  him,  even  if  they  were  true, 
ought  certainly  not  to  be  lightly  told  to  young 
and  thoughtless  persons;  if  possible,  they  had 
better  be  buried  in  silence.  But  if  there  is  an 
absolute  necessity  for  their  mention,  a  chosen 
few  might  hear  them  in  a  mystery,  and  thfey 


should  sacrifice  not  a  common  [Eleusinianj 
pig,  but  some  huge  and  unprocurable  victim; 
and  then  the  number  of  the  hearers  will  be  very 
few  indeed. 

Whys  yes,  said  he,  those  stories  are  extremely 
objectionable. 

Yes,  Adeimantus,  they  are  stories  not  to  be 
repeated  in  our  State;  the  young  man  should  not 
be  told  that  in  committing  the  worst  of  crimes 
he  is  far  from  doing  anything  outrageous;  and 
that  even  if  he  chastises  his  father  when  he  does 
wrong,  in  whatever  manner,  he  will  only  be 
following  the  example  of  the  first  and  greatest 
among  the  gods. 

I  entirely  agree  with  you, he  said;  in  my  opin 
ion  those  stories  are  quite  unfit  to  be  repeated. 

Neither,  if  we  mean  our  future  guardians  to 
regard  the  habit  of  quarrelling  among  them 
selves  as  of  all  things  the  basest,  should  any 
word  be  said  to  them  of  the  wars  in  heaven, 
and  of  the  plots  and  fightings  of  the  gods  against 
one  another,  for  they  are  not  true.  No,  we  shall 
never  mention  the  battles  of  the  giants,  or  let 
them  be  embroidered  on  garments;  and  we 
shall  be  silent  about  the  innumerable  other 
quarrels  of  gods  and  heroes  with  their  friends 
and  relatives.  If  they  would  only  believe  us  we 
would  tell  them  that  quarrelling  is  unholy,  and 
that  never  up  to  this  time  has  there  been  any 
quarrel  between  citizens;  this  is  what  old  men 
and  old  women  should  begin  by  telling  chil 
dren;  and  when  they  grow  up,  the  poets  also 
should  be  told  to  compose  for  them  in  a  similar 
spirit.  But  the  narrative  of  Hephaestus  binding 
Here  his  mother,  or  how  on  another  occasion 
Zeus  sent  him  flying  for  taking  her  part  when 
she  was  being  beaten,  and  all  the  battles  of  the 
gods  in  Homer — these  tales  must  not  be  ad 
mitted  into  our  State,  whether  they  are  sup 
posed  to  have  an  allegorical  meaning  or  not. 
For  a  young  person  cannot  judge  what  is  alle 
gorical  and  what  is  literal;  anything  that  he 
receives  into  his  mind  at  that  age  is  likely  to  be 
come  indelible  and  unalterable;  and  therefore 
it  is  most  important  that  the  tales  which  the 
young  first  .hear  should  be  models  of  virtuous 
thoughts. 

There  you  are  right,  he  replied;  but  if  any 
one  asks  where  are  such  models  to  be  found 
and  of  what  tales  are  you  speaking — how  shall 
we  answer  him? 

[379]  I said to  kim>  You  and  I,  Adeimant^s, 
at  this  moment  are  not  poets,  but  founders  of  a 
State:  now  the  founders  of  a  State  ought  to 
know  the  general  forms  in  which  poets  should 
cast  their  tales,  and  the  limits  whicji  must  be 
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observed  by  them,  but  to  make  the  tales  Is  not 
their  business. 

Very  true,  he  said;  but  what  are  these  forms 
of  theology  which  you  mean  ? 

Something  of  this  kind,  I  replied: — God  is 
always  to  be  represented  as  he  truly  is,  what* 
ever  be  the  sort  of  poetry,  epic,  lyric  or  tragic, 
in  which  the  representation  is  given. 

Right. 

And  is  he  not  truly  good?  and  must  he  not 
be  represented  as  such? 

Certainly. 

And  no  good  thing  is  hurtful? 

No,  indeed. 

And  that  which  is  not  hurtful  hurts  not? 

Certainly  not. 

And  that  which  hurts  not  does  no  evil? 

No. 

And  can  that  which  does  no  evil  be  a  cause 
of  evil? 

Impossible. 

And  the  good  is  advantageous? 

Yes. 

And  therefore  the  cause  of  well-being? 

Yes. 

It  follows  therefore  that  the  good  is  not  the 
cause  of  all  things,  but  of  the  good  only? 

Assuredly. 

Then  God,  if  he  be  good,  is  not  the  author  of 
all  things,  as  the  many  assert,  but  he  is  the  cause 
of  a  few  things  only,  and  not  of  most  things 
that  occur  to  men.  For  few  are  the  goods  of  hu 
man  life,  and  many  are  the  evils,  and  the  good 
is  to  be  attributed  to  God  alone;  of  the  evils 
the  causes  are  to  be  sought  elsewhere,  and  not 
in  him. 

That  appears  to  me  to  be  most  true,  he  said. 

Then  we  must  not  listen  to  Homer  or  to  any 
other  poet  who  is  guilty  of  the  folly  of  saying 
that  two  casks 

Lie  at  the  threshold  of  Zeus,  full  of  lots,  one  of 
good,  the  other  of  evil  lots, 

and  that  he  to  whom  Zeus  gives  a  mixture  of 
the  two 

Sometimes  meets  with  evil  fortune,  at  other  times 
with  good; 

but  that  he  to  whom  is  given  the  cup  of  un- 
mingled  ill, 

Him  wild  hunger  drives  o'er  the  beauteous  earth. 
And  again — 

Zeus,  who  is  the  dispenser  of  good  and  evil  to  us, 
And  if  any  one  asserts  that  the  violation  of 
paths  and  treaties,  which  was  really  the  work 


of  Pandarus,  was  brought  about  by  Athene  and 
Zeus,  or  that  the  strife  and  contention  of  the 
gods  was  instigated  by  Themis  and  Zeus,  he 
shall  not  have  our  approval;  neither  will  we 
allow  our  young  men  to  hear  the  words  of 
Aeschylus,  that  [380] 

God  plants  guilt  among  men  when  he  desires 
utterly  to  destroy  a  house. 

And  if  a  poet  writes  of  the  sufferings  of  NIobe 
— the  subject  of  the  tragedy  in  which  these  iam 
bic  verses  occur — or  of  the  house  of  Pelops,  or 
of  the  Trojan  War  or  on  any  similar  theme, 
either  we  must  not  permit  him  to  say  that  these 
are  the  works  of  God,  or  if  they  are  of  God,  he 
must  devise  some  explanation  of  them  such  as 
we  are  seeking;  he  must  say  that  God  did  what 
was  just  and  right,  and  they  were  the  better  for 
being  punished;  but  that  those  who  are  pun 
ished  are  miserable,  and  that  God  is  the  author 
of  their  misery — the  poet  is  not  to  be  permitted 
to  say;  though  he  may  say  that  the  wicked  are 
miserable  because  they  require  to  be  punished, 
and  are  benefited  by  receiving  punishment  from 
God;  but  that  God  being  good  is  the  author  of 
evil  to  any  one  is  to  be  strenuously  denied,  and 
not  to  be  said  or  sung  or  heard  in  verse  or  prose 
by  any  one  whether  old  or  young  in  any  well- 
ordered  commonwealth.  Such  a  fiction  is  sui 
cidal,  ruinous,  impious. 

I  agree  with  you,  he  replied,  and  am  ready 
to  give  my  assent  to  the  law. 

Let  this  then  be  one  of  our  rules  and  prin 
ciples  concerning  the  gods,  to  which  our  poets 
and  reciters  will  be  expected  to  conform — that 
God  is  not  the  author  of  all  things,  but  of  good 
only. 

That  will  do,  he  said. 

And  what  do  you  think  of  a  second  principle? 
Shall  I  ask  you  whether  God  is  a  magician,  and 
of  a  nature  to  appear  insidiously  now  in  one 
shape,  and  now  in  another — sometimes  him 
self  changing  and  passing  into  many  forms, 
sometimes  deceiving  us  with  the  semblance  of 
such  transformations;  or  is  he  one  and  the  same 
immutably  fixed  in  his  own  proper  image? 

I  cannot  answer  you,  he  said,  without  more 
thought. 

Well,  I  said;  but  if  we  suppose  a  change  in 
anything,  that  change  must  be  effected  either 
by  the  thing  itself,  or  by  some  other  thing? 

Most  certainly. 

And  things  which  are  at  their  best  are  also 
least  liable  to  be  altered  or  discomposed;  for 
example,  when  healthiest  and  strongest,  the 
frame  i§  leasj:  liable  to  be  affected  by 
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meats  and  drinks,  and  the  plant  which  is  in  the 
fullest  vigour  also  suffers  least  from  winds  or 
the  heat  of  the  sun  or  any  similar  causes. 

Of  course. 

[381]  And  will  not  the  bravest  and  wisest 
soul  he  least  confused  or  deranged  by  any  ex 
ternal  influence? 

True. 

And  the  same  principle,  as  I  should  sup 
pose,  applies  to  all  composite  things — furniture, 
houses,  garments:  when  good  and  well  made, 
they  are  least  altered  by  time  and  circumstances. 

Very  true. 

Then  everything  which  is  good,  whether 
made  by  art  or  nature,  or  both,  is  least  liable 
to  suffer  change  from  without? 

True. 

But  surely  God  and  the  things  of  God  are  in 
every  way  perfect? 

Of  course  they  are. 

Then  he  can  hardly  be  compelled  by  external 
influence  to  take  many  shapes? 

He  cannot. 

But  may  he  not  change  and  transform  him 
self? 

Clearly,  he  said,  that  must  be  the  case  if  he 
is  changed  at  all. 

And  will  he  then  change  himself  for  the 
better  and  fairer,  or  for  the  worse  and  more  un- 
sightly? 

If  he  change  at  all  he  can  only  change  for  the 
worse,  for  we  cannot  suppose  him  to  be  de 
ficient  either  in  virtue  or  beauty. 

Very  true,  Adeimantus;  but  then,  would  any 
one,  whether  God  or  man,  desire  to  make  him 
self  worse? 

Impossible. 

Then  it  is  impossible  that  God  should  ever 
be  willing  to  change;  being,  as  is  supposed,  the 
fairest  and  best  that  is  conceivable,  every x  God 
remains  absolutely  and  for  ever  in  his  own 
form.  , 

That  necessarily  follows,  he  said,  in  my 
judgment. 

Then,  I  said,  my  dear  friend,  let  none  of  the 
poets  tell  us  that 

The  gods,  taking  the  disguise  of  strangers  from 
other  lands,  wal\  up  and  down  cities  in  all  sorts  of 
forms, 

and  let  no  one  slander  Proteus  and  Thetis, 
neither  let  any  one,  either  in  tragedy  or  in  any 
other  kind  of  poetry,  introduce  Here  disguised 
in  the  likeness  of  a  priestess  asking  an  alms 

For  the  life-giving  daughters  of  Inachus  the  river 
of  Argos; 


— let  us  have  no  more  lies  of  that  sort.  Neither 
must  we  have  mothers  under  the  influence  of 
the  poets  scaring  their  children  with  a  bad 
version  of  these  myths — telling  how  certain 
gods,  as  they  say,  "Go  about  by  night  in  the 
likeness  of  so  many  strangers  and  in  divers 
forms";  but  let  them  take  heed  lest  they  make 
cowards  of  their  children,  and  at  the  same  time 
speak  blasphemy  against  the  gods. 

Heaven  forbid,  he  said. 

But  although  the  gods  are  themselves  un 
changeable,  still  by  witchcraft  and  deception 
they  may  make  us  think  that  they  appear  in 
various  forms? 

Perhaps,  he  replied. 

Well,  but  can  you  imagine  that  God  will  be 
willing  to  lie,  whether  in  word  or  deed,  or  to 
put  forth  a  phantom  of  himself? 

[382]  I  cannot  say,  he  replied. 

Do  you  not  know,  I  said,  that  the  true  lie,  if 
such  an  expression  may  be  allowed,  is  hated 
of  gods  and  men? 

What  do  you  mean?  he  said. 

I  mean  that  no  one  is  willingly  deceived  in 
that  which  is  the  truest  and  highest  part  of  him 
self,  or  about  the  truest  and  highest  matters; 
there,  above  all,  he  is  most  afraid  of  a  lie  having 
possession  of  him. 

Still,  he  said,  I  do  not  comprehend  you. 

The  reason  is,  I  replied,  that  you  attribute 
some  profound  meaning  to  my  words;  but  I 
am  only  saying  that  deception,  or  being  de 
ceived  or  uninformed  about  the  highest  realities 
in  the  highest  part  of  themselves,  which  is  the 
soul,  and  in  that  part  of  them  to  have  and  to 
hold  the  lie,  is  what  mankind  least  like — that, 
I  say,  is  what  they  utterly  detest. 

There  is  nothing  more  hateful  to  them. 

And,  as  I  was  just  now  remarking,  this  igno 
rance  in  the  soul  of  him  who  is  deceived  may 
be  called  the  true  lie;  for  the  lie  in  words  is 
only  a  kind  of  imitation  and  shadowy  image  of 
a  previous  affection  of  the  soul,  not  pure  un 
adulterated  falsehood.  Am  I  not  right? 

Perfectly  right. 

The  true  lie  is  hated  not  only  by  the  gods,  but 
also  by  men? 

Yes. 

Whereas  the  lie  in  words  is  in  certain  cases 
useful  and  not  hateful;  in  dealing  with  ene 
mies — that  would  be  an  instance;  or  again, 
when  those  whom  we  call  our  friends  in  a  fit 
of  madness  or  illusion  are  going  to  do  some 
harm,  then  it  is  useful  and  is  a  sort  of  medicine 
or  preventive;  also  in  the  tales  of  mythology, 
of  which  we  were  just  now  speaking — because 
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we  do  not  know  the  truth  about  ancient  times, 
we  make  falsehood  as  much  like  truth  as  we 
can,  and  so  turn  it  to  account. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

But  can  any  of  these  reasons  apply  to  God? 
Can  we  suppose  that  he  is  ignorant  of  antiquity, 
and  therefore  has  recourse  to  invention? 

That  would  be  ridiculous,  he  said. 

Then  the  lying  poet  has  no  place  in  our  idea 
of  God? 

I  should  say  not. 

Or  perhaps  he  may  tell  a  lie  because  he  is 
afraid  of  enemies? 

That  is  inconceivable. 

But  he  may  have  friends  who  are  senseless  or 
mad? 

But  no  mad  or  senseless  person  can  be  a 
friend  of  God. 

Then  no  motive  can  be  imagined  why  God 
should  lie? 

None  whatever. 

Then  the  superhuman  and  divine  is  abso 
lutely  incapable  of  falsehood? 

Yes. 

Then  is  God  perfectly  simple  and  true  both 
in  word  and  deed;  he  changes  not;  he  deceives 
not,  either  by  sign  or  word,  by  dream  or  wak 
ing  vision. 

[383]  Your  thoughts,  he  said,  are  the  reflec 
tion  of  my  own. 

You  agree  with, me  then,  I  said,  that  this  is 
the  second  type  or  form  in  which  we  should 
write  and  speak  about  divine  things.  The  gods 
are  not  magicians  who  transform  themselves, 
neither  do  they  deceive  mankind  in  any  way. 

I  grant  that. 

Then,  although  we  are  admirers  of  Homer, 
we  do  not  admire  the  lying  dream  which  Zeus 
sends  to  Agamemnon;  neither  will  we  praise 
the  verses  of  Aeschylus  in  which  Thetis  says 
that  Apollo  at  her  nuptials 

Was  celebrating  in  song  her  fair  -progeny  whose 
days  were  to  be  long,  and  to  know  no  sickness. 
And  when  he  had  spoken  of  my  lot  as  In  all  things 
blessed  of  heaven  he  raised  a  note  of  triumph  and 
cheered  my  soul.  And  I  thought  that  the  word  of 
Phoebus,  being  divine  and  full  of  prophecy,  would 
not  fail.  And  now  he  himself  who  uttered  the 
strain,  he  who  was  present  at  the  banquet,  and  who 
said  this — he  it  is  who  has  slain  my  son. 

These  are  the  kind  of  sentiments  about  the 
gods  which  will  arouse  our  anger;  and  he  who 
utters  them  shall  be  refused  a  chorus;  neither 
shall  we  allow  teachers  to  make1  use  of  them  in 
the  instruction  of  the  young,  meaning,  as  we 
do,  that  our  guardians,  as  far  as  men  can  be, 


should  be  true  worshippers  of  the  gods  and  like 
them. 

I  entirely  agree,  he  said,  in  these  principles, 
and  promise  to  make  them  my  laws. 

BOOK  III 

[386]  SUCH  then,  I  said,  are  our  principles  of 
theology — some  tales  are  to  be  told,  and  others 
are  not  to  be  told  to  our  disciples  from  their 
youth  upwards,  if  we  mean  them  to  honour  the 
gods  and  their  parents,  and  to  value  friendship 
with  one  another. 

Yes;  and  I  think  that  our  principles  are  right, 
he  said. 

But  if  they  are  to  be  courageous,  must  they 
not  learn  other  lessons  besides  these,  and  lessons 
of  such  a  kind  as  will  take  away  the  fear  of 
death?  Can  any  man  be  courageous  who  has 
the  fear  of  death  in  him? 

Certainly  not,  he  said. 

And  can  he  be  fearless  of  death,  or  will  he 
choose  death  in  battle  rather  than  defeat  and 
slavery,  who  believes  the  world  below  to  be 
real  and  terrible? 

Impossible. 

Then  we  must  assume  a  control  over  the  nar 
rators  of  this  class  of  tales  as  well  as  over  the 
others,  and  beg  them  not  simply  to  revile,  but 
rather  to  commend  the  world  below,  intimating 
to  them  that  their  descriptions  are  untrue,  and 
will  do  harm  to  our  future  warriors. 

That  will  be  our  duty,  he  said. 

Then,  I  said,  we  shall  have  to  obliterate  many 
obnoxious  passages,  beginning  with  the  verses, 

/  would  rather  be  a  serf  on  the  land  of  a  poor 
and  portionless  man  than  rule  over  all  the  dead 
who  have  corne  to  nought? 

We  must  also  expunge  the  vef  se,  which  tells 
us  how  Pluto  feared, 

Lest  the  mansions  grim  and  squalid  which  the 
gods  abhor  should  be  seen  both  of  mortals  and  im 
mortals? 

And  again: 

0  heavens!  verily  in  the  house  of  Hades  there  is 
soul  and  ghostly  form  but  no  mind  at  all! 8 

Again  of  Tiresias* 

[To  him  even  after  death  did  Persephone  grant 
mind,]  that  he  alone  should  be  wise;  but  the  other 
souls  are  flitting  shades* 

1  Odyssey,,  be.  489. 

2  Iliad,  xx  64. 

0  Iliad,  xxiii.  103. 
4  Odyssey,  x.  495. 
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Again: 

The  soul  flying  from  the  limbs  had  gone  to  Ha 
des,  lamenting  her  fate,  leaving  manhood  and 
youth? 

Again: 


And  the  soul,  with  shrilling  cry,  passed 
J^e  smo\e  beneath  the  earth? 

And— 

As  bats  in  hollow  of  mytsic  cavern,  whenever 
any  of  them  has  dropped  out  of  the  string  and  falls 
from  the  roc\,  fly  shilling  and  cling  to  one  an 
other,  so  did  they  with  shrilling  cry  hold  together 
as  they  moved? 

And  we  must  beg  Homer  and  the  other  poets 
not  to  be  angry  if  we  strike  out  these  and  simi 
lar  passages,  not  because  they  are  unpoetical, 
or  unattractive  to  the  popular  ear,  but  because 
the  greater  the  poetical  charm  of  them,  the  less 
are  they  meet  for  the  ears  of  boys  and  men  who 
are  meant  to  be  free,  and  who  should  fear 
slavery  more  than  death, 

Undoubtedly. 

Also  we  shall  have  to  reject  all  the  terrible 
and  appalling  names  which  describe  the  world 
below—  -Cocytus  and  Styx,  ghosts  under  the 
earth,  and  sapless  shades,  and  any  similar  words 
of  which  the  very  mention  causes  a  shudder  to 
pass  through  the  inmost  soul  of  him  who  hears 
them.  I  do  not  say  that  these  horrible  stories 
may  not  have  a  use  of  some  kind;  but  there  is  a 
danger  that  the  nerves  of  our  guardians  may  be 
rendered  too  excitable  and  effeminate  by  them. 

There  is  a  real  danger,  he  said. 

Then  we  must  have  no  more  of  them. 

True. 

Another  and  a  nobler  strain  must  be  com 
posed  and  sung  by  us. 

Clearly. 

And  shall  we  proceed  to  get  rid  of  the  weep 
ings  and  wailings  of  famous  men? 

They  will  go  with  the  rest, 

But  shall  we  be  right  in  getting  rid  of  them? 
Reflect:  our  principle  is  that  the  good  man  will 
not  consider  death  terrible  to  any  other  good 
man  who  is  his  comrade. 

Yes;  that  is  our  principle. 

And  therefore  he  will  not  sorrow  for  his  de 
parted  friend  as  though  he  had  suffered  any 
thing  terrible? 

He  will  not. 

Such  an  one,  as  we  further  maintain,  is  suffi- 

*  Iliad,  xvi.  856. 
2  Ibid,  xxiii.  100. 
8  Odyssey,  xxiv.  6. 


cient  for  himself  and  his  own  happiness,  and 
therefore  is  least  in  need  of  other  men. 

True,  he  said. 

And  for  this  reason  the  loss  of  a  son  or 
brother,  or  the  deprivation  of  fortune,  is  to 
him  of  all  men  least  terrible. 

Assuredly. 

And  therefore  he  will  be  least  likely  to  la 
ment,  and  will  bear  with  the  greatest  equa 
nimity  any  misfortune  of  this  sort  which  may 
befall  him. 

Yes,  he  wEl  feel  such  a  misfortune  far  less 
than  another. 

Then  we  shall  be  right  in  getting  rid  of  the 
lamentations  of  famous  men,  and  making  them 
over  to  women  (and  not  even  to  women  who 
are  good  for  anything),  [388]  or  to  men  of  a 
baser  sort,  that  those  who  are  being  educated 
by  us  to  be  the  defenders  of  their  country  may 
scorn  to  do  the  like. 

That  will  be  very  right. 

Then  we  will  once  more  entreat  Homer  and 
the  other  poets  not  to  depict  Achilles/  who  is 
the  son  of  a  goddess,  first  lying  on  his  side, 
then  on  his  back,,  and  then  on  his  face;  then 
starting  up  and  sailing  in  a  frenzy  along  the 
shores  of  the  barren  sea;  now  taking  the  sooty 
ashes  in  both  his  hands  5  and  pouring  them  over 
his  head,  or  weeping  and  wailing  in  the  various 
modes  which  Homer  has  delineated. Nor  should 
he  describe  Priam  the  kinsman  of  the  gods  as 
praying  and  beseeching, 

Rolling  in  the  dirt,  calling  each  man  loudly  by  his 
name? 

Still  more  earnestly  will  we  beg  of  him  at  all 
events  not  to  introduce  the  gods  lamenting  and 
saying, 

Alasl  my  misery!  Alas!  that  I  bore  the  bravest  to 
my  sorrow? 

But  if  he  must  introduce  the  gods,  at  any  rate 
let  him  not  dare  so  completely  to  misrepresent 
the  greatest  of  the  gods,  as  to  make  •  him 

say — 

0  heavens!  with  my  eyes  verily  I  behold  a  dear 
friend  of  mine  chased  round  and  round  the  city, 
and  my  heart  is  sorrowful? 

Or  again: 

Woe  is  me  that  I  am  fated  to  have  Sarpedon, 

4  Iliad,  xxiv.  10. 

5  Ibid,  xviii.  23. 
0  Ibid,  xxii.  414. 

7  Ibid,  xviii.  54. 

8  Ibid,  xxii.  168. 
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dearest  of  men  to  me,  subdued  at  the  hands  of  Pa- 
troclus  the  son  of  Menoetius^ 
For  if,  my  sweet  Adeimantus,  our  youth  seri 
ously  listen  to  such  unworthy  representations 
of  the  gods,  instead  of  laughing  at  them  as  they 
ought,  hardly  will  any  of  them  deem  that  he 
himself,  being  but  a  man,  can  be  dishonoured 
by  similar  actions;  neither  will  he  rebuke  any 
inclination  which  may  arise  in  his  mind  to  say 
and  do  the  like.  And  instead  of  having  any 
shame  or  self-control,  he  will  be  always  whin 
ing  and  lamenting  on  slight  occasions. 

Yes,  he  said,  that  is  most  true. 
*     Yes,  I  replied;  but  that  surely  is  what  ought 
not  to  be,  as  the  argument  has  just  proved  to 
us;  and  by  that  proof  we  must  abide  until  it  is 
disproved  by  a  better. 

It  ought  not  to  be. 

Neither  ought  our  guardians  to  be  given  to 
laughter.  For  a  fit  of  laughter  which  has  been 
indulged  to  excess  almost  always  produces  a 
violent  reaction. 

So  I  believe. 

Then  persons  of  worth,  even  if  only  mortal 
men,  must  not  be  represented  as  overcome  by 
laughter,  and  still  less  must  such  a  representa 
tion  of  the  gods  be  allowed. 

[389]  Still  less  of  the  gods,  as  you  say,  he 
replied. 

Then  we  shall  not  suffer  such  an  expression 
to  be  used  about  the  gods  as  that  of  Homer 
when  he  describes  how 

Inextinguishable  laughter  arose  among  the  bless- 
ed  gods,  when  they  saw  Hephaestus  bustling  about 
the  mansion? 
On  your  views,  we  must  not  admit  them. 

On  my  views,  if  you  like  to  father  them  on 
me;  that  we  must  not  admit  them  is  certain. 

Again,  truth  should  be  highly  valued;  if,  as 
we  were  saying,  a  lie  is  useless  to  the  gods,  and 
useful  only  as  a  medicine  to  men,  then  the  use 
of  such  medicines  should  be  restricted  to  physi 
cians;  private  individuals  have  no  business  with 
them. 

Clearly  not,  he  said. 

Then  if  any  one  at  all  is  to  have  the  privilege 
of  lying,  the  rulers  of  the  State  should  be  the 
persons;  and  they,  in  their  dealings  either  with 
enemies  or  with  their  own  citizens,  may  be  al 
lowed  to  lie  for  the  public  good.  But  nobody 
else  should  meddle  with  anything  of  the  kind; 
and  although  the  rulers  have  this  privilege,  for 
a  private  man  to  lie  to  them  in  return  is  to  be 
deemed  a  more  heinous  fault  than  for  the 


v.  433. 
2  Ibid,  i.  599. 


patient  or  the  pupil  of  a  gymnasium  not  to 
speak  the  truth  about  his  own  bodily  illnesses 
to  the  physician  or  to  the  trainer,  or  for  a  sailor 
not  to  tell  the  captain  what  is  happening  about 
the  ship  and  the  rest  of  the  crew,  and  how 
things  are  going  with  himself  or  his  fellow 
sailors. 

Most  true,  he  said. 

If,  then,  the  ruler  catches  anybody  beside 
himself  lying  in  the  State, 

Any  of  the  craftsmen,  whether  he  be  -priest  or  phy 
sician  or  carpenter f 

he  will  punish  him  for  introducing  a  practice 
which  is  equally  subversive  and  destructive  of 
ship  or  State. 

Most  certainly,  he  said,  if  our  idea  of  the 
State  is  ever  carried  out. 

In  the  next  place  our  youth  must  be  temper 
ate? 

Certainly. 

Are  not  the  chief  elements  of  temperance, 
speaking  generally,  obedience  to  commanders 
and  self-control  in  sensual  pleasures? 

True. 

Then  we  shall  approve  such  language  as  that 
of  Diomede  in  Homer, 

Friend,  sit  still  and  obey  my  word* 
and  the  verses  which  follow, 

The  Greeks  marched  breathing  prowess? 
.  ...  in  silent  awe  of  their  leaders? 

and  other  sentiments  of  the  same  kind. 
We  shall. 
What  of  this  line, 

0  heavy  with  wine,  who  hast  the  eyes  of  a  dog  and 
the  heart  of  a  stag? 

and  of  the  words  which  follow  ?  [390]  Would 
you  say  that  these,  or  any  similar  impertinences 
which  private  individuals  are  supposed  to  ad 
dress  to  their  rulers,  whether  in  verse  or  prose, 
are  well  or  ill  spoken? 

They  are  ill  spoken. 

They  may  very  possibly  afford  some  amuse 
ment,  but  they  do  not  conduce  to  temperance. 
And  therefore  they  are  likely  to  do  harm  to 
our  young  men — you  would  agree  with  me 
there? 

Yes. 

3  Odyssey,  xvii.  383  ff. 

4  Iliad,  iv.  412. 

5  Odyssey,  Hi.  8. 
8  Ibid,  iv.  431. 

7  Ibid,  i.  225. 
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And  then,  again,  to  make  the  wisest  of  men 
say  that  nothing  in  his  opinion  is  more  glorious 
than 

When  the  tables  are  full  of  bread  and  meat,  and 
the  cup-bearer  carries  round  wine  which  he  draws 
from  the  bowl  and  pours  into  the  cups;  1 

is  it  fit  or  conducive  to  temperance  for  a  young 
man  to  hear  such  words?  Or  the  verse 

The  saddest  of  fates  is  to  die  and  meet  destiny  from 
hunger"?  2 

What  would  you  say  again  to  the  tale  of  Zeus, 
who,  while  other  gods  and  men  were  asleep 
and  he  the  only  person  awake,  lay  devising 
plans,  but  forgot  them  all  in  a  moment  through 
his  lust,  and  was  so  completely  overcome  at  the 
sight  of  Here  that  he  would  not  even  go  into 
the  hut,  but  wanted  to  lie  with  her  on  the 
ground,  declaring  that  he  had  never  been  in 
such  a  state  of  rapture  before,  even  when  they 
first  met  one  another 

Without  the  knowledge  of  their  parents;  s 

or  that  other  tale  of  how  Hephaestus,  because 
of  similar  goings  on,  cast  a  chain  around  Ares 
and  Aphrodite?  * 

Indeed,  he  said,  I  am  strongly  of  opinion 
that  they  ought  not  to  hear  that  sort  of  thing. 

But  any  deeds  of  endurance  which  are  done 
or  told  by  famous  men,  these  they  ought  to  see 
and  hear;  as,  for  example,  what  is  said  in  the 
verses, 

He  smote  his  breast,  and  thus  reproached  his  heart, 
Endure,  my  heart;  far  worse  hast  thou  endured!  B 

Certainly,  he  said. 

In  the  next  place,  we  must  not  let  them  be  re 
ceivers  of  gifts  or  lovers  of  money. 
Certainly  not. 
Neither  must  we  sing  to  them  of 

Gifts  persuading  gods,  and  persuading 
reverend  \ings. 

Neither  is  Phoenix,  the  tutor  of  Achilles,  to  be 
approved  or  deemed  to  have  given  his  pupil 
good  counsel  when  he  told  him  that  he  should 
take  the  gifts  of  the  Greeks  and  assist  them;  e 
but  that  without  a  gift  he  should  not  lay  aside 
his  anger.  Neither  will  we  believe  or  acknowl- 


ix.  8. 
2  Ibid,  xii.  342. 
s///W,xiv.  281. 

*  Odyssey,  viii.  266. 
5  Ibid,  xx.  17. 

*  Iliad,  ix.  515. 


edge  Achilles  himself  to  have  been  such  a  lover 
of  money  that  he  took  Agamemnon's  gifts,  or 
that  when  he  had  received  payment  he  restored 
the  dead  body  of  Hector,  but  that  without  pay 
ment  he  was  unwilling  to  do  so.7 

[391]  Undoubtedly,  he  said,  these  are  not 
sentiments  which  can  be  approved. 

Loving  Homer  as  I  do,8 1  hardly  like  to  say 
that  in  attributing  these  feelings  to  Achilles, 
or  in  believing  that  they  are  truly  attributed  to 
him,  he  is  guilty  of  downright  impiety.  As  little 
can  I  believe  the  narrative  of  his  insolence  to 
Apollo,  where  he  says, 

Thou  hast  wronged  me,  Q  jar-darter, most  abom 
inable  of  deities.  Verily  I  would  be  even  with  thee, 
if  I  had  only  the  power; 9 

or  his  insubordination  to  the  river-god,10  on 
whose  divinity  he  is  ready  to  lay  hands ;  or  his 
offering  to  the  dead  Patroclus  of  his  own  hair,11 
which  had  been  previously  dedicated  to  the 
other  river-god  Spercheius,  and  that  he  actually 
performed  this  vow;  or  that  he  dragged  Hector 
round  the  tomb  of  Patroclus,12  and  slaughtered 
the  captives  at  the  pyre; 18  of  all  this  I  cannot 
believe  that  he  was  guilty,  any  more  than  I  can 
allow  our  citizens  to  believe  that  he,  the  wise 
Cheiron's  pupil,  the  son  of  a  goddess  and  of 
Peleus  who  was  the  gentlest  of  men  and  third 
in  descent  from  Zeus,  was  so  disordered  in  his 
wits  as  to  be  at  one  time  the  slave  of  two  seem 
ingly  inconsistent  passions,  meanness,  not  un 
tainted  by  avarice,  combined  with  overweening 
contempt  of  gods  and  men. 

You  are  quite  right,  he  replied. 

And  let  us  equally  refuse  to  believe,  or  allow 
to  be  repeated,  the  tale  of  Theseus  son  of  Posei 
don,  or  of  Peirithous  son  of  Zeus,  going  forth  as 
they  did  to  perpetrate  a  horrid  rape;  or  of  any 
other  hero  or  son  of  a  god  daring  to  do  such  im 
pious  and  dreadful  things  as  they  falsely  as 
cribe  to  them  in  our  day:  and  let  us  further 
compel  the  poets  to  declare  either  that  these 
acts  were  not  done  by  them,  or  that  they  were 
not  the  sons  of  gods — both  in  the  same  breath 
they  shall  not  be  permitted  to  affirm.  We  will 
not  have  them  trying  to  persuade  our  youth 
that  the  gods  are  the  authors  of  evil,  and  that 
heroes  are  no  better  than  men — sentiments 

7  Ibid,  xxiv.  175. 

8  Cf.  infra,  x.  595, 
8  Iliad,  xxii.  15  ff . 

10  Ibid,  xxi.  130,  223  ff. 
31  Ibid,  xxiii.  151. 

12  Ibid,  xxii.  394. 

13  Ibid,  xxiii.  175. 
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which,  as  we  were  saying,  are  neither  pious  nor 
true,  for  we  have  already  proved  that  evil  can 
not  come  from  the  gods. 

Assuredly  not. 

And  further  they  are  likely  to  have  a  bad  ef 
fect  on  those  who  hear  them;  for  everybody  will 
begin  to  excuse  his  own  vices  when  he  is  con 
vinced  that  similar  wickednesses  are  always 
being  perpetrated  by — 

The  'kindred  of  the  gods,  the  relatives  of  Zeus, 
whose  ancestral  altar,  the  altar  of  Zeus,  is  aloft  in 
air  on  the  peal^  of  Ida, 

and  who  have 

the  blood  of  deities  yet  flowing  in  their  veins. 

And  therefore  let  us  put  an  end  to  such  tales, 
lest  they  engender  laxity  of  morals  among  the 
young.  [392] 

By  all  means,  he  replied. 

But  now  that  we  are  determining  what  classes 
of  subjects  are  or  are  not  to  be  spoken  of,  let 
us  see  whether  any  have  been  omitted  by  us. 
The  manner  in  which  gods  and  demigods  and 
heroes  and  the  world  below  should  be  treated 
has  been  already  laid  down. 

Very  true. 

And  what  shall  we  say  about  men  ?  That  is 
clearly  the  remaining  portion  of  our  subject. 

Clearly  so. 

But  we  are  not  in  a  condition  to  answer  this 
question  at  present,  my  friend. 

Why  not? 

Because,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  we  shall  have 
to  say  that  about  men  poets  and  story-tellers 
are  guilty  of  making  the  gravest  mis-statements 
when  they  tell  us  that  wicked  men  are  often 
happy,  and  the  good  miserable;  and  that  in 
justice  is  profitable  when  undetected,  but  that 
justice  is  a  man's  own  loss  and  another's  gain — 
these  things  we  shall  forbid  them  to  utter,  and 
command  them  to  sing  and  say  the  opposite. 

To  be  sure  we  shall,  he  replied. 

But  if  you  admit  that  I  am  right  in  this,  then 
I  shall  maintain  that  you  have  implied  the  prin 
ciple  for  which  we  have  been  all  along  con 
tending. 

I  grant  the  truth  of  your  inference. 

That  such  things  are  or  are  not  to  be  said 
about  men  is  a  question  which  we  cannot  de 
termine  until  we  have  discovered  what  justice 
is,  and  how  naturally  advantageous  to  the,  pos 
sessor,  whether  he  seems  to  be  just  or  not. 

Most  true,  he  said. 

Enough  of  the  subjects  of  poetry:  let  us  now 
speak  of  the  style;  and  when  this  has  been  con 


sidered,  both  matter  and  manner  will  have 
been  completely  treated. 

I  do  not  understand  what  you  mean,  said 
Adeimantus. 

Then  I  must  make  you  understand;  and  per 
haps  I  may  be  more  intelligible  if  I  put  the 
matter  in  this  way.  You  are  aware,  I  suppose, 
that  all  mythology  and  poetry  is  a  narration 
of  events,  either  past,  present,  or  to  come? 

Certainly,  he  replied. 

And  narration  may  be  either  simple  narra 
tion,  or  imitation,  or  a  union  of  the  two  ? 

That  again,  he  said,  I  do  not  quite  under 
stand. 

I  fear  that  I  must  be  a  ridiculous  teacher 
when  I  have  so  much  difficulty  in  making  my 
self  apprehended.  Like  a  bad  speaker,  there 
fore,  I  will  not  take  the  whole  of  the  subject, 
but  will  break  a  piece  of!  in  illustration  of  my 
meaning.  You  know  the  first  lines  of  the  Iliad, 
[393]  in  which  the  poet  says  that  Chryses 
prayed  Agamemnon  to  release  his  daughter, 
and  that  Agamemnon  flew  into  a  passion  with 
him;  whereupon  Chryses,  failing  of  his  object, 
invoked  the  anger  of  the  God  against  the  Achae- 
ans.  Now  as  far  as  these  lines, 

An d  he  prayed  all  the  Greeks,  but  especially  the 
two  sons  of  Atreus,  the  chiefs  of  the  people, 

the  poet  is  speaking  in  his  own  person;  he 
never  leads  us  to  suppose  that  he  is  any  one 
else.  But  in  what  follows  he  takes  the  person 
of  Chryses,  and  then  he  does  all  that  he  can  to 
make  us  believe  that  the  speaker  is  not  Homer, 
but  the  aged  priest  himself.  And  in  this  double 
form  he  has  cast  the  entire  narrative  of  the 
events  which  occurred  at  Troy  and  in  Ithaca 
and  throughout  the  Odyssey. 

Yes. 

And  a  narrative  it  remains  both  in  the  speeches 
which  the  poet  recites  from  time  to  time  and 
in  the  intermediate  passages? 

Quite  true. 

But  when  the  poet  speaks  in  the  person  of 
another,  may  we  not  say  that  he  assimilates  his 
style  to  that  of  the  person  who,  as  he  informs 
you,  is  going  to  speak? 

Certainly. 

And  this  assimilation  of  himself  to  another, 
either  by  the  use  of  voice  or  gesture,  is  the  imi 
tation  of  the  person  whose  character  he  as 
sumes? 

Of  course. 

Then  in  this  case  the  narrative  of  the  poet 
may  be  said  to  proceed  by  way  of  imitation? 

Very  true. 
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Or,  if  the  poet  everywhere  appears  and  never 
conceals  himself,  then  again  the  imitation  is 
dropped,  and  his  poetry  becomes  simple  narra 
tion.  However,  in  order  that  I  may  make  my 
meaning  quite  clear,  and  that  you  may  no  more 
say,  "I  don't  understand,"  I  will  show  how  the 
change  might  be  effected.  If  Horner  had  said, 
"The  priest  came,  having  his  daughter's  ran 
som  in  his  hands,  supplicating  the  Achaeans, 
and  above  all  the  kings";  and  then  if,  instead 
of  speaking  in  the  person  of  Chryses,  he  had 
continued  in  his  own  person,  the  words  would 
have  been,  not  imitation,  but  simple  narration. 
The  passage  would  have  run  as  follows  (I  am 
no  poet,  and  therefore  I  drop  the  metre),  "The 
priest  came  and  prayed  the  gods  on  behalf  of 
the  Greeks  that  they  might  capture  Troy  and 
return  safely  home,  but  begged  that  they  would 
give  him  back  his  daughter,  and  take  the  ran 
som  which  he  brought,  and  respect  the  God. 
Thus  he  spoke,  and  the  other  Greeks  revered 
thefpriest  and  assented.  But  Agamemnon  was 
wroth,  and  bade  him  depart  and  not  come 
again,  lest  the  staff  and  chaplets  of  the  God 
should  be  of  no  avail  to  him — the  daughter  of 
Chryses  should  not  be  released,  he  said — she 
should  grow  old  with  him  in  Argos.  And  then 
he  told  him  to  go  away  and  not  to  provoke  him, 
if  he  intended  to  get  home  unscathed.  [394] 
And  the  old  man  went  away  in  fear  and  silence, 
and,  when  he  had  left  the  camp,  he  called  upon 
Apollo  by  his  many  names,  reminding  him  of 
everything  which  he  had  done  pleasing  to  him, 
whether  in  building  his  temples,  or  in  offering 
sacrifice,  and  praying  that  his  good  deeds 
might  be  returned  to  him,  and  that  the  Achae- 
ans  might  expiate  his  tears  by  the  arrows  of  the 
god" — and  so  on.  In  this  way  the  whole  be 
comes  simple  narrative. 

I  understand,  he  said. 

Or  you  may  suppose  the  opposite  case — that 
the  intermediate  passages  are  omitted,  and  the 
dialogue  only  left. 

That  also,  he  said,  I  understand;  you  mean, 
for  example,  as  in  tragedy. 

You  have  conceived  my  meaning  perfecdy; 
and  if  I  mistake  not,  what  you  failed  to  appre 
hend  before  is  now  made  clear  to  you,  that 
poetry  and  mythology  are,  in  some  cases,  wholly 
imitative — instances  of  this  are  supplied  by  trag 
edy  and  comedy;  there  is  likewise  the  opposite 
style,  in  which  the  poet  is  the  only  speaker — of 
this  the  dithyramb  affords  the  best  example; 
and  the  combination  of  both  is  found  in  epic, 
and  in  several  other  styles  of  poetry.  Do  I  take 
you  with  me? 


Yes,  he  said;  I  see  now  what  you  meant. 

I  will  ask  you  to  remember  also  what  I  began 
by  saying,  that  we  had  done  with  the  subject 
and  might  proceed  to  the  style. 

Yes,  I  remember. 

In  saying  this,  I  intended  to  imply  that  we 
must  come  to  an  understanding  about  the 
mimetic  art — whether  the  poets,  in  narrating 
their  stories,  are  to  be  allowed  by  us  to  imitate, 
and  if  so,  whether  in  whole  or  in  part,  and  if 
the  latter,  in  what  parts;  or  should  all  imita 
tion  be  prohibited? 

You  mean,  I  suspect,  to  ask  whether  tragedy 
and  comedy  shall  be  admitted  into  our  State? 

Yes,  I  said;  but  there  may  be  more  than  this 
in  question:  I  really  do  not  know  as  yet,  but 
whither  the  argument  may  blow,  thither  we 

go. 

And  go  we  will,  he  said. 

Then,  Adeimantus,  let  me  ask  you  whether 
our  guardians  ought  to  be  imitators;  or  rather, 
has  not  this  question  been  decided  by  the  rule 
already  laid  down  that  one  man  can  only  do 
one  thing  well,  and  not  many;  and  that  if  he 
attempt  many,  he  will  altogether  fail  of  gaining 
much  reputation  in  any? 

Certainly. 

And  this  is  equally  true  of  imitation;  no  one 
man  can  imitate  many  things  as  well  as  he 
would  imitate  a  single  one? 

He  cannot. 

[395]  Then  the  same  person  will  hardly  be 
able  to  play  a  serious  part  in  life,  and  at  the 
same  time  to  be  an  imitator  and  imitate  many 
other  parts  as  well;  for  even  when  two  species 
of  imitation  are  nearly  allied,  the  same  persons 
cannot  succeed  in  both,  as,  for  example,  the 
writers  of  tragedy  and  comedy — did  you  not 
just  now  call  them  imitations? 

Yes,  I  did;  and  you  are  right  in  thinking  that 
the  same  persons  cannot  succeed  in  both. 

Any  more  than  they  can  be  rhapsodists  and 
actors  at  once? 

True. 

Neither  are  comic  and  tragic  actors  the  same; 
yet  all  these  things  are  but  imitations. 

They  are  so. 

And  human  nature,  Adeimantus,  appears  to 
have  been  cpined  into  yet  smaller  pieces,  and 
to  be  as  incapable  of  imitating  many  things 
well,  as  of  performing  well  the  actions  of  which 
the  imitations  are  copies. 

Quite  true,  he  replied. 

If  then  we  adhere  to  our  original  notion  and 
bear  in  mind  that  our  guardians,  setting  aside 
every  other  business,  are  to  dedicate  themsejves 


330 


DIALOGUES  OF  PLATO 


wholly  to  the  maintenance  of  freedom  in  the 
State,  making  this  their  craft,  and  engaging 
in  no  work  which  does  not  bear  on  this  end, 
they  ought  not  to  practise  or  imitate  anything 
else;  if  they  imitate  at  all,  they  should  imi 
tate  from  youth  upward  only  those  characters 
which  are  suitable  to  their  profession — the  cou 
rageous,  temperate,  holy,  free,  and  the  like; 
but  they  should  not  depict  or  be  skilful  at  imi 
tating  any  kind  of  illiberality  or  baseness,  lest 
from  imitation  they  should  come  to  be  what 
they  imitate.  Did  you  never  observe  how  imi 
tations,  beginning  in  early  youth  and  con 
tinuing  far  into  life,  at  length  grow  into  habits 
and  become  a  second  nature,  affecting  body, 
voice,  and  mind? 

Yes,  certainly,  he  said. 
Then,  I  said,  we  will  not  allow  those  for 
whom  we  profess  a  care  and  of  whom  we  say 
that  they  ought  to  be  good  men,  to  imitate  a 
woman,  whether  young  or  old,  quarrelling 
with  her  husband,  or  striving  and  vaunting 
against  the  gods  in  conceit  of  her  happiness,  or 
when  she  is  in  affliction,  or  sorrow,  or  weeping; 
and  certainly  not  one  who  is  in  sickness,  love, 
or  labour. 

Very  right,  he  said. 

Neither  must  they  represent  slaves,  male  or 
female,  performing  the  offices  of  slaves? 
They  must  not. 

And  surely  not  bad  men,  whether  cowards 
or  any  others,  who  do  the  reverse  of  what  we 
have  just  been  prescribing,  who  scold  or  mock 
or  revile  one  another  in  drink  or  out  of  drink, 
or  who  in  any  other  manner  sin  against  them 
selves  and  their  neighbours  in  word  or  deed, 
[396]  as  the  manner  of  such  is.  Neither  should 
they  be  trained  to  imitate  the  action  or  speech 
of  men  or  women  who  are  mad  or  bad;  for 
madness,  like  vice,  is  to  be  known  but  not  to 
be  practised  or  imitated. 
Very  true,  he  replied. 

Neither  may  they  imitate  smiths  or  other 
artificers,  or  oarsmen,  or  boatswains,  or  the 
like? 

How  can  they,  he  said,  when  they  are  not 
allowed  to  apply  their  minds  to  the  callings  of 
any  of  these? 

Nor  may  they  imitate  the  neighing  of  horses, 
the  bellowing  of  bulls,  the  murmur  of  rivers 
and  roll  of  the  ocean,  thunder,  and  all  that  sort 
of  thing? 

Nay,  he  said,  if  madness  be  forbidden,  nei 
ther  may  they  copy  the  behaviour  of  madmen. 
You  mean,  I  said,  if  I  understand  you  aright, 
that  there  is  one  sort  of  narrative  style  which 


may  be  employed  by  a  truly  good  man  when 
he  has  anything  to  say,  and  that  another  sort 
will  be  used  by  a  man  of  an  opposite  character 
and  education. 

And  which  are  these  two  sorts?  he  asked. 

Suppose,  I  answered,  that  a  just  and  good 
man  in  the  course  of  a  narration  comes  on  some 
saying  or  action  of  another  good  man — I 
should  imagine  that  he  will  like  to  personate 
him,  and  will  not  be  ashamed  of  this  sort  of 
imitation:  he  will  be  most  ready  to  play  the 
part  of  the  good  man  when  he  is  acting  firmly 
and  wisely;  in  a  less  degree  when  he  is  over 
taken  by  illness  or  love  or  drink,  or  has  met 
with  any  other  disaster.  But  when  he  comes  to 
a  character  which  is  unworthy  of  him,  he  will 
not  make  a  study  of  that;  he  will  disdain  such 
a  person,  and  will  assume  his  likeness,  if  at  all, 
for  a  moment  only  when  he  is  performing  some 
good  action;  at  other  times  he  will  be  ashamed 
to  play  a  part  which  he  has  never  practised,  nor 
will  he  like  to  fashion  and  frame  himself  Jfter 
the  baser  models;  he  feels  the  employment  of 
such  an  art,  unless  in  jest,  to  be  beneath  him, 
and  his  mind  revolts  at  it. 

So  I  should  expect,  he  replied. 

Then  he  will  adopt  a  mode  of  narration  such 
as  we  have  illustrated  out  of  Homer,  that  is  to 
say,  his  style  will  be  both  imitative  and  narra 
tive;  but  there  will  be  very  little  of  the  former, 
and  a  great  deal  of  the  latter.  Do  you  agree? 

Certainly,  he  said;  that  is  the  model  which 
such  a  speaker  must  necessarily  take.  [397] 

But  there  is  another  sort  of  character  who 
will  narrate  anything,  and,  the  worse  he  is,  the 
more  unscrupulous  he  will  be;  nothing  will  be 
too  bad  for  him:  and  he  will  be  ready  to  imi 
tate  anything,  not  as  a  joke,  but  in  right  good 
earnest,  and  before  a  large  company.  As  I  was 
just  now  saying,  he  will  attempt  to  represent 
the  roll  of  thunder,  the  noise  of  wind  and  hail, 
or  the  creaking  of  wheels,  and  pulleys,  and  the 
various  sounds  of  flutes,  pipes,  trumpets,  and 
all  sorts  of  instruments:  he  will  bark  like  a  dog, 
bleat  like  a  sheep,  or  crow  like  a  cock;  his  en 
tire  art  will  consist  in  imitation  of  voice  and 
gesture,  and  there  will  be  very  little  narration. 

That,  he  said,  will  be  his  mode  of  speaking. 

These,  then,  are  the  two  kinds  of  style? 

Yes. 

And  you  would  agree  with  me  in  saying  that 
one  of  them  is  simple  and  has  but  slight  changes; 
and  if  the  harmony  and  rhythm  are  also  chosen 
for  their  simplicity,  the  result  is  that  the  speak 
er,  if  he  speaks  correctly,  is  always  pretty  much 
the  same  in  style,  and  he  will  keep  within  the 
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limits  of  a  single  harmony  (for  the  changes  are 
not  great),  and  in  like  manner  he  will  make 
use  of  nearly  the  same  rhythm? 

That  is  quite  true,  he  said. 

Whereas  the  other  requires  all  sorts  of  har 
monies  and  all  sorts  of  rhythms,  if  the  music 
and  the  style  are  to  correspond,  because  the 
style  has  all  sorts  of  changes. 

That  is  also  perfectly  true,  he  replied. 

And  do  not  the  two  styles,  or  the  mixture  of 
the  two,  comprehend  all  poetry,  and  every  form 
of  expression  in  words?  No  one  can  say  any 
thing  except  in  one  or  other  of  them  or  in  both 
together. 

They  include  all,  he  said. 

And  shall  we  receive  into  our  State  all  the 
three  styles,  or  one  only  of  the  two  unmixed 
styles?  or  would  you  include  the  mixed? 

I  should  prefer  only  to  admit  the  pure  imita 
tor  of  virtue. 

Yes,  I  said,  Adeimantus;  but  the  mixed  style 
is  also  very  charming:  and  indeed  the  panto 
mimic,  which  is  the  opposite  of  the  one  chosen 
by  you,  is  the  most  popular  style  with  children 
and  their  attendants,  and  with  the  world  in 
general. 

I  do  not  deny  it. 

But  I  suppose  you  would  argue  that  such  a 
style  is  unsuitable  to  our  State,  in  which  human 
nature  is  not  twofold  or  manifold,  for  one  man 
plays  one  part  only? 

Yes;  quite  unsuitable. 

And  this  is  the  reason  why  in  our  State,  and 
in  our  State  only,  we  shall  find  a  shoemaker 
to  be  a  shoemaker  and  not  a  pilot  also,  and  a 
husbandman  to  be  a  husbandman  and  not  a  di- 
cast  also,  and  a  soldier  a  soldier  and  not  a  trader 
also,  and  the  same  throughout? 

True,  he  said. 

[398]  And  therefore  when  any  one  of  these 
pantomimic  gentlemen,  who  are  so  clever  that 
they  can  imitate  anything,  comes  to  us,  and 
makes  a  proposal  to  exhibit  himself  and  his 
poetry,  we  will  fall  down  and  worship  him  as 
a  sweet  and  holy  and  wonderful  being;  but 
we  must  also  inform  him  that  in  our  State  such 
as  he  are  not  permitted  to  exist;  the  law  will 
not  allow  them.  And  so  when  we  have  anoint 
ed  him  with  myrrh,  and  set  a  garland  of  wool 
upon  his  head,  we  shall  send  him  away  to  an 
other  city.  For  we  mean  to  employ  for  our 
souls'  health  the  rougher  and  severer  poet  or 
story-teller,  who  will  imitate  the  style  of  the 
virtuous  only,  and  will  follow  those  models 
which  we  prescribed  at  first  when  we  began 
the  education  of  our  soldiers. 


We  certainly  will,  he  said,  if  we  have  the 
power. 

Then  now,  my  friend,  I  said,  that  part  of 
music  or  literary  education  which  relates  to  the 
story  or  myth  may  be  considered  to  be  finished; 
for  the  matter  and  manner  have  both  been  dis 
cussed. 

I  think  so  too,  he  said. 

Next  in  order  will  follow  melody  and  song. 

That  is  obvious. 

Every  one  can  see  already  what  we  ought  to 
say  about  them,  if  we  are  to  be  consistent  with 
ourselves. 

I  fear,  said  Glaucon,  laughing,  that  the  word 
"every  one"  hardly  includes  me,  for  I  cannot 
at  the  moment  say  what  they  should  be;  though 
I  may  guess. 

At  any  rate  you  can  tell  that  a  song  or  ode 
has  three  parts — the  words,  the  melody,  and 
the  rhythm;  that  degree  of  knowledge  I  may 
presuppose? 

Yes,  he  said;  so  much  as  that  you  may. 

And  as  for  the  words,  there  will  surely  be 
no  difference  between  words  which  are  and 
which  are  not  set  to  music;  both  will  conform 
to  the  same  laws,  and  these  have  been  already 
determined  by  us? 

Yes. 

And  the  melody  and  rhythm  will  depend  up 
on  the  words  ? 

Certainly. 

We  were  saying,  when  we  spoke  of  the  sub 
ject-matter,  that  we  had  no  need  of  lamenta 
tions  and  strains  of  sorrow? 

True. 

And  which  are  the  harmonies  expressive  of 
sorrow?  You  are  musical,  and  can  tell  me. 

The  harmonies  which  you  mean  are  the 
mixed  or  tenor  Lydian,  and  the  full-toned  or 
bass  Lydian,  and  such  like. 

These  then,  I  said,  must  be  banished;  even 
to  women  who  have  a  character  to  maintain 
they  are  of  no  use,  and  much  less  to  men. 

Certainly. 

In  the  next  place,  drunkenness  and  softness 
and  indolence  are  utterly  unbecoming  the  char 
acter  of  our  guardians. 

Utterly  unbecoming. 

And  which  are  the  soft  or  drinking  harmo 
nies? 

[399]  The  Ionian,  he  replied,  and  the  Lyd 
ian;  they  are  termed  "relaxed." 

Well,  and  are  these  of  any  military  use? 

Quite  the  reverse,  he  replied;  and  if  so  the 
Dorian  and  the  Phrygian  are  the  only  ones 
which  you  have  left. 
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I  answered:  Of  the  harmonies  I  know  noth 
ing,  but  I  want  to  have  one  warlike,  to  sound 
the  note  or  accent  which  a  brave  man  utters  In 
the  hour  of  danger  and  stern  resolve,  or  when 
his  cause  Is  failing,  and  he  is  going  to  wounds 
or  death  or  is  overtaken  by  some  other  evil,  and 
at  every  such  crisis  meets  the  blows  of  fortune 
with  firm  step  and  a  determination  to  endure; 
and  another  to  be  used  by  him  in  times  of 
peace  and  freedom  of  action,  when  there  is  no 
pressure  of  necessity,  and  he  is  seeking  to  per 
suade  God  by  prayer,  or  man  by  instruction 
and  admonition,  or  on  the  other  hand,  when 
he  is  expressing  his  willingness  to  yield  to  per 
suasion  or  entreaty  or  admonition,  and  which 
represents  him  when  by  prudent  conduct  he 
has  attained  his  end,  not  carried  away  by  his 
success,  but  acting  moderately  and  wisely  under 
the  circumstances,  and  acquiescing  in  the  event. 
These  two  harmonies  I  ask  you  to  leave;  the 
strain  of  necessity  and  the  strain  of  freedom, 
the  strain  of  the  unfortunate  and  the  strain  of 
the  fortunate,  the  strain  of  courage,  and  the 
strain  of  temperance;  these,  I  say,  leave. 

And  these,  he  replied,  are  the  Dorian  and 
Phrygian  harmonies  of  which  I  was  just  now 
speaking. 

Then,  I  said,  if  these  and  these  only  are  to 
be  used  in  our  songs  and  melodies,  we  shall  not 
want  multiplicity  of  notes  or  a  panharmonic 
scale? 

I  suppose  not. 

Then  we  shall  not  maintain  the  artificers  of 
lyres  with  three  corners  and  complex  scales,  or 
the  makers  of  any  other  many-stringed  curious 
ly-harmonised  instruments? 

Certainly  not, 

But  what  do  you  say  to  flute-makers  and 
flute-players?  Would  you  admit  them  into  our 
State  when  you  reflect  that  in  this  composite 
use  of  harmony  the  flute  is  worse  than  all  the 
stringed  instruments  put  together;  even  the 
panharmonic  music  is  only  an  imitation  of  the 
flute? 

Clearly  not. 

There  remain  then  only  the  lyre  and  the 
harp  for  use  in  the  city,  and  the  shepherds  may 
have  a  pipe  in  the  country. 

That  is  surely  the  conclusion  to  be  drawn 
from  the  argument. 

The  preferring  of  Apollo  and  his  instru 
ments  to  Marsyas  and  his  instruments  is  not  at 
all  strange,  I  said. 

Not  at  all,  he  replied. 

And  so,  by  the  dog  of  Egypt,  we  have  been 
unconsciously  purging  the  State,  which  not 


long  ago  we  termed  luxurious. 

And  we  have  done  wisely,  he  replied. 

Then  let  us  now  finish  the  purgation,  I  said. 
Next  in  order  to  harmonies,  rhythms  will  nat 
urally  follow,  and  they  should  be  subject  to 
the  same  rules,  for  we  ought  not  to  seek  out 
complex  systems  of  metre,  or  metres  of  every 
kind,  but  rather  to  discover  what  rhythms  are 
the  expressions  of  a  courageous  and  harmoni 
ous  life;  [400]  and  when  we  have  found  them, 
we  shall  adapt  the  foot  and  the  melody  to  words 
having  a  like  spirit,  not  the  words  to  the  foot 
and  melody.  To  say  what  these  rhythms  are 
will  be  your  duty — you  must  teach  me  them, 
as  you  have  already  taught  me  the  harmonies. 

But,  indeed,  he  replied,  I  cannot  tell  you.  I 
only  know  that  there  are  some  three  principles 
of  rhythm  out  of  which  metrical  systems  are 
framed,  just  as  in  sounds  there  are  four  notes 3 
out  of  which  all  the  harmonies  are  composed; 
that  is  an  observation  which  I  have  made.  But 
of  what  sort  of  lives  they  are  severally  the  imi 
tations  I  am  unable  to  say. 

Then,  I  said,  we  must  take  Damon  into  our 
counsels;  and  he  will  tell  us  what  rhythms  are 
expressive  of  meanness,  or  insolence,  or  fury, 
or  other  unworthiness,  and  what  are  to  be  re 
served  for  the  expression  of  opposite  feelings. 
And  I  think  that  I  have  an  indistinct  recollec 
tion  of  his  mentioning  a  complex  Cr etic  rhythm ; 
also  a  dactylic  or  heroic,  and  he  arranged  them 
in  some  manner  which  I  do  not  quite  under 
stand,  making  the  rhythms  equal  in  the  rise 
and  fall  of  the  foot,  long  and  short  alternating; 
and,  unless  I  am  mistaken,  he  spoke  of  an 
iambic  as  well  as  of  a  trochaic  rhythm,  and 
assigned  to  them  short  and  long  quantities. 
Also  in  some  cases  he  appeared  to  praise  or  cen 
sure  the  movement  of  the  foot  quite  as  much 
as  the  rhythm;  or  perhaps  a  combination  of  the 
two;  for  I  am  not  certain  what  he  meant.  These 
matters,  however,  as  I  was  saying,  had  better  be 
referred  to  Damon  himself,  for  the  analysis  of 
the  subject  would  be  difficult,  you  know? 
Rather  so,  I  should  say. 
But  there  is  no  difficulty  in  seeing  that  grace 
or  the  absence  of  grace  is  an  effect  of  good  or 
bad  rhythm. 
None  at  all. 

And  also  that  good  and  bad  rhythm  natu 
rally  assimilate  to  a  good  and  bad  style;  and 
that  harmony  and  discord  in  like  manner  fol 
low  style;  for  our  principle  is  that' rhythm  and 
harmony  are  regulated  by  the  words,  and  not 
the  words  by  them. 
1  The  four  notes  of  the  tetrachord. 
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Just  so,  he  said,  they  should  follow  the  words. 

And  will  not  the  words  and  the  character  of 
the  style  depend  on  the  temper  of  the  soul? 

Yes. 

And  everything  else  on  the  style? 

Yes. 

Then  beauty  of  style  and  harmony  and  grace 
and  good  rhythm  depend  on  simplicity — I 
mean  the  true  simplicity  of  a  rightly  and  nobly 
ordered  mind  and  character,  not  that  other  sim 
plicity  which  is  only  an  euphemism  for  folly? 

Very  true,  he  replied. 

And  if  our  youth  are  to  do  their  work  in 
life,  must  they  not  make  these  graces  and  har 
monies  their  perpetual  aim? 

They  must. 

[401]  And  surely  the  art  of  the  painter  and 
every  other  creative  and  constructive  art  are 
full  of  them — weaving,  embroidery,  architec 
ture,  and  every  kind  of  manufacture;  also  na 
ture,  animal  and  vegetable — in  all  of  them 
there  is  grace  or  the  absence  of  grace.  And  ugli 
ness  and  discord  and  inharmonious  motion  are 
nearly  allied  to  ill  words  and  ill  nature,  as  grace 
and  harmony  are  the  twin  sisters  of  goodness 
and  virtue  and  bear  their  likeness. 

That  is  quite  true,  he  said. 

But  shall  our  superintendence  go  no  further, 
and  are  the  poets  only  to  be  required  by  us  to 
express  the  image  of  the  good  in  their  works, 
on  pain,  if  they  do  anything  else,  of  expulsion 
from  our  State?  Or  is  the  same  control  to  be 
extended  to  other  artists,  and  are  they  also  to 
be  prohibited  from  exhibiting  the  opposite 
forms  of  vice  and  intemperance  and  meanness 
and  indecency  in  sculpture  and  building  and 
the  other  creative  arts;  and  is  he  who  cannot 
conform  to  this  rule  of  ours  to  be  prevented 
from  practising  his  art  in  our  State,  lest  the 
taste  of  our  citizens  be  corrupted  by  him?  We 
would  not  have  our  guardians  grow  up  amid 
images  of  moral  deformity,  as  in  some  noxious 
pasture,  and  there  browse  and  feed  upon  many 
a  baneful  herb  and  flower  day  by  day,  litde  by 
little,  until  they  silently  gather  a  festering  mass 
of  corruption  in  their  own  soul.  Let  our  artists 
rather  be  those  who  are  gifted  to  discern  the 
true  nature  of  the  beautiful  and  graceful;  then 
will  our  youth  dwell  in  a  land  of  health,  amid 
fair  sights  and  sounds,  and  receive  the  good  in 
everything;  and  beauty,  the  effluence  of  fair 
works,  shall  flow  into  the  eye  and  ear,  like  a 
health-giving  breeze  from  a  purer  region,  and 
insensibly  draw  the  soul  from  earliest  years  into 
likeness  and  sympathy  with  the  beauty  of  rea 
son. 


There  can  be  no  nobler  training  than  that, 
he  replied. 

And  therefore,  I  said,  Glaucon,  musical  train 
ing  is  a  more  potent  instrument  than  any 
other,  because  rhythm  and  harmony  find  their 
way  into  the  inward  places  of  the  soul,  on 
which  they  mightily  fasten,  imparting  grace, 
and  making  the  soul  of  him  who  is  righdy  edu 
cated  graceful,  or  of  him  who  is  ill-educated 
ungraceful;  and  also  because  he  who  has  re 
ceived  this  true  education  of  the  inner  being 
will  most  shrewdly  perceive  omissions  or  faults 
in  art  and  nature,  [402]  and  with  a  true  taste, 
while  he  praises  and  rejoices  over  and  receives 
into  his  soul  the  good,  and  becomes  noble  and 
good,  he  will  justly  blame  and  hate  the  bad, 
now  in  the  days  of  his  youth,  even  before  he 
is  able  to  know  the  reason  why;  and  when  rea 
son  comes  he  will  recognise  and  salute  the 
friend  with  whom  his  education  has  made  him 
long  familiar. 

Yes,  he  said,  I  quite  agree  with  you  in  think 
ing  that  our  youth  should  be  trained  in  music 
and  on  the  grounds  which  you  mention. 

Just  as  in  learning  to  read,  I  said,  we  were 
satisfied  when  we  knew  the  letters  of  the  alpha 
bet,  which  are  very  few,  in  all  their  recurring 
sizes  and  combinations;  not  slighting  them  as 
unimportant  whether  they  occupy  a  space  large 
or  small,  but  everywhere  eager  to  make  them 
out;  and  not  thinking  ourselves  perfect  in  the 
art  of  reading  until  we  recognise  them  wher 
ever  they  are  found: a 

True — 

Or,  as  we  recognise  the  reflection  of  letters 
in  the  water,  or  in  a  mirror,  only  when  we 
know  the  letters  themselves;  the  same  art  and 
study  giving  us  the  knowledge  of  both: 

Exacdy — 

Even  so,  as  I  maintain,  neither  we  nor  our 
guardians,  whom  we  have  to  educate,  can  ever 
become  musical  until  we  and  they  know  the 
essential  forms,  in  all  their  combinations,  and 
can  recognise  them  and  their  images  wherever 
they  are  found,  not  slighting  them  either  in 
small  things  or  great,  but  believing  them  all 
to  be  within  the  sphere  of  one  art  and  study. 

Most  assuredly. 

And  when  a  beautiful  soul  harmonises  with 
a  beautiful  form,  and  the  two  are  cast  in  one 
mould,  that  will  be  the  fairest  of  sights  to  him 
who  has  an  eye  to  see  it? 

The  fairest  indeed. 

And  the  fairest  is  also  the  loveliest?, 

That  may  be  assumed. 

1Cf.  11.368. 
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And  the  man  who  has  the  spirit  of  harmony 
will  be  most  in  love  with  the  loveliest;  but  he 
will  not  love  him  who  is  of  an  inharmonious 
soul? 

That  is  true,  he  replied,  if  the  deficiency  be 
in  his  soul;  but  if  there  be  any  merely  bodily 
defect  in  another  he  will  be  patient  of  it,  and 
will  love  all  the  same. 

I  perceive,  I  said,  that  you  have  or  have  had 
experiences  of  this  sort,  and  I  agree.  But  let 
me  ask  you  another  question:  Has  excess  of 
pleasure  any  affinity  to  temperance? 

How  can  that  be?  he  replied;  pleasure  de 
prives  a  man  of  the  use  of  his  faculties  quite  as 
much  as  pain. 

Or  any  affinity  to  virtue  in  general? 

[403]  None  whatever. 

Any  affinity  to  wantonness  and  intemper 
ance? 

Yes,  the  greatest. 

And  is  there  any  greater  or  keener  pleasure 
than  that  of  sensual  love? 

No,  nor  a  madder. 

Whereas  true  love  is  a  love  of  beauty  and 
order — temperate  and  harmonious? 

Quite  true,  he  said. 

Then  no  intemperance  or  madness  should 
be  allowed  to  approach  true  love? 

Certainly  not. 

Then  mad  or  intemperate  pleasure  must 
never  be  allowed  to  come  near  the  lover  and 
his  beloved;  neither  of  them  can  have  any  part 
in  it  if  their  love  is  of  the  right  sort  ? 

No,  indeed,  Socrates,  it  must  never  come 
near  them. 

Then  I  suppose  that  in  the  city  which  we  are 
founding  you  would  make  a  law  to  the  effect 
that  a  friend  should  use  no  other  familiarity  to 
his  love  than  a  father  would  use  to  his  son,  and 
then  only  for  a  noble  purpose,  and  he  must 
first  have  the  other's  consent;  and  this  rule  is 
to  limit  him  in  all  his  intercourse,  and  he  is 
never  to  be  seen  going  further,  or,  if  he  ex 
ceeds,  he  is  to  be  deemed  guilty  of  coarseness 
and  bad  taste. 

I  quite  agree,  he  said. 

Thus  much  of  music,  which  makes  a  fair 
ending;  for  what  should  be  the  end  of  music 
if  not  the  love  of  beauty? 

I  agree,  he  said. 

After  music  comes  gymnastic,  in  which  our 
youth  are  next  to  be  trained. 

Certainly. 

Gymnastic  as  well  as  music  should  begin  in 
early  years;  the  training  in  it  should  be  careful 
and  should  continue  through  life.  Now  my  be 


lief  is — and  this  is  a  matter  upon  which  I 
should  like  to  have  your  opinion  in  confirma 
tion  of  my  own,  but  my  own  belief  is — not  that 
the  good  body  by  any  bodily  excellence  im 
proves  the  soul,  but,  on  the  contrary,  that  the 
good  soul,  by  her  own  excellence,  improves  the 
body  as  far  as  this  may  be  possible.  What  do 
you  say? 

Yes,  I  agree. 

Then,  to  the  mind  when  adequately  trained, 
we  shall  be  right  in  handing  over  the  more  par 
ticular  care  of  the  body;  and  in  order  to  avoid 
prolixity  we  will  now  only  give  the  general  out 
lines  of  the  subject. 

Very  good. 

That  they  must  abstain  from  intoxication 
has  been  already  remarked  by  us;  for  of  all  per 
sons  a  guardian  should  be  the  last  to  get  drunk 
and  not  know  where  in  the  world  he  is. 

Yes,  he  said;  that  a  guardian  should  require 
another  guardian  to  take  care  of  him  is  ridicu 
lous  indeed. 

But  next,  what  shall  we  say  of  their  food; 
for  the  men  are  in  training  for  the  great  con 
test  of  all — are  they  not? 

Yes,  he  said. 

[404]  And  will  the  habit  of  body  of  our 
ordinary  athletes  be  suited  to  them? 

Why  not? 

I  am  afraid,  I  said,  that  a  habit  of  body  such 
as  they  have  is  but  a  sleepy  sort  of  thing,  and 
rather  perilous  to  health.  Do  you  not  observe 
that  these  athletes  sleep  away  their  lives,  and 
are  liable  to  most  dangerous  illnesses  if  they 
depart,  in  ever  so  slight  a  degree,  from  their 
customary  regimen? 

Yes,  I  do. 

Then,  I  said,  a  finer  sort  of  training  will  be 
required  for  our  warrior  athletes,  who  are  to 
be  like  wakeful  dogs,  and  to  see  and  hear  with 
the  utmost  keenness;  amid  the  many  changes 
of  water  and  also  of  food,  of  summer  heat  and 
winter  cold,  which  they  will  have  to  endure 
when  on  a  campaign,  they  must  not  be  liable 
to  break  down  in  health. 

That  is  my  view. 

The  really  excellent  gymnastic  is  twin  sister 
of  that  simple  music  which  we  were  just  now 
describing. 

How  so  ? 

Why,  I  conceive  that  there  is  a  gymnastic 
which,  like  our  music,  is  simple  and  good;  and 
especially  the  military  gymnastic. 

What  do  you  mean? 

My  meaning  may  be  learned  from  Homer; 
he,  you  know,  feeds  his  heroes  at  their  feasts, 
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wHen  they  are  campaigning,  on  soldiers'  fare; 
they  have  no  fish,  although  they  are  on  the 
shores  of  the  Hellespont,  and  they  are  not  al 
lowed  boiled  meats  but  only  roast,  which  is  the 
food  most  convenient  for  soldiers,  requiring 
only  that  they  should  light  a  fire,  and  not  in 
volving  the  trouble  of  carrying  about  pots  and 
pans. 

True. 

And  I  can  hardly  be  mistaken  in  saying  that 
sweet  sauces  are  nowhere  mentioned  in  Ho 
mer.  In  proscribing  them,  however,  he  is  not 
singular;  all  professional  athletes  are  well  aware 
that  a  man  who  is  to  be  in  good  condition 
should  take  nothing  of  the  kind. 

Yes,  he  said;  and  knowing  this,  they  are 
quite  right  in  not  taking  them. 

Then  you  would  not  approve  of  Syracusan 
dinners,  and  the  refinements  of  Sicilian  cook 
ery? 

I  think  not. 

Nor,  if  a  man  is  to  be  in  condition,  would 
you  allow  him  to  have  a  Corinthian  girl  as  his 
fair  friend? 

Certainly  not. 

Neither  would  you  approve  of  the  delicacies, 
as  they  are  thought,  of  Athenian  confectionary? 

Certainly  not. 

All  such  feeding  and  living  may  be  rightly 
compared  by  us  to  melody  and  song  composed 
in  the  panharmonic  style,  and  in  all  the 
rhythms. 

Exactly. 

There  complexity  engendered  licence,  and 
here  disease;  whereas  simplicity  in  music  was 
the  parent  of  temperance  in  the  soul;  and  sim 
plicity  in  gymnastic  of  health  in  the  body. 

Most  true,  he  said. 

[405]  But  when  intemperance  and  disease 
multiply  in  a  State,  halls  of  justice  and  medi 
cine  are  always  being  opened;  and  the  arts  of 
the  doctor  and  the  lawyer  give  themselves  airs, 
finding  how  keen  is  the  interest  which  not  only 
the  slaves  but  the  freemen  of  a  city  take  about 
them. 

Of  course. 

And  yet  what  greater  proof  can  there  be  of 
a  bad  and  disgraceful  state  of  education  than 
this,  that  not  only  artisans  and  the  meaner  sort 
of  people  need  the  skill  of  first-rate  physicians 
and  judges,  but  also  those  who  would  profess 
to  have  had  a  liberal  education?  Is  it  not  dis 
graceful,  and  a  great  sign  of  want  of  good- 
breeding,  that  a  man  should  have  to  go  abroad 
for  his  law  and  physic  because  he  has  none  of 
his  own  at  home,  and  must  therefore  surrender 


himself  into  the  hands  of  other  men  whom  he 
makes  lords  and  judges  over  him? 

Of  all  things,  he  said,  the  most  disgraceful. 

Would  you  say  "most/5 1  replied,  when  you 
consider  that  there  is  a  further  stage  of  the  evil 
in  which  a  man  is  not  only  a  life-long  litigant, 
passing  all  his  days  in  the  courts,  either  as 
plaintiff  or  defendant,  but  is  actually  led  by  his 
bad  taste  to  pride  himself  on  his  litigiousness; 
he  imagines  that  he  is  a  master  in  dishonesty; 
able  to  take  every  crooked  turn,  and  wriggle 
into  and  out  of  every  hole,  bending  like  a  withy 
and  getting  out  of  the  way  of  justice:  and  all 
for  what? — in  order  to  gain  small  points  not 
worth  mentioning,  he  not  knowing  that  so  to 
order  his  life  as  to  be  able  to  do  without  a  nap 
ping  judge  is  a  far  higher  and  nobler  sort  of 
thing.  Is  not  that  still  more  disgraceful? 

Yes,  he  said,  that  is  still  more  disgraceful. 

Well,  I  said,  and  to  require  the  help  of  medi 
cine,  not  when  a  wound  has  to  be  cured,  or  on 
occasion  of  an  epidemic,  but  just  because,  by 
indolence  and  a  habit  of  life  such  as  we  have 
been  describing,  men  fill  themselves  with  wa 
ters  and  winds,  as  if  their  bodies  were  a  marsh, 
compelling  the  ingenious  sons  of  Asclepius  to 
find  more  names  for  diseases,  such  as  flatulence 
and  catarrh;  is  not  this,  too,  a  disgrace? 

Yes,  he  said,  they  do  certainly  give  very 
strange  and  newfangled  names  to  diseases. 

Yes,  I  said,  and  I  do  not  believe  that  there 
were  any  such  diseases  in  the  days  of  Asclepius; 
and  this  I  infer  from  the  circumstance  that  the 
hero  Eurypylus,  after  he  has  been  wounded  in 
Homer,  [406]  drinks  a  posset  of  Pramnian 
wine  well  besprinkled  with  barley-meal  and 
grated  cheese,  which  are  certainly  inflamma 
tory,  and  yet  the  sons  of  Asclepius  who  were 
at  the  Trojan  War  do  not  blame  the  damsel 
who  gives  him  the  drink,  or  rebuke  Patroclus, 
who  is  treating  his  case. 

Well,  he  said,  that  was  surely  an  extraordi 
nary  drink  to  be  given  to  a  person  in  his  condi 
tion. 

Not  so  extraordinary,  I  replied,  if  you  bear 
in  mind  that  in  former  days,  as  is  commonly 
said,  before  the  time  of  Herodicus,  the  guild 
of  Asclepius  did  not  practise  our  present  sys 
tem  of  medicine,  which  may  be  said  to  educate 
diseases.  But  Herodicus,  being  a  trainer,  and 
himself  of  a  sickly  constitution,  by  a  combina 
tion  of  training  and  doctoring  found  out  a  way 
of  torturing  first  and  chiefly  himself,  and  sec 
ondly  the  rest  of  the  world. 

How  was  that?  he  said. 

By  the  invention  of  lingering  death;  for  he 
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had  a  mortal  disease  which  he  perpetually  tend 
ed,  and  as  recovery  was  out  of  the  question,  he 
passed  his  entire  life  as  a  valetudinarian;  he 
could  do  nothing  but  attend  upon  himself,  and 
he  was  in  constant  torment  whenever  he  de 
parted  in  anything  from  his  usual  regimen,  and 
so  dying  hard,  by  the  help  of  science  he  strug 
gled  on  to  old  age. 

A  rare  reward  of  his  skill! 

Yes,  I  said;  a  reward  which  a  man  might 
fairly  expect  who  never  understood  that,  if. 
Asclepius  did  not  instruct  his  descendants  in 
valetudinarian  arts,  the  omission  arose,  not 
from  ignorance  or  inexperience  of  such  a 
branch  of  medicine,  but  because  he  knew  that 
in  all  well-ordered  states  every  individual  has 
an  occupation  to  which  he  must  attend,  and 
has  therefore  no  leisure  to  spend  in  continu 
ally  being  ill.  This  we  remark  in  the  case  of 
the  artisan,  but,  ludicrously  enough,  do  not 
apply  the  same  rule  to  people  of  the  richer  sort. 

How  do  you  mean  ?  he  said. 

I  mean  this:  When  a  carpenter  is  ill  he  asks 
the  physician  for  a  rough  and  ready  cure;  an 
emetic  or  a  purge  or  a  cautery  or  the  knife — 
these  are  his  remedies.  And  if  some  one  pre 
scribes  for  him  a  course  of  dietetics,  and  tells 
him  that  he  must  swathe  and  swaddle  his  head, 
and  all  that  sort  of  thing,  he  replies  at  once 
that  he  has  no  time  to  be  ill,  and  that  he  sees 
no  good  in  a  life  which  is  spent  in  nursing  his 
disease  to  the  neglect  of  his  customary  employ 
ment;  and  therefore  bidding  good-bye  to  this 
sort  of  physician,  he  resumes  his  ordinary  hab 
its,  and  either  gets  well  and  lives  and  does  his 
business,  or,  if  his  constitution  fails,  he  dies 
and  has  no  more  trouble. 

Yes,  he  said,  and  a  man  in  his  condition  of 
life  ought  to  use  the  art  of  medicine  thus  far 
only. 

l^yj]  Has  he  not,  I  said,  an  occupation;  and 
what  profit  would  there  be  in  his  life  if  he  were 
deprived  of  his  occupation? 

Quite  true,  he  said. 

But  with  the  rich  man  this  is  otherwise;  of 
him  we  do  not  say  that  he  has  any  specially  ap 
pointed  work  which  he  must  perform,  if  he 
would  live. 

He  is  generally  supposed  to  have  nothing  to 
do. 

Then  you  never  heard  of  the  saying  of  Pho- 
cylides,  that  as  soon  as  a  man  has  a  livelihood 
he  should  practise  virtue  ? 

Nay,  he  said,,  I  think  that  he  had  better  be 
gin  somewhat  sooner. 

Let  us  not  have  a  dispute  with  him  about 


this,  I  said;  but  rather  ask  ourselves:  Is  the 
practice  of  virtue  obligatory  on  the  rich  man, 
or  can  he  live  without  it?  And  if  obligatory 
on  him,  then  let  us  raise  a  further  question, 
whether  this  dieting  of  disorders,  which  is  an 
impediment  to  the  application  of  the  mind  in 
carpentering  and  the  mechanical  arts,  does  not 
equally  stand  in  the  way  of  the  sentiment  of 
Phocylides? 

Of  that,  he  replied,  there  can  be  no  doubt; 
such  excessive  care  of  the  body,  when  carried 
beyond  the  rules  of  gymnastic,  is  most  inimical 
to  the  practice  of  virtue. 

Yes,  indeed,  I  replied,  and  equally  incom 
patible  with  the  management  of  a  house,  an 
army,  or  an  office  of  state;  and,  what  is  most 
important  of  all,  irreconcileable  with  any  kind 
of  study  or  thought  or  self-reflection — there  is 
a  constant  suspicion  that  headache  and  giddi 
ness  are  to  be  ascribed  to  philosophy,  and  hence 
all  practising  or  making  trial  of  virtue  in  the 
higher  sense  is  absolutely  stopped;  for  a  man 
is  always  fancying  that  he  is  being  made  ill, 
and  is  in  constant  anxiety  about  the  state  of  his 
body. 

Yes,  likely  enough. 

And  therefore  our  politic  Asclepius  may  be 
supposed  to  have  exhibited  the  power  of  his 
art  only  to  persons  who,  being  generally  of 
healthy  constitution  and  habits  of  life,  had  a 
definite  ailment;  such  as  these  he  cured  by 
purges  and  operations,  and  bade  them  live  as 
usual,  herein  consulting  the  interests  of  the 
State;  but  bodies  which  disease  had  penetrated 
through  and  through  he  would  not  have  at 
tempted  to  cure  by  gradual  processes  of  evacu 
ation  and  infusion:  he  did  not  want  to  length 
en  out  good-for-nothing  lives,  or  to  have  weak 
fathers  begetting  weaker  sons — if  a  man  was 
not  able  to  live  in  the  ordinary  way  he  had  no 
business  to  cure  him;  for  such  a  cure  would 
have  been  of  no  use  either  to  himself,  or  to  the 
State. 

Then,  he  said,  you  regard  Asclepius  as  a 
statesman. 

Clearly;  and  his  character  is  further  illus 
trated  by  his  sons.  Note  that  they  were  heroes 
in  the  days  of  old  and  practised  the  medicines 
[408]  of  which  I  am  speaking  at  the  siege  of 
Troy:  You  will  remember  how,  when  Pan- 
darus  wounded  Menelaus,  they 

Sucked  the  "blood  otit  of  the  wound t  and  sprinted 
soothing  remedies? 

but  they  never  prescribed  what  the  patient 
1  Iliad f  iv:  218. 
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was  afterwards  to  eat  or  drink  in  the  case  o£ 
Menelaus,  any  more  than  in  the  case  of  Euryp- 
ylus;  the  remedies,  as  they  conceived,  were 
enough  to  heal  any  man  who  before  he  was 
wounded  was  healthy  and  regular  in  his  hab 
its;  and  even  though  he  did  happen  to  drink 
a  posset  of  Pramnian  wine,  he  might  get  well 
all  the  same.  But  they  would  have  nothing  to 
do  with  unhealthy  and  intemperate  subjects, 
whose  lives  were  of  no  use  either  to  themselves 
or  others;  the  art  of  medicine  was  not  designed 
for  their  good,  and  though  they  were  as  rich 
as  Midas,  the  sons  of  Asdepius  would  have  de 
clined  to  attend  them. 

They  were  very  acute  persons,  those  sons  of 
Asclepius. 

Naturally  so,  I  replied.  Nevertheless,  the 
tragedians  and  Pindar  disobeying  our  behests, 
although  they  acknowledge  that  Asclepius  was 
the  son  of  Apollo,  say  also  that  he  was  bribed 
into  healing  a  rich  man  who  was  at  the  point 
of  death,  and  for  this  reason  he  was  struck  by 
lightning.  But  we,  in  accordance  with  the  prin 
ciple  already  affirmed  by  us,  will  not  believe 
them  when  they  tell  us  both — if  he  was  the 
son  of  a  god,  we  maintain  that  he  was  not  avari 
cious;  or,  if  he  was  avaricious,  he  was  not  the 
son  of  a  god. 

All  that,  Socrates,  is  excellent;  but  I  should 
like  to  put  a  question  to  you:  Ought  there  not 
to  be  good  physicians  in  a  State,  and  are  not  the 
best  those  who  have  tieated  the  greatest  num 
ber  of  constitutions  good  and  bad?  and  are 
not  the  best  judges  in  like  manner  those  who 
are  acquainted  with  all  sorts  of  moral  natures? 

Yes,  I  said,  I  too  would  have  good  judges 
and  good  physicians.  But  do  you  know  whom 
I  think  good? 

Will  you  tell  me?    • 

I  will,  if  I  can.  Let  me  however  note  that  in 
the  same  question  you  join  two  things  which 
are  not  the  same. 

How  so?  he  asked. 

Why,  I  said,  you  join  physicians  and  judges. 
Now  the  most  skilful  physicians  are  those  who, 
from  their  youth  upwards,  have  combined  with 
the  knowledge  of  their  art  the  greatest  experi 
ence  of  disease;  they  had  better  not  be  roj^ust 
in  health,  and  should  have  had  all  manner  of 
diseases  in  their  own  persons.  For  the  body,  as 
I  conceive,  is  not  the  instrument  with  which 
they  cure  the  body;  in  that  case  we  could  not 
allow  them  ever  to  be  or  to  have  been  sickly; 
but  they  cure  the  body  with  the  mind,  and  the 
mind  which  has  become  and  is  sick  can  cure 
nothing. 


That  is  very  true,  he  said. 

[409]  But  with  the  judge  it  is  otherwise; 
since  he  governs  mind  by  mind;  he  ought  not 
therefore  to  have  been  trained  among  vicious 
minds,  and  to  have  associated  with  them  from 
youth  upwards,  and  to  have  gone  through  the 
whole  calendar  of  crime,  only  in  order  that  he 
may  quickly  infer  the  crimes  of  others  as  he 
might  their  bodily  diseases  from  his  own  self- 
consciousness;  the  honourable  mind  which  is 
to  form  a  healthy  judgment  should  have  had 
no  experience  or  contamination  of  evil  habits 
when  young.  And  this  is  the  reason  why  in 
youth  good  men  often  appear  to  be  simple,  and 
are  easily  practised  upon  by  the  dishonest,  be 
cause  they  have  no  examples  of  what  evil  is  in 
their  own  souls.  «^— ^ 

Yes,  he  said,  they  are  far  too  apt  to  be  de 
ceived. 

Therefore,  I  said,  the  judge  should  not  be 
young;  he  should  have  learned  to  know  evil, 
not  from  his  own  soul,  but  from  late  and  long 
observation  of  the  nature  of  evil  in  others: 
knowledge  should  be  his  guide,  not  personal 
experience. 

Yes,  he  said,  that  is  the  ideal  of  a  judge. 

Yes,  I  replied,  and  he  will  be  a  good  man 
(which  is  my  answer  to  your  question);  for 
he  is  good  who  has  a  good  soul.  But  the  cun 
ning  and  suspicious  nature  of  which  we  spoke 
— he  who  has  committed  many  crimes,  and 
fancies  himself  to  be  a  master  in  wickedness, 
when  he  is  amongst  his  fellows,  is  wonderful 
in  the  precautions  which  he  takes,  because  he 
judges  of  them  by  himself:  but  when  he  gets 
into  the  company  xrf  men  of  virtue,  who  have 
the  experience  of  age,  he  appears  to  be  a  fool 
again,  owing  to  his  unseasonable  suspicions; 
he  cannot  recognise  an  honest  man,  because  he 
has  no  pattern  of  honesty  in  himself;  at  the 
same  time,  as  the  bad  are  more  numerous  than 
the  good,  and  he  meets  with  them  oftener,  he 
thinks  himself,  and  is  by  others  thought  to  be, 
rather  wise  than  foolish. 

Most  true,  he  said. 

Then  the  good  and  wise  judge  whom  we  are 
seeking  is  not  this  man,  but  the  other;  for  vice 
cannot  know  virtue  too,  but  a  virtuous  nature, 
educated  by  time,  will  acquire  a.  knowledge 
both  of  virtue  and  vice:  the  virtuous,  and  not 
the  vicious  man  has  wisdom — in  my  opinion. 

And  in  mine  also. 

This  is  the  sort  of  medicine,  and  this  is  the 
sort  of  law,  vwhich  you  will  sanction  in  your 
state.  [410]  They  will  minister  to  better  na-, 
tures,  giving  health  both  of  soul  and  of  body; 
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but  those  who  are  diseased  in  their  bodies  they 
will  leave  to  die,  and  the  corrupt  and  incurable 
souls  they  will  put  an  end  to  themselves. 

That  is  clearly  the  best  thing  both  for  the 
patients  and  for  the  State. 

And  thus  our  youth,  having  been  educated 
only  in  that  simple  music  which,  as  we  said, 
inspires  temperance,  will  be  reluctant  to  go  to 
law. 

Clearly. 

And  the  musician,  who,  keeping  to  the  same 
track,  is  content  to  practise  the  simple  gym 
nastic,  will  have  nothing  to  do  with  medicine 
unless  in  some  extreme  case. 

That  I  quite  believe. 

The  very  exercises  and  toils  which  he  under 
goes  are  intended  to  stimulate  the  spirited  ele 
ment  of  his  nature,  and  not  to  increase  his 
strength;  he  will  not,  like  common  athletes,  use 
exercise  and  regimen  to  develop  his  muscles. 

Very  right,  he  said. 

Neither  are  the  two  arts  of  music  and  gym 
nastic  really  designed,  as  is  often  supposed,  the 
one  for  the  training  of  the  soul,  the  other  for 
the  training  of  the  body. 

What  then  is  the  real  object  of  them? 

I  believe,  I  said,  that  the  teachers  of  both 
have  in  view  chiefly  the  improvement  of  the 
soul. 

How  can  that  be?  he  asked. 

Did  you  never  observe,  I  said,  the  effect  on 
the  mind  itself  of  exclusive  devotion  to  gym 
nastic,  or  the  opposite  effect  of  an  exclusive 
devotion  to  music? 

In  what  way  shown?  he  said. 

The  one  producing  a  temper  of  hardness  and 
ferocity,  the  other  of  softness  and  effeminacy,  I 
replied. 

Yes,  he  said,  I  am  quite  aware  that  the  mere 
athlete  becomes  too  much  of  a  savage,  and  that 
the  mere  musician  is  melted  and  softened  be 
yond  what  is  good  for  him. 

Yet  surely,  I  said,  this  ferocity  only  comes 
from  spirit,  which,  if  rightly  educated,  would 
give  courage,  but,  if  too  much  intensified,  is 
liable  to  become  hard  and  brutal. 

That  I  quite  think. 

On  the  other  hand  the  philosopher  will  have 
the  quality  of  gentleness.  And  this  also,  when 
too  much  indulged,  will  turn  to  softness,  but, 
if  educated  rightly,  will  be  gentle  and  moder 
ate. 

True. 

And  in  our  opinion  the  guardians  ought  to 
have  both  these  qualities? 

Assuredly. 


And  both  should  be  in  harmony? 

Beyond  question. 

[411]  And  the  harmonious  soul  is  both  tem 
perate  and  courageous? 

Yes. 

And  the  inharmonious  is  cowardly  and  boor 
ish? 

Very  true. 

And,  when  a  man  allows  music  to  play  upon 
him  and  to  pour  into  his  soul  through  the  fun 
nel  of  his  ears  those  sweet  and  soft  and  melan 
choly  airs  of  which  we  were  just  now  speaking, 
and  his  whole  life  is  passed  in  warbling  and  the 
delights  of  song;  in  the  first  stage  of  the  process 
the  passion  or  spirit  which  is  in  him  is  tem 
pered  like  iron,  and  made  useful,  instead  of  brit 
tle  and  useless.  But,  if  he  carries  on  the  soften 
ing  and  soothing  process,  in  the  next  stage  he 
begins  to  melt  and  waste,  until  he  has  wasted 
away  his  spirit  and  cut  out  the  sinews  of  his 
soul;  and  he  becomes  a  feeble  warrior. 

Very  true. 

If  the  element  of  spirit  is  naturally  weak  in 
him  the  change  is  speedily  accomplished,  but 
if  he  have  a  good  deal,  then  the  power  of  music 
weakening  the  spirit  renders  him  excitable — 
on  the  least  provocation  he  flames  up  at  once, 
and  is  speedily  extinguished;  instead  of  hav 
ing  spirit  he  grows  irritable  and  passionate  and 
is  quite  impracticable. 

Exactly. 

And  so  in  gymnastics,  if  a  man  takes  violent 
exercise  and  is  a  great  feeder,  and  the  reverse 
of  a  great  student  of  music  and  philosophy,  at 
first  the  high  condition  of  his  body  fills  him 
with  pride  and  spirit,  and  he  becomes  twice 
the  man  that  he  was. 

Certainly. 

And  what  happens?  if  he  do  nothing  else, 
and  holds  no  converse  with  the  Muses,  does 
not  even  that  intelligence  which  there  may  be 
in  him,  having  no  taste  of  any  sort  of  learning 
or  enquiry  or  thought  or  culture,  grow  feeble 
and  dull  and  blind,  his  mind  never  waking  up 
or  receiving  nourishment,  and  his  senses  not 
being  purged  of  their  mists? 

True,  he  said. 

And  he  ends  by  becoming  a  hater  of  philos 
ophy,  uncivilized,  never  using  the  weapon  of 
persuasion — he  is  like  a  wild  beast,  all  violence 
and  fierceness,  and  knows  no  other  way  of 
dealing;  and  he  lives  in  all  ignorance  and  evil 
conditions,  and  has  no  sense  of  propriety  and 
grace. 

That  is  quite  true,  he  said. 

And  as  there  are  two  principles  of  human  na- 
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ture,  one  the  spirited  and  the  other  the  phil 
osophical,  some  God,  as  I  should  say,  has  given 
mankind  two  arts  answering  to  them  (and 
only  indirectly  to  the  soul  and  body),  [412.] 
in  order  that  these  two  principles  (like  the 
strings  of  an  instrument)  may  be  relaxed  or 
drawn  tighter  until  they  are  duly  harmonized. 

That  appears  to  be  the  intention. 

And  he  who  mingles  music  with  gymnastic 
in  the  fairest  proportions,  and  best  attempers 
them  to  the  soul,  may  be  rightly  called  the  true 
musician  and  harmonist  in  a  far  higher  sense 
than  the  tuner  of  the  strings. 

You  are  quite  right,  Socrates. 

And  such  a  presiding  genius  will  be  always 
required  in  our  State  if  the  government  is  to 
last. 

Yes,  he  will  be  absolutely  necessary. 

Such,  then,  are  our  principles  of  nurture  and 
education:  Where  would  be  the  use  of  going 
into  further  details  about  the  dances  of  our 
citizens,  or  about  their  hunting  and  coursing, 
their  gymnastic  and  equestrian  contests?  For 
these  all  follow  the  general  principle,  and  hav 
ing  found  that,  we  shall  have  no  difficulty  in 
discovering  them. 

I  dare  say  that  there  will  be  no  difficulty. 

Very  good,  I  said;  then  what  is  the  next  ques 
tion?  Must  we  not  ask  who  are  to  be  rulers  and 
who  subjects? 

Certainly. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  elder  must 
rule  the  younger. 

Clearly. 

And  that  the  best  of  these  must  rule. 

That  is  also  clear. 

Now,  are  not  the  best  husbandmen  those 
who  are  most  devoted  to  husbandry? 

Yes. 

And  as  we  are  to  have  the  best  of  guardians 
for  our  city,  must  they  not  be  those  who  have 
most  the  character  of  guardians? 

Yes. 

And  to  this  end  they  ought  to  be  wise  and 
efficient,  and  to  have  a  special  care  of  the 
State? 

True. 

And  a  man  will  be  most  likely  to  care  about 
that  which 'he  loves? 

To  be  sure. 

And  he  will  be  most  likely  to  love  that  which 
he  regards  as  having  the  same  interests  with 
himself,  and  that  of  which,  the  good  or  evil  for 
tune  is  supposed  by  him  at  any  time  most  to 
affect  his  own? 

Very  true,  he  replied. 


Then  there  must  be  a  selection.  Let  us  note 
among  the  guardians  those  who  in  their  whole 
life  show  the  greatest  eagerness  to  do  what  is 
for  the  good  of  their  country,  and  the  greatest 
repugnance  to  do  what  Is  against  her  interests. 

Those  are  the  right  men. 

And  they  will  have  to  be  watched  at  every 
age,  in  order  that  we  may  see  whether  they 
preserve  their  resolution,  and  never,  under  the 
influence  either  of  force  or  enchantment,  for 
get  or  cast  off  their  sense  of  duty  to  the  State. 

How  cast  off?  he  said. 

I  will  explain  to  you,  I  replied.  A  resolution 
may  go  out  of  a  man's  mind  either  with  his  will 
or  against  his  will;  [413]  with  his  will  when 
he  gets  rid  of  a  falsehood  and  learns  better, 
against  his  will  whenever  he  is  deprived  of  a 
truth. 

I  understand,  he  said,  the  willing  loss  of  a 
resolution;  the  meaning  of  the  unwilling  I 
have  yet  to  learn. 

Why,  I  said,  do  you  not  see  that  men  are  un 
willingly  deprived  of  good,  and  willingly  of 
evil?  Is  not  to  have  lost  the  truth  an  evil,  and 
to  possess  the  truth  a  good?  and  you  would 
agree  that  to  conceive  things  as  they  are  is  to 
possess  the  truth? 

Yes,  he  replied;  I  agree  with  you  in  thinking 
that  mankind  are  deprived  of  truth  against 
their  will. 

And  is  not  this  involuntary  deprivation 
caused  either  by  theft,  or  force,  or  enchant 
ment? 

Still,  he  replied,  I  do  not  understand  you. 

I  fear  that  I  must  have  been  talking  darkly, 
like  the  tragedians.  I  only  mean  that  some  men 
are  changed  by  persuasion  and  that  others  for 
get;  argument  steals  away  the  hearts  of  one 
class,  and  time  of  the  other;  and  this  I  call  theft. 
Now  you  understand  me? 

Yes. 

Those  again  who  are  forced  are  those  whom 
the  violence  of  some  pain  or  grief  compels  to 
change  their  opinion. 

I  understand,  he  said,  and  you  are  quite 
right. 

And  you  would  also  acknowledge  that  the 
enchanted  are  those  who  change  their  minds 
either  under  the  softer  influence  of  pleasure,  or 
the  sterner  influence  of  fear? 

Yes,  he  said;  everything  that  deceives  may 
be  said  to  enchant. 

Therefore,  as  I  was  just  now  saying,  we  must 
enquire  who  are  the  best  guardians  of  their 
own  conviction  that  what  they  think  the  in^ 
terest  of  the  State  is  to  be  the  ride  of  their  lives. 
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We  must  watch  them  from  their  youth  up 
wards,  and  make  them  perform  actions  In 
which  they  are  most  likely  to  forget  or  to  be 
deceived,  and  he  who  remembers  and  is  not 
deceived  is  to  be  selected,  and  he  who  fails  in 
the  trial  is  to  be  rejected.  That  will  be  the  way? 

Yes, 

And  there  should  also  be  toils  and  pains  and 
conflicts  prescribed  for  them,  in  which  they 
will  be  made  to  give  further  proof  of  the  same 
qualities. 

Very  right,  he  replied. 

And  then,  I  said,  we  must  try  them  with  en 
chantments — that  is  the  third  sort  of  test — and 
see  what  will  be  their  behaviour:  like  those 
who  take  colts  amid  noise  and  tumult  to  see 
if  they  are  of  a  timid  nature,  so  must  we  take 
our  youth  amid  terrors  of  some  kind,  and 
again  pass  them  into  pleasures,  and  prove  them 
more  thoroughly  than  gold  is  proved  in  the 
furnace,  that  we  may  discover  whether  they  are 
armed  against  all  enchantments,  and  of  a  noble 
bearing  always,  good  guardians  of  themselves 
and  of  the  music  which  they  have  learned,  and 
retaining  under  all  circumstances  a  rhythmical 
and  harmonious  nature,  such  as  will  be  most 
serviceable  to  the  individual  and  to  the  State. 
And  he  who  at  every  age,  as  boy  and  youth  and 
in  mature  life,  has  come  out  of  the  trial  victori 
ous  and  pure,  [414]  shall  be  appointed  a  ruler 
and  guardian  of  the  State;  he  shall  be  honoured 
in  life  and  death,  and  shall  receive  sepulture 
and  other  memorials  of  honour,  the  greatest 
that  we  have  to  give.  But  him  who  fails,  we 
must  reject.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  this  is 
the  sort  of  way  in  which  our  rulers  and  .guard 
ians  should  be  chosen  and  appointed.  I  speak 
generally,  and  not  with  any  pretension  to  ex 
actness.  ' 

And,  speaking  generally,  I  agree  with  you, 
he  said. 

And  perhaps  the  word  "guardian*'  in  the 
fullest  sense  ought  to  be  applied  to  this  higher 
class  only  who  preserve  us  against  foreign  ene 
mies  and  maintain  peace  among  our  citizens 
at  home,  that  the  one  may  not  have  the  will, 
or  the  others  the  power,  to  harm  us.  The  young 
men  whom  we  before  called  guardians  may  be 
more  properly  designated  auxiliaries  and  sup 
porters  of  the  principles  of  the  rulers. 

I  agree  with  you,  he  said. 

How  then  may  we  devise  one  of  those  need 
ful  falsehoods  of  which  we  lately  spoke — just 
one  royal  lie  which  may  deceive  the  rulers,  if 
that  be  possible,  and  at  any-  rate  the  rest  of  the 
city?  v  ,'  •-  •  •  -' 


What  sort  of  lie?  he  said. 

Nothing  new,  I  replied;  only  an  old  Phoeni 
cian1  tale  of  what  has  often  occurred  before 
now  in  other  places  (as  the  poets  say,  and 
have  made  the  world  believe),  though  not  in 
our  time,  and  I  do  not  know  whether  such  an 
event  could  ever  happen  again,  or  could  now 
even  be  made  probable,  if  it  did. 

How  your  words  seem  to,  hesitate  on  your 
lips! 

You  will  not  wonder,  I  replied,  at  my  hesita 
tion  when  you  have  heard. 

Speak,  he  said,  and  fear  not. 

Well  then,  I  will  speak,  although  I  really 
know  not  how  to  look  you  in  the  face,  or  in 
what  words  to  utter  the  audacious  fiction,  which 
I  propose  to  communicate  gradually,  first  to  the 
rulers,  then  to  the  soldiers,  and  lasdy  to  the 
people.  They  are  to  be  told  that  their  youth  was 
a  dream,  and  the  education  and  training  which 
they  received  from  us,  an  appearance  only;  in 
reality  during  all  that  time  they  were  being 
formed  and  fed  in  the  womb  of  the  earth, 
where  they  themselves  and  their  arms  and  ap 
purtenances  were  manufactured;  when  they 
were  completed,  the  earth,  their  mother,  sent 
them  up;  and  so,  their  country  being  their 
mother  and  also  their  nurse,  they  are  bound  to 
advise  for  her  good,  and  to  defend  her  against 
attacks,  and  her  citizens  they  are  to  regard  as 
children  of  the  earth  and  their  own  brothers. 

You  had  good  reason,  he  said,  to  be  ashamed 
of  the  lie  which  you  were  going  to  tell. 

[41$]  True,  I  replied,  but  there  is  more  com 
ing;  I  have  only  told  you  half.  Citizens,  we 
shall  say  to  them  in  our  tale,  you  are  brothers, 
yet  God  has  framed  you  differently.  Some  of 
you  have  the  power  of  command,  and  5  in  the 
composition  of  these  he  has  mingled  gold, 
wherefore  als6  they  have  the  greatest  honour; 
others  he  has  made  of  silver,  to  be  auxiliaries; 
others  again  who  are  to  be  husbandmen  and 
craftsmen  he  has  composed  of  brass  and  iron; 
and  the  species  will  generally  be  preserved  in 
the  children.  But  as  all  are  of  the  same  original 
stock,  a  golden  parent  will  sometimes  have  a 
silver  son,  or  a  silver  parent  a  golden  son.  And 
God  proclaims  as  a  first  principle  to  the  rulers, 
and  above  all  else,  that  there  is  nothing  which 
they  should  so  anxiously  guard,  or  of  which 
they  are  to  be  such  good  guardians,  as  of  the 
purity  of  the  race.  They  should  observe  what 
elements  mingle  in  their  offspring;  for  if  the 
son  of  a  golden  or  silver  parent  has  an  ad 
mixture  of  brass  and  iron,  then  nature  orders 
1  Cf.  Laws,  ii.  663. 
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a  transposition  of  ranks,  and  the  eye  of  die 
ruler  must  not  be  pitiful  towards  the  child  be 
cause  he  has  to  descend  in  the  scale  and  become 
a  husbandman  or  artisan,  just  as  there  may  be 
sons  of  artisans  who  having  an  admixture  of 
gold  or  silver  in  them  are  raised  to  honour,  and 
become  guardians  or  auxiliaries.  For  an  oracle 
says  that  when  a  man  of  brass  or  iron  guards 
the  State,  it  will  be  destroyed.  Such  is  the  tale; 
is  there  any  possibility  of  making  our  citizens 
believe  in  it? 

Not  in  the  present  generation,  he  replied; 
there  is  no  way  of  accomplishing  this;  but  their 
sons  may  be  made  to  believe  in  the  tale,  and 
their  sons*  sons,  and  posterity  after  them. 

I  see  the  difficulty,  I  replied;  yet  the  foster 
ing  of  such  a  belief  will  make  them  care  more 
for  the  city  and  for  one  another.  Enough,  how 
ever,  of  the  fiction,  which  may  now  fly  abroad 
upon  the  wings  of  rumour,  while  we  arm  our 
earth-born  heroes,  and  lead  them  forth  under 
the  command  of  their  rulers.  Let  them  look 
round  and  select  a  spot  whence  they  can  best 
suppress  insurrection,  if  any  prove  refractory 
within,  and  also  defend  themselves  against 
enemies,  who  like  wolves  may  come  down  on 
the  fold  from  without;  there  let  them  encamp, 
and  when  they  have  encamped,  let  them  sac 
rifice  to  the  proper  Gods  and  prepare  their 
dwellings. 

Just  so,  he  said. 

And  their  dwellings  must  be  such  as  will 
shield  them  against  the  cold  of  winter  and  the 
heat  of  summer. 

I  suppose  that  you  mean  houses,  he  replied. 

Yes,  I  said;  but  they  must  be  the  houses  of 
soldiers,  and  not  of  shopkeepers. 

What  is  the  difference?  he  said. 

[416]  That  I  will  endeavour  to  explain,  I  re 
plied.  To  keep  watch-dogs,  who,  from  want  of 
discipline  or  hunger,  or  some  evil  habit  or 
other,  would  turn  upon  the  sheep  and  worry 
them,  and  behave  not  like  dogs  but  wolves, 
would  be  a  foul  and  monstrous  thing  in  a  shep 
herd? 

Truly  monstrous,  he  said. 

And  therefore  every  care  must  be  taken  that 
our  auxiliaries,  being  stronger  than  our  citizens, 
may  not  grow  to  be  too  much  for  them  and  be 
come  savage  tyrants  instead  of  friends  and 
allies? 

Yes,  great  care  should  be  taken. 

And  would  not  a  really  good  education  fur 
nish  the  best  safeguard? 

But  they  are  well-educated  already,  he  re 
plied. 


I  cannot  be  so  confident,  my  dear  Glaucon, 
I  said;  I  am  much  more  certain  that  they  ought 
to  be,  and  that  true  education,  whatever  that 
may  be,  will  have  the  greatest  tendency  to 
civilize  and  humanize  them  in  their  relations 
to  one  another,  and  to  those  who  are  under 
their  protection. 

Very  true,  he  replied. 

And  not  only  their  education,  but  their  habi 
tations,  and  all  that  belongs  to  them,  should 
be  such  as  will  neither  impair  their  virtue  as 
guardians,  nor  tempt  them  to  prey  upon  the 
other  citizens.  Any  man  of  sense  must  acknowl 
edge  that. 

He  must. 

Then  let  us  consider  what  will  be  their  way 
of  life,  if  they  are  to  realize  our  idea  of  them. 
In  the  first  place,  none  of  them  should  have 
any  property  of  his  own  beyond  what  is  ab 
solutely  necessary;  neither  should  they  have  a 
private  house  or  store  closed  against  any  one 
who  has  a  mind  to  enter;  their  provisions  should 
be  only  such  as  are  required  by  trained  war 
riors,  who  are  men  of  temperance  and  courage; 
they  should  agree  to  receive  from  the  citizens 
a  fixed  rate  of  pay,  enough  to  meet  the  ex 
penses  of  the  year  and  no  more;  and  they  will 
go  to  mess  and  live  together  like  soldiers  in  a 
camp.  Gold  and  silver  we  will  tell  them  that 
they  have  from  God;  the  diviner  metal  is  with 
in  them,  and  they  have  therefore  no  need  of  the 
dross  which  is  current  among  men,  and  ought 
not  to  pollute  the  divine  by  any  such  earthly 
admixture;  [417]  for  that  commoner  metal 
has  been  the  source  of  many  unholy  deeds,  but 
their  own  is  undefiled.  And  they  alone  of  ail" 
the  citizens  may  not  touch  or  handle  silver  or 
gold,  or  be  under  the  same  roof  with  them,  or 
wear  them,  or  drink  from  them.  And  this  will 
be  their  salvation,  and  they  will  be  the  saviours 
of  the  State.  But  should  they  ever  acquire 
homes  or  lands  or  moneys  of  their  own,  they 
will  become  housekeepers  and  husbandmen  in 
stead  of  guardians,  enemies  and  tyrants  instead 
of  allies  of  the  other  citizens;  hating  and  being 
hated,  plotting  and  being  plotted  against,  they 
will  pass  their  whole  life  in  much  greater  ter 
ror  of  internal  than  of  external  enemies,  and 
the  hour  of  ruin,  both  to  themselves  and  to 
the  rest  of  the  State,  will  be  at  hand.  For  all 
which  reasons  may  we  not  say  that  thus  shall 
our  State  be  ordered,  and  that  these  shall  be 
the  regulations  appointed  by  us  for  our  guard 
ians  concerning  their  houses  and  all  other  mat 
ters? 

Yes,  said  Glaucon. 
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[419]  HERE  Adeimantus  interposed  a  ques 
tion:  How  would  you  answer,  Socrates,  said 
he,  if  a  person  were  to  say  that  you  are  making 
these  people  miserable,  and  that  they  are  the 
cause  of  their  own  unhappiness;  the  city  in 
fact  belongs  to  them,  but  they  are  none  the 
better  for  it;  whereas  other  men  acquire  lands, 
and  build  large  and  handsome  houses,  and 
have  everything  handsome  about  them,  offer 
ing  sacrifices  to  the  gods  on  their  own  account, 
and  practising  hospitality;  moreover,  as  you 
were  saying  just  now,  they  have  gold  and  sil 
ver,  and  all  that  is  usual  among  the  favourites 
of  fortune;  but  our  poor  citizens  are  no  better 
than  mercenaries  who  are  quartered  in  the  city 
and  are  always  mounting  guard? 

[420]  Yes,  I  said;  and  you  may  add  that  they 
are  only  fed,  and  not  paid  in  addition  to  their 
food,  like  other  men;  and  therefore  they  can 
not,  if  they  would,  take  a  journey  of  pleasure; 
they  have  no  money  to  spend  on  a  mistress  or 
any  other  luxurious  fancy,  which,  as  the  world 
goes,  is  thought  to  be  happiness;  and  many 
other  similar  accusations  might  be  added. 

But,  said  he,  let  us  suppose  all  this  to  be  in 
cluded  in  the  charge. 

You  mean  to  ask,  I  said,  what  will  be  our 
answer? 

Yes. 

If  we  proceed  along  the  old  path,  my  belief, 
I  said,  is  that  we  shall  find  the  answer.  And 
our  answer  will  be  that,  even  as  they  are,  our 
guardians  may  very  likely  be  the  happiest  of 
men;  but  that  our  aim  in  founding  the  State 
was  not  the  disproportionate  happiness  of  any 
one  class,  but  the  greatest  happiness  of  the 
whole;  we  thought  that  in  a  State  which  is 
ordered  with  a  view  to  the  good  of  the  whole 
we  should  be  most  likely  to  find  justice,  and  in 
the  ill-ordered  State  injustice:  and,  having 
found  them,  we  might  then  decide  which  of 
the  two  is  the  happier.  At  present,  I  take  it,  we 
are  fashioning  the  happy  State,  not  piecemeal, 
or  with  a  view  of  making  a  few  happy  citizens, 
but  as  a  whole;  and  by-and-by  we  will  proceed 
to  view  the  opposite  kind  of  State.  Suppose 
that  we  were  painting  a  statue,  and  some  one 
came  up  to  us  and  said,  Why  do  you  not  put 
the  most  beautiful  colours  on  the  most  beauti 
ful  parts  of  the  body — the  eyes  ought  to  be  pur 
ple,  but  you  have  made  them  black — to  him  we 
might  fairly  answer.  Sir,  you  would  not  surely 
have  us  beautify  the  eyes  to  such  a  degree  that 
they  are  no  longer  eyes;  consider  rather  wheth 


er,  by  giving  this  and  the  other  features  their 
due  proportion,  we  make  the  whole  beautiful. 
And  so  I  say  to  you,  do  not  compel  us  to  assign 
to  the  guardians  a  sort  of  happiness  which  will 
make  them  anything  but  guardians;  for  we  too 
can  clothe  our  husbandmen  in  royal  apparel, 
and  set  crowns  of  gold  on  their  heads,  and  bid 
them  till  the  ground  as  much  as  they  like,  and 
no  more.  Our  potters  also  might  be  allowed  to 
repose  on  couches,  and  feast  by  the  fireside, 
passing  round  the  winecup,  while  their  wheel 
is  conveniently  at  hand,  and  working  at  pottery 
only  as  much  as  they  like;  in  this  way  we  might 
make  every  class  happy — and  then,  as  you  im 
agine,  the  whole  State  would  be  happy.  But  do 
not  put  this  idea  into  our  heads;  [42.1]  for,  if 
we  listen  to  you,  the  husbandman  will  be  no 
longer  a  husbandman,  the  potter  will  cease  to 
be  a  potter,  and  no  one  will  have  the  character 
of  any  distinct  class  in  the  State.  Now  this  is 
not  of  much  consequence  where  the  corruption 
of  society,  and  pretension  to  be  what  you  are 
not,  is  confined  to  cobblers;  but  when  the 
guardians  of  the  laws  and  of  the  government 
are  only  seemingly  and  not  real  guardians,  then 
see  how  they  turn  the  State  upside  down;  and 
on  the  other  hand  they  alone  have  the  power  of 
giving  order  and  happiness  to  the  State.  We 
mean  our  guardians  to  be  true  saviours  and  not 
the  destroyers  of  the  State,  whereas  our  oppo 
nent  is  thinking  of  peasants  at  a  festival,  who 
are  enjoying  a  life  of  revelry,  not  of  citizens 
who  are  doing  their  duty  to  the  State.  But,  if  so, 
we  mean  different  things,  and  he  is  speaking 
of  something  which  is  not  a  State.  And  there 
fore  we  must  consider  whether  in  appointing 
our  guardians  we  would  look  to  their  greatest 
happiness  individually,  or  whether  this  princi 
ple  of  happiness  does  not  rather  reside  in  the 
State  as  a  whole.  But  if  the  latter  be  the  truth, 
then  the  guardians  and  auxiliaries,  and  all  oth 
ers  equally  with  them,  must  be  compelled  or 
induced  to  do  their  own  work  in  the  best  way. 
And  thus  the  whole  State  will  grow  up  in  a 
noble  order,  and  the  several  classes  will  re 
ceive  the  proportion  of  happiness  which  nature 
assigns  to  them. 

I  think  that  you  are  quite  right. 

I  wonder  whether  you  will  agree  with  an 
other  remark  which  occurs  to  me. 

What  may  that  be? 

There  seem  to  be  two  causes  of  the  deterio 
ration  of  the  arts. 

What  are  they? 

Wealth,  I  said,  and  poverty. 

How  do  they  act? 
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The  process  is  as  follows:  When  a  potter  be 
comes  rich,  will  he,  think  you,  any  longer  take 
the  same  pains  with  his  art? 

Certainly  not. 

He  will  grow  more  and  more  indolent  and 
careless? 

Very  tme. 

And  the  result  will  be  that  he  becomes  a 
worse  potter? 

Yes;  he  greatly  deteriorates. 

But,  on  die  other  hand,  if  he  has  no  money, 
and  cannot  provide  himself  with  tools  or  in 
struments,  he  will  not  work  equally  well  him 
self,  nor  will  he  teach  his  sons  or  apprentices 
to  work  equally  well. 

Certainly  not. 

Then,  under  the  influence  either  of  poverty 
or  of  wealth,  workmen  and  their  work  are 
equally  liable  to  degenerate? 

That  is  evident. 

Here,  then,  is  a  discovery  of  new  evils,  I 
said,  against  which  the  guardians  will  have  to 
watch,  or  they  will  creep  into  the  city  unob 
served. 

What  evils? 

[422]  Wealth,  I  said,  and  poverty;  the  one 
is  the  parent  of  luxury  and  indolence,  and  the 
other  of  meanness  and  viciousness,  and  both  of 
discontent. 

That  is  very  true,  he  replied;  but  still  I 
should  like  to  know,  Socrates,  how  our  city  will 
be  able  to  go  to  war,  especially  against  an  enemy 
who  is  rich  and  powerful,  if  deprived  of  the 
sinews  of  war. 

There  would  certainly  be  a  difficulty,  I  re 
plied,  in  going  to  war  with  one  such  enemy; 
but  there  is  no  difficulty  where  there  are  two 
of  them. 

How  so?  he  asked. 

In  the  first  place,  I  said,  if  we  have  to  fight, 
our  side  will  be  trained  warriors  fighting  against 
an  army  of  rich  men. 

That  is  true,  he  said. 

And  do  you  not  suppose,  Adeimantus,  that  a 
single  boxer  who  was  perfect  in  his  art  would 
easily  be  a  match  for  two  stout  and  well-to-do 
gentlemen  who  were  not  boxers? 

Hardly,  if  they  came  upon  him  at  once. 

What,  not,  I  said,  if  he  were  able  to  run  away 
and  then  turn  and  strike  at  the  one  who  first 
came  up?  And  supposing  he  were  to  do  this 
several  times  under  the  heat  of  a  scorching  sun, 
might  he  not,  being  an  expert,  overturn  more 
than  one  stout  personage? 

Certainly,  he  said,  there  would  be  nothing 
wonderful  in  that. 


And  yet  rich  men  probably  have  a  greater 
superiority  in  the  science  and  practise  of  box 
ing  than  they  have  in  military  qualities. 

Likely  enough. 

Then  we  may  assume  that  our  athletes  will 
be  able  to  fight  with  two  or  three  times  their 
own  number? 

I  agree  with  you,  for  I  think  you  right. 

And  suppose  that,  before  engaging,  our  citi 
zens  send  an  embassy  to  one  of  the  two  cities, 
telling  them  what  is  the  truth:  Silver  and  gold 
we  neither  have  nor  are  permitted  to  have,  but 
you  may;  do  you  therefore  come  and  help  us 
in  war,  and  take  the  spoils  of  the  other  city: 
Who,  on  hearing  these  words,  would  choose  to 
fight  against  lean  wiry  dogs,  rather  than,  with 
the  dogs  on  their  side,  against  fat  and  tender 
sheep? 

That  is  not  likely;  and  yet  there  might  be  a 
danger  to  the  poor  State  if  the  wealth  of  many 
States  were  to  be  gathered  into  one. 

But  how  simple  of  you  to  use  the  term  State 
at  all  of  any  but  our  own! 

Why  so? 

You  ought  to  speak  of  other  States  in  the 
plural  number;  not  one  of  them  is  a  city,  but 
many  cities,  as  they  say  in  the  game.  For  indeed 
any  city,  however  small,  is  in  fact  divided  into 
two,  one  the  city  of  the  poor,  [423]  the  other 
of  the  rich;  these  are  at  war  with  one  another; 
and  in  either  there  are  many  smaller  divisions, 
and  you  would  be  altogether  beside  the  mark  if 
you  treated  them  all  as  a  single  State.  But  if 
you  deal  with  them  as  many,  and  give  the  wealth 
or  power  or  persons  of  the  one  to  the  others,  you 
will  always  have  a  great  many  friends  and  not 
many  enemies.  And  your  State,  while  the  wise 
order  which  has  now  been  prescribed  continues 
to  prevail  in  her,  will  be  the  greatest  of  States, 
I  do  not  mean  to  say  in  reputation  or  appear 
ance,  but  in  deed  and  truth,  though  she  num 
ber  not  more  than  a  thousand  defenders.  A 
single  State  which  is  her  equal  you  will  hardly 
find,  either  among  Hellenes  or  barbarians, 
though  many  that  appear  to  be  as  great  and 
many  times  greater. 

That  is  most  true,  he  said. 

And  what,  I  said,  will  be  the  best  limit  for 
our  rulers  to  fix  when  they  are  considering  the 
size  of  the  State  and  the  amount  of  territory 
which  they  are  to  include,  and  beyond  which 
they  will  not  go  ? 

What  limit  would  you  propose? 

I  would  allow  the  State  to  increase  so  far  as 
is  consistent  with  unity;  that,  I  think,  is  the 
proper  limit. 
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Very  good,  he  said. 

Here  then,  I  said,  is  another  order  which 
will  have  to  be  conveyed  to  our  guardians:  Let 
our  city  be  accounted  neither  large  nor  small, 
but  one  and  self-sufficing. 

And  surely,  said  he,  this  is  not  a  very  severe 
order  which  we  impose  upon  them. 

And  the  other,  said  I,  o£  which  we  were 
speaking  before  is  lighter  still — I  mean  the 
duty  of  degrading  the  offspring  of  the  guardi 
ans  when  inferior,  and  of  elevating  into  the 
rank  of  guardians  the  offspring  of  the  lower 
classes,  when  naturally  superior.  The  intention 
was,  that,  in  the  case  of  the  citizens  gener 
ally,  each  individual  should  be  put  to  the 
use  for  which  nature  intended  him,  one  to 
one  work,  and  then  every  man  would  do  his 
own  business,  and  be  one  and  not  many; 
and  so  the  whole  city  would  be  one  and  not 
many. 

Yes,  he  said;  that  is  not  so  difficult. 

The  regulations  which  we  are  prescribing, 
my  good  Adeirnantus,  are  not,  as  might  be 
supposed,  a  number  of  great  principles,  but 
trifles  all,  if  care  be  taken,  as  the  saying  isy  of 
the  one  great  thing — a  thing,  however,  which 
I  would  rather  call,  not  great,  but  sufficient  for 
our  purpose. 

What  may  that  be?  he  asked. 

Education,  I  said,  and  nurture:  If  our  citi 
zens  are  well  educated,  and  grow  into  sensible 
men,  they  will  easily  see  their  way  through  all 
these,  as  well  as  other  matters  which  I  omit; 
such,  for  example,  as  marriage,  [424]-  the  pos 
session  of  women  and  the  procreation  of  chil 
dren,  which  will  all  follow  the  general  principle 
that  friends  have  all  things  in  common,  as  the 
proverb  says. 

That  will  be  the  best  way  of  setding  them. 

Also,  I  said,  the  State,  if  once  started  well, 
moves  with  accumulating  force  like  a  wheel. 
For  good  nurture  and  education  implant  good 
constitutions,  and  these  good  constitutions  tak 
ing  root  in  a  good  education  improve  more  and 
more,  and  this  improvement  affects  the  breed 
in  man  as  in  other  animals.' 

Very  possibly,  he  said. 

Then  to  sum  up:  This  is  the  point  to  which, 
above  all,  the  attention  of  our  -rulers  should  be 
directed — that  music  and  gymnastic  be  pre 
served  in  their  original  form,  and  no  innova 
tion  made.  They  must  do  their  utmost  to  main 
tain  them  intact.  And  when  any  one  says  that 
mankind  most  regard 

The  we  west  song&hich  the  singers  have? 

1  Odyssey,  i.  352. 


they  will  be  afraid  that  he  may  be  praising,  not 
new  songs,  but  a  new  kind  of  song;  and  this 
ought  not  to  be  praised,  or  conceived  to  be  the 
meaning  of  the  poet;  for  any  musical  innova 
tion  is  full  of  danger  to  the  whole  State,  and 
ought  to  be  prohibited.  So  Damon  tells  me,  and 
I  can  quite  believe  him — he  says  that  when 
modes  of  music  change,  the  fundamental  laws 
of  the  State  always  change  with  them. 

Yes,  said  Adeimantus;  and  you  may  add  my 
suffrage  to  Damon's  and  your  own. 

Then,  I  said,  our  guardians  must  lay  the 
foundations  of  their  fortress  in  music? 

Yes,  he  said;  the  lawlessness  of  which  you 
speak  too  easily  steals  in. 

Yes,  I  replied,  in  the  form  of  amusement; 
and  at  first  sight  it  appears  harmless. 

Why, yes, he  said,  and  there  is  no  harm;  were 
it  not  that  little  by  little  this  spirit  of  licence, 
finding  a  home,  imperceptibly  penetrates  into 
manners  and  customs;  whence,  issuing  with 
greater  force,  it  invades  contracts  between  man 
and  man,  and  from  contracts  goes  on  to  laws 
and  constitutions,  in  utter  recklessness,  ending 
at  last,  Socrates,  by  an  overthrow  of  all  rights, 
private  as  well  as  public. 

Is  that  true?  I  said. 

That  is  my  belief,  he  replied. 

Then,  as  I  was  saying,  our  youth  should  be 
trained  from  the  first  in  a  stricter  system,  for  if 
amusements  become  lawless,  and  the  youths 
themselves  become  lawless,  [425]  they  can 
never  grow  up  into  well-conducted  and  vir 
tuous  citizens. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

And  when  they  have  made  a  good  beginning 
in  play,  and  by  the  help  of  music  have  gained 
the  habit  of  good  order,  then  this  habit  of  order, 
in  a  manner  how  unlike  the  lawless  play  of  the 
others!  will  accompany  them  in  all  their  actions 
and  be  a  principle  of  growth  to  them,  and  if 
there  be  any  fallen  places  in  the  State  will  raise 
them  up  again. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

Thus  educated,  they  will  invent  for  them 
selves  any  lesser  rules  which  their  predecessors 
have  altogether  neglected. 

What  do  you  mean? 

;  I  mean  such  things  as  these: — when  the 
young  are  to  be  silent  before  their  elders;  how 
they  are  to  show  respect  to  them  by  standing 
and  making  them  sit;  what  honour  is  due  to 
parents;  what  garments  or  shoes  are  to  be  worn; 
the  mode  of  dressing  the  hair;  deportment  and 
manners  in  general  i  You'  would  agree  with 
me? 
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Yes. 


But  there  is,  I  think,  small  wisdom  in  legis 
lating  about  such  matters — I  doubt  if  it  is 
ever  done;  nor  are  any  precise  written  enact 
ments  about  them  likely  to  be  lasting. 

Impossible. 

It  would  seem,  Adeimantus,  that  the  direc 
tion  in  which  education  starts  a  man,  will  de 
termine  his  future  life*  Does  not  like  always 
attract  like? 

To  be  sure. 

Until  some  one  rare  and  grand  result  is 
reached  which  may  be  good,  and  may  be  the  re 
verse  of  good? 

That  is  not  to  be  denied. 

And  for  this  reason,  I  said,  I  shall  not  at 
tempt  to  legislate  further  about  them. 

Naturally  enough,  he  replied. 

Well,  and  about .  the  business  of  the  agora, 
and  the  ordinary  dealings  between  man  and 
man,  or  again  about  agreements  with  artisans; 
about  insult  and  injury,  or  the  commencement 
of  actions,  and  the  appointment  of  juries,  what 
would  you  say?  there  may  also  arise  questions 
about  any  impositions  and  extractions  of  market 
and  harbour  dues  which  may  be  required,  and 
in  general  about  the  regulations  of  markets, 
police,  harbours,  and  the  like.  But,  oh  heavens! 
shall  we  condescend  to  legislate  on  any  of  these 
particulars  ? 

I  think,  he  said,  that  there  is  no  need  to  im 
pose  laws  about  them  on  good  men;  what  regu 
lations  are  necessary  they  will  find  out  soon 
enough  for  themselves. 

Yes,  I  said,  my  friend,  if  God  will  only  pre 
serve  to  them  the  laws  which  we  have  given 
them. 

And  without  divine  help,  said  Adeimantus, 
they  will  go  on  for  ever  making  and  mending 
their  laws  and  their  lives  in  the  hope  of  attain 
ing  perfection. 

-  You  would  compare  them,  I  said,  to  those 
invalids  who,  having  no  self-restraint,  will  not 
leave  off  their  habits  of  intemperance? 

Exactly. 

•  [426]  Yes,  I  said;  and  what  a  delightful  life 
they  leadl  they  are  always  doctoring  and  in 
creasing  and  complicating  their  disorders,  and 
always  fancying  that  they  will  be  cured  by  any 
nostrum  which  anybody  advises  them  to  try. 

Such  cases  are  very  common,  he  said,, with 
invalids  of  this  sdrt. 

Yes,  I  replied;  and  the  charming  thing  is 
that  they ;  deem  him  their  worst  enemy  who  tells 
them  the  truth,  which  is  simply  that,  unless 
they  give  up  eating  and  drinking  and  wench 


ing  and  idling,  neither  drug  nor  cautery  nor 
spell  nor  amulet  nor  any  other  remedy  will 
avail. 

Charming!  he  replied.  I  see  nothing  charm 
ing  in  going  into  a  passion  with  a  man  who 
tells  you  what  is  right. 

These  gentlemen,  I  said,  do  not  seem  to  be  in 
your  good  graces. 

Assuredly  not. 

Nor  would  you  praise  the  behaviour  of  States 
which  act  like  the  men  whom  I  was  just  now 
describing.  For  are  there  not  ill-ordered  States 
in  -which  the  citizens  are  forbidden  under  pain 
of  death  to  alter  the  constitution;  and  yet  he 
who  most  sweetly  courts  those  who  live  under 
this  regime  and  indulges  them  and  fawns  upon 
them  and  is  skilful  in  anticipating  and  gratify 
ing  their  humours  is  held  to  be  a  great  and  good 
statesman — do  not  these  States  resemble  the 
persons  whom  I  was  describing? 

Yes,  he  said;  the  States  are  as  bad  as  the 
men;  and  I  am  very  far  from  praising  them. 

But  do  you  not  admire,  I  said,  the  coolness 
and  dexterity  of  these  ready  ministers  of  polit 
ical  corruption? 

Yes,  he  said,  I  do;  but  not  of  all  of  them,  for 
there  are  some  whom  the  applause  of  the  multi 
tude  has  deluded  into  the  belief  that  they  are 
really  statesmen,  and  these  are  not  much  to  be 
admired. 

What  do  you  mean?  I  said;  you  should  have 
more  feeling  for  them.  When  a  man  cannot 
measure,  and  a  great  many  others  who  cannot 
fneasure  declare  that  he  is  four  cubits  high, 
can  he  help  believing  what  they  say? 

Nay,  he  said,  certainly  not  in  that  case. 

Well,  then,  do  not  be  angry  with  them;  for 
are  they  not  as  good  as  a  play,  trying  their  hand 
at  paltry  reforms  such  as  I  was  describing;  they 
are  always  fancying  that  by  legislation  they  will 
make  an  end  of  frauds  in  contracts,  and  the 
other  rascalities  which  I  was  mentioning,  not 
knowing  that  they  are  in  reality  cutting  off  the 
heads  of  a  hydra? 

[427]  Yes,  he  said;  that  is  just  what  they  are 
doing. 

I  conceive,  I  said,  that  the  true  legislator  will 
not  trouble  himself  with  this  class  of  enact 
ments  whether  concerning  laws  or  the  consti 
tution  either  in  an  ill-ordered  or  in  a  well- 
ordered  State;  for  in  the  former  they  are  quite 
useless,  and  in  the  latter  there  will  be  no 'diffi 
culty  in  devising  them;  and  many  of  them  will 
naturally  flow  out  of  our  previous  regulations. 

What,  then,  he  said,  is  still  remaining  to  US  of 
the  work  of  legislation? 
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Nothing  to  us,  I  replied;  but  to  Apollo,  the 
god  of  Delphi,  there  remains  the  ordering  of 
the  greatest  and  noblest  and  chiefest  things  of 
all. 

Which  are  they?  he  said. 

The  institution  of  temples  and  sacrifices, 
and  the  entire  service  of  gods,  demigods,  and 
heroes;  also  the  ordering  of  the  repositories 
of  the  dead,  and  the  rites  which  have  to  be  ob 
served  by  him  who  would  propitiate  the  inhab 
itants  of  the  world  below.  These  are  matters  of 
which  we  are  ignorant  ourselves,  and  as  found 
ers  of  a  city  we  should  be  unwise  in  trusting 
them  to  any  interpreter  but  our  ancestral  deity. 
He  is  the  god  who  sits  in  the  centre,  on  the 
navel  of  the  earth,  and  he  is  the  interpreter  of 
religion  to  all  mankind. 

You  are  right,  and  we  will  do  as  you  propose. 

But  where,  amid  all  this,  is  justice?  son  of 
Ariston,  tell  me  where.  Now  that  our  city  has 
been  made  habitable,  light  a  candle  and  search, 
and  get  your  brother  and  Polemarchus  and  the 
rest  of  our  friends  to  help,  and  let  us  see  where 
in  it  we  can  discover  justice  and  where  injus 
tice,  and  in  what  they  differ  from  one  another, 
and  which  of  them  the  man  who  would  be 
happy  should  have  for  his  portion,  whether 
seen  or  unseen  by  gods  and  men. 

Nonsense,  said  Glaucon:  did  you  not  prom 
ise  to  search  yourself,  saying  that  for  you  not 
to  help  justice  in  her  need  would  be  an  im 
piety? 

I  do  not  deny  that  I  said  so;  and  as  you  re 
mind  me,  I  will  be  as  good  as  my  word;  but 
you  must  join. 

We  willj  he  replied. 

Well,  then,  I  hope  to  make  the  discovery  in 
this  way:  I  mean  to  begin  with  the  assumption 
that  our  State,  if  rightly  ordered,  is  perfect. 

That  is  most  certain. 

And  being  perfect,  is  therefore  wise  and 
valiant  and  temperate  and  just. 

That  is  likewise  clear. 

And  whichever  of  these  qualities  we  find  in 
the  State,  the  one  which  is  not  found  will  be 
the  residue? 

[428]  Very  good. 

If  there  were  four  things,  and  we  were 
searching  for  one  of  them,  wherever  it  might 
be,  the  one  sought  for  might  be  known  to  us 
from  the  first,  and  there  would  be  no  further 
trouble;  or  we  might  know  the  other  three 
first,  and  then  the  fourth  would  clearly  be  the 
one  left. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

And  is  not  a  similar  method  to  be  pursued 


about  the  virtues,  which  are  also  four  in  num 
ber? 

Clearly. 

First  among  the  virtues  found  in  the  State, 
wisdom  comes  into  view,  and  in  this  I  detect  a 
certain  peculiarity. 

What  is  that? 

The  State  which  we  have  been  describing  is 
said  to  be  wise  as  being  good  in  counsel? 

Very  true. 

And  good  counsel  is  clearly  a  kind  of  knowl 
edge,  for  not  by  ignorance,  but  by  knowledge, 
do  men  counsel  well? 

Clearly. 

And  the  kinds  of  knowledge  in  a  State  are 
many  and  diverse? 

Of  course. 

There  is  the  knowledge  of  the  carpenter;  but 
is  that  the  sort  of  knowledge  which  gives  a  city 
the  tide  of  wise  and  good  in  counsel? 

Certainly  not;  that  would  only  give  a  city 
the  reputation  of  skill  in  carpentering. 

Then  a  city  is  not  to  be  called  wise  because 
possessing  a  knowledge  which  counsels  for 
the  best  about  wooden  implements? 

Certainly  not. 

Nor  by  reason  of  a  knowledge  which  advises 
about  brazen  pots,  I  said,  nor  as  possessing  any 
other  similar  knowledge? 

Not  by  reason  of  any  of  them,  he  said. 

Nor  yet  by  reason  of  a  knowledge  which 
cultivates  the  earth;  that  would  give  the  city 
the  name  of  agricultural? 

Yes. 

Well,  I  said,  and  is  there  any  knowledge  in  our 
recently-founded  State  among  any  of  the  citi 
zens  which  advises,  not  about  any  particular 
thing  in  the  State,  but  about  the  whole,  and 
considers  how  a  State  can  best  deal  with  itself 
and  with  other  States  ? 

There  certainly  is. 

And  what  is  this  knowledge,  and  among 
whom  is  it  found?  I  asked. 

It  is  the  knowledge  of  the  guardians,  he  re 
plied,  and  is  found  among  those  whom  we 
were  just  now  describing  as  perfect  guardians. 

And  what  is  the  name  which  the  city  derives 
from  the  possession  of  this  sort  of  knowledge? 

The  name  of  good  in  counsel  and  truly  wise. 

And  will  there  be  in  our  city  more  of  these 
true  guardians  or  more  smiths? 

The  smiths,  he  replied,  will  be  far  more 
numerous. 

Will  not  the  guardians  be  the  smallest  of  all 
the  classes  who  receive  a  name  from  the  profes 
sion  of  some  kind  of  knowledge? 
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Much  the  smallest. 

And  so  by  reason  of  the  smallest  part  or  class, 
and  o£  the  knowledge  which  resides  in  this 
presiding  and  ruling  part  of  itself,  the  whole 
State,  [429]  being  thus  constituted  according 
to  nature,  will  be  wise;  and  this,  which  has  the 
only  knowledge  worthy  to  be  called  wisdom, 
has  been  ordained  by  nature  to  be  of  all  classes 
the  least. 

Most  true. 

Thus,  then,  I  said,  the  nature  and  place  in 
the  State  of  one  of  the  four  virtues  has  some 
how  or  other  been  discovered. 

And,  in  my  humble  opinion,  very  satisfac 
torily  discovered,  he  replied. 

Again,  I  said,  there  is  no  difficulty  in  seeing 
the  nature  of  courage,  and  in  what  part  that 
quality  resides  which  gives  the  name  of  cou 
rageous  to  the  State. 

How  do  you  mean? 

Why,  I  said,  every  one  who  calls  any  State 
courageous  or  cowardly, will  be  thinking  of  the 
part  which  fights  and  goes  out  to  war  on  the 
State's  behalf. 

No  one,  he  replied,  would  ever  think  of  any 
other. 

The  rest  of  the  citizens  may  be  courageous 
or  may  be  cowardly,  but  their  courage  or  cow 
ardice  will  not,  as  I  conceive,  have  the  effect 
of  making  the  city  either  the  one  or  the  other. 

Certainly  not. 

The  city  will  be  courageous  in  virtue  of  a 
portion  of  herself  which  preserves  under  all 
circumstances  that  opinion  about  the  nature  of 
things  to  be  feared  and  not  to  be  feared  in 
which  our  legislator  educated  them;  and  this 
is  what  you  term  courage. 

I  should  like  to  hear  what  you  are  saying 
once  more,  for  I  do  not  think  that  I  perfectly 
understand  you. 

I  mean  that  courage  is  a  kind  of  salvation. 

Salvation  of  what? 

Of  the  opinion  respecting  things  to  be  feared, 
what  they  are  and  of  what  nature,  which  the 
law  implants  through  education;  and  I  mean 
by  the  words  "under  all  circumstances'*  to  in 
timate  that  in  pleasure  or  in  pain,  or  under  the 
influence  of  desire  or  fear,  a  man  preserves,  and 
does  not  lose  this  opinion.  Shall  I  give  you  an 
illustration? 

If  you  please. 

You  know,  I  said,  that  dyers,  when  they 
want  to  dye  wool  for  making  the  true  sea- 
purple,  begin  by  selecting  their  white  colour 
first;  this  they  prepare  and  dress  with  much 
care  and  pains,  in  order  that  the  white  ground 


may  take  the  purple  hue  in  full  perfection.  The 
dyeing  then  proceeds;  and  whatever  is  dyed  in 
this  manner  becomes  a  fast  colour,  and  no  wash 
ing  either  with  lyes  or  without  them  can  take 
away  the  bloom.  But,  when  the  ground  has  not 
been  duly  prepared,  you  will  have  noticed  how 
poor  is  the  look  either  of  purple  or  of  any  other 
colour. 

Yes,  he  said;  I  know  that  they  have  a  washed- 
out  and  ridiculous  appeal  ance. 

Then  now,  I  said,  you  will  understand  what 
our  object  was  in  selecting  our  soldiers,  [430] 
and  educating  them  in  music  and  gymnastic; 
we  were  contriving  influences  which  would 
prepare  them  to  take  the  dye  of  the  laws  in  per 
fection,  and  the  colour  of  their  opinion  about 
dangers  and  of  every  other  opinion  was  to  be 
indelibly  fixed  by  their  nurture  and  training, 
not  to  be  washed  away  by  such  potent  lyes  as 
pleasure — mightier  agent  far  in  washing  the 
soul  than  any  soda  or  lye;  or  by  sorrow,  fear, 
and  desire,  the  mightiest  of  all  other  solvents. 
And  this  sort  of  universal  saving  power  of  true 
opinion  in  conformity  with  law  about  real  and 
false  dangers  I  call  and  maintain  to  be  courage, 
unless  you  disagree. 

But  I  agree,  he  replied;  for  I  suppose  that 
you  mean  to  exclude  mere  uninstructed  cour 
age,  such  as  that  of  a  wild  beast  or  of  a  slave — 
this,  in  your  opinion,  is  not  the  courage  which 
the  law  ordains,  and  ought  to  have  another 
name. 

Most  certainly. 

Then  I  may  infer  courage  to  be  such  as  you 
describe? 

Why,  yes,  said  I,  you  may,  and  if  you  add  the 
words  "of  a  citizen,"  you  will  not  be  far  wrong 
— hereafter,  if  you  like,  we  will  carry  the  ex 
amination  further,  but  at  present  we  are  seek 
ing  not  for  courage  but  justice;  and  for  the  pur 
pose  of  our  enquiry  we  have  said  enough. 

You  are  right,  he  replied. 

Two  virtues  remain  to  be  discovered  in  the 
State — first  temperance,  and  then  justice  which 
is  the  end  of  our  search. 

Very  true. 

Now,  can  we  find  justice  without  troubling 
ourselves  about  temperance? 

I  do  not  know  how  that  can  be  accomplished, 
he  said,  nor  do  I  desire  that  justice  should  be 
brought  to  light  and  temperance  lost  sight  of; 
and  therefore  I  wish  that  you  would  do  me  the 
favour  of  considering  temperance  first. 

Certainly,  I  replied,  I  should  not  be  justified 
in  refusing  your  request. 

Then  consider,  he  said. 
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Yes,  I  replied;  I  will;  and  as  far  as  I  can  at 
present  see,  the  virtue  of  temperance  has  more 
of  the  nature  of  harmony  and  symphony  than 
the  preceding. 

How  so?  he  asked. 

Temperance,  I  replied,  is  the  ordering  or  con 
trolling  of  certain  pleasures  and  desires;  this  is 
curiously  enough  implied  in  the  saying  of  "a 
man  being  his  own  master";  and  other  traces 
of  the  same  notion  may  be  found  in  language. 

No  doubt,  he  said. 

There  is  something  ridiculous  in  the  expres 
sion  "master  of  himself";  [431]  for  the  master 
is  also  the  servant  and  the  servant  the  master; 
and  in  all  these  modes  of  speaking  the  same 
person  is  denoted. 

Certainly. 

The  meaning  is,  I  believe,  that  in  the  human 
soul  there  is  a  better  and  also  a  Worse  principle; 
and  when  the  better  has  the  worse  under  con 
trol  then  a  man  is  said  to  be  master  of  himself; 
and  this  is  a  term  of  praise:  but  when,  owing  to 
evil  education  or  association,  the  better  princi 
ple,  which  is  also  the  smaller,  is  overwhelmed 
by  the  greater  mass  of  the  worse — in  this  case 
he  is  blamed  and  is  called  the  slave  of  self  and 
unprincipled. 

Yes,  there  is  reason  in  that. 

And  now,  I  said,  look  at  our  newly-created 
State,  and  there  you  will  find  one  of  these  two 
conditions  realized;  for  the  State,  as  you  will 
acknowledge,  may  be  jusdy  called  master  of 
itself,  if  the  words  "temperance"  and  "self- 
mastery"  truly  express  the  rule  of  the  better 
part  over  the  worse. 

Yes,  he  said,  I  see  that  what  you  say  is  true. 

Let  me  further  note  that  the  manifold  and 
complex  pleasures  and  desires  and  pains  are 
generally  found  in  children  and  women  and 
servants,  and  in  the  freemen  so  called  who  are 
of  the  lowest  and  more  numerous  class. 

Certainly,  he  said. 

Whereas  the  simple  and  moderate  desires 
which  follow  reason,  and  are  under  the  guid 
ance  of  mind  and  true  opinion,  are  to  be  found 
only  in  a  few,  and  those  the  best  born  and  best 
educated. 

Very  true. 

These  two,  as  you  may  perceive,  have  a  place 
in  our  State;  and  the  meaner  desires  of  the 
many  are  held  down  by  the  virtuous  desires 
and  wisdom  of  the  few.  • 

That  I  perceive,  he  said. 

Then  if  there  be  any  city  which  may  be 
described  as  master  of  its  own  pleasures 
and  desires,  and  master  of  itself,  ours  may 


claim  such  a  designation? 

Certainly,  he  replied. 

It  may  also  be  called  temperate,  and  for  the 
same  reasons? 

Yes. 

And  if  there  be  any  State  in  which  rulers 
and  subjects  will  be  agreed  as  to  the  question 
who  are  to  rule,  that  again  will  be  our  State? 

Undoubtedly. 

And  the  citizens  being  thus  agreed  among 
themselves,  in  which  class  will  temperance  be 
found — in  the  rulers  or  in  the  subjects? 

In  both,  as  I  should  imagine,  he  replied. 

Do  you  observe  that  we  were  not  far  wrong 
in  our  guess  that  temperance  was  a  sort  of  har 
mony? 

Why  so? 

Why,  because  temperance  is  unlike  courage 
and  wisdom,  each  of  which  resides  in  a  part  on 
ly,  [432]  the  one  making  the  State  wise  and  the 
other  valiant;  not  so  temperance,  which  ex 
tends  to  the  whole,  and  runs  through  all  the 
notes  of  the  scale,  and  produces  a  harmony  of 
the  weaker  and  the  stronger  and  the  middle 
class,  whether  you  suppose  them  to  be  stronger 
or  weaker  in  wisdom  or  power  or  numbers  or 
wealth,  or  anything  else.  Most  truly  then  may 
we  deem  temperance  to  be  the  agreement  of 
the  naturally  superior  and  inferior,  as  to  the 
right  to  rule  of  either,  both  in  states  and  in 
dividuals. 

I  entirely  agree  with  you. 

And  so,  I  said,  we  may  consider  three  out  of 
the  four  virtues  to  have  been  discovered  in  our 
State.  The  last  of  those  qualities  which  make 
a  state  virtuous  must  be  justice,  if  we  only 
knew  what  that  was. 

The  inference  is  obvious. 

The  time  then  has  arrived,  Glaucon,  when, 
like  huntsmen,  we  should  surround  the  cover, 
and  look  sharp  that  justice  does  not  steal  away, 
and  pass  out  of  sight  and  escape  us;  for  beyond 
a  doubt  jshe  is  somewhere  in  this  country: 
watch  therefore  and  strive  to  catch  a  sight  of 
her,  and  if  you  see  her  first,  let  me  know. 

Would  that  I  could!  but  you  should  regard 
me  rather  as  a  follower  who  has  just  eyes  enough 
to  see  what  you  show  him — that-  is  about  as 
much  as  I  am  good  for. 

Offer  up  a  prayer  with  me  and  follow. 

I  will,  but  you  must  show  me  the' way. 

Here  is  no  path,  I  said,  and  the  wood  is  dark 
and  perplexing;  still  we  must  push  on. 

Let  us  push  on. 

Here  I  saw  something:  Halloo!  I  "said,  I 
begin  to  perceive  a  track,  and  I  believe  that  the 


THE  REPUBLIC  IV 


349 


quarry  will  not  escape. 

Good  news,  he  said. 

Truly,  I  said,  we  are  stupid  fellows. 

Why  so? 

Why,  my  good  sir,  at  the  beginning  of  our 
enquiry,  ages  ago,  there  was  justice  tumbling 
out  at  our  feet,  and  we  never  saw  her;  noth 
ing  could  be  more  ridiculous.  Like  people  who 
go  about  looking  for  what  they  have  in  their 
hands — that  was  the  way  with  us — we  looked 
not  at  what  we  were  seeking,  but  at  what  was 
far  off  in  the  distance;  and  therefore,  I  suppose, 
we  missed  her. 

What  do  you  mean? 

I  mean  to  say  that  in  reality  for  a  long  time 
past  we  have  been  talking  of  justice,  and  have 
failed  to  recognise  her. 

I  grow  impatient  at  the  length  of  your  ex 
ordium. 

[ 433]  Well  then,  tell  me,  I  said,  whether  I 
am  right  or  not:  You  remember  the  original 
principle  which  we  were  always  laying  down 
at  the  foundation  of  the  State,  that  one  man 
should  practise  one  thing  only,  the  thing  to 
which  his  nature  was  best  adapted — now  jus 
tice  is  this  principle  or  a  part  of  it. 

Yes,  we  often  said  that  one  man  should  do 
one  thing  only. 

Further,  we  affirmed  that  justice  was  doing 
one's  own  business,  and  not  being  a  busybody; 
we  said  so  again  and  again,  and  many  others 
have  said  the  same  to  us. 

Yes,  we  said  so. 

Then  to  do  one's  own  business  in  a  certain 
way  may  be  assumed  to  be  justice.  Can  you  tell 
me  whence  I  derive  this  inference? 

I  cannot,  but  I  should  like  to  be  told. 

Because  I  think  that  this  is  the  only  virtue 
which  remains  in  the  State  when  the  other  vir 
tues  of  temperance  and  courage  and  wisdom 
are  abstracted;  and,  that  this  is  the  ultimate 
cause  and  condition  of  the  existence  of  all  of 
them,  and  while  remaining  in  them  is  also 
their  preservative;  and  we  were  saying  that  if 
the  three  were  discovered  by  us,  justice  would 
be  the  fourth  or  remaining  one. 

That  follows  of  necessity. 

If  we  are  asked  to  determine  which  of  these 
four  qualities  by  its  presence- contributes  most 
to  the  excellence  of  the  State,  whether  the 
agreement  of  rulers  and  subjects,  or  the  preser 
vation  in  the  soldiers  of  the  opinion  which  the 
law  ordains  about  the  true  nature  of  dangers, 
or  wisdom  and  watchfulness  in  the  rulers,  or 
whether  this  other  which  I  am  mentioning,  and 
which  is  fourid  in  children  and  women,  slave 


and  freeman,  artisan,  ruler,  subject — the  qual 
ity,  I  mean,  of  every  one  doing  his  own  work, 
and  not  being  a  busybody,  would  claim  the 
palm — the  question  is  not  so  easily  answered. 

Certainly,  he  replied,  there  would  be  a  diffi 
culty  in  saying  which. 

Then  the  power  of  each  individual  in  the 
State  to  do  his  own  work  appears  to  compete 
with  the  other  political  virtues,  wisdom,  tem 
perance,  courage. 

Yes,  he  said. 

And  the  virtue  which  enters  into  this  com 
petition  is  justice? 

Exactly. 

Let  us  look  at  the  question  from  another 
point  of  view:  Are  not  the  rulers  in  a  State 
those  to  whom  you  would  entrust  the  office  of 
determining  suits  at  law  ? 

Certainly. 

And  are  suits  decided  on  any  other  ground 
but  that  a  man  may  neither  take  what  is  an 
other's,  nor  be  deprived  of  what  is  his  own? 

Yes;  that  is  their  principle. 

Which  is  a  just  principle? 

Yes. 

Then  on  this  view  also  justice  will  be  ad 
mitted  to  be  the  having  and  doing  what  is  a 
man's  own,  and  belongs  to  him? 

[434]  Vej7  true- 

Think,  now,  and  say  whether  you  agree  with 

me  or  not.  Suppose  a  carpenter  to  be  doing  the 
business  of  a  cobbler,  or  a  cobbler  of  a  carpenter; 
and  suppose  them  to  exchange  their  imple 
ments  or  their  duties,  or  the  same  person  to  be 
doing  the  work  of  both,  or  whatever  be  the 
change;  do  you  think  that  any  great  harm 
would  result  to  the  State? 

Not  much. 

But  when  the  cobbler  or  any  other  man  whom 
nature  designed  to  be  a  trader,  having  his  heart 
lifted  up  by  wealth  or  strength  or  the  number 
of  his  followers,  or  -  any  like  advantage,  at 
tempts  to  force  his  way  into  the  class  of  war 
riors,  or  a  warrior  into  that  of  legislators  and 
guardians,  for  which  he  is  unfitted,  and  either 
to  take  the  implements  or  the  duties  of  the 
other;  or  when  one  man  is  trader,  legislator, 
and  warrior  all  in  one,  then  I  think  you  will 
agree  with  me  in  saying  that  this  interchange 
and  this  meddling  of  one  with  another  is  the 
ruin  of  the  State. 

Most  true. 

Seeing  then,  I  said,  that  there  are  three  dis 
tinct  classes,  any  meddling  of  one  with'  an 
other,  or  the  change  of  one  into  another,  is 
the  greatest  harm  to  the  State,  and  may  be 
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most  justly  termed  evil-doing? 
Precisely. 

And  the  greatest  degree  of  evil-doing  to  one's 
own  city  would  be  termed  by  you  injustice? 
Certainly. 

This  then  is  injustice;  and  on  the  other  hand 
when  the  trader,  the  auxiliary,  and  the  guard 
ian  each  do  their  own  business,  that  is  justice, 
and  will  make  the  city  just. 
I  agree  with  you. 

We  will  not,  I  said,  be  overpositive  as  yet; 
but  if,  on  trial,  this  conception  of  justice  be 
verified  in  the  individual  as  well  as  in  the 
State,  there  will  be  no  longer  any  room  for 
doubt;  if  it  be  not  verified,  we  must  have  a 
fresh  enquiry.  First  let  us  complete  the  old 
investigation,  which  we  began,  as  you  remem 
ber,  under  the  impression  that,  if  we  could 
previously  examine  justice  on  the  larger  scale, 
there  would  be  less  difficulty  in  discerning  her 
in  the  individual.  That  larger  example  ap 
peared  to  be  the  State,  and  accordingly  we  con 
structed  as  good  a  one  as  we  could,  knowing 
well  that  in  the  good  State  justice  would  be 
found.  Let  the  discovery  which  we  made  be 
now  applied  to  the  individual — if  they  agree, 
we  shall  be  satisfied;  or,  if  there  be  a  difference 
in  the  individual,  we  will  come  back  to  the 
State  and  have  another  trial  of  the  theory. 
[435]  The  friction  of  the  two  when  rubbed 
together  may  possibly  strike  a  light  in  which 
justice  will  shine  forth,  and  the  vision  which 
is  then  revealed  we  will  fix  in  our  souls. 

That  will  be  in  regular  course;  let  us  do  as 
you  say. 

I  proceeded  to  ask:  When  two  things,  a  great 
er  and  less,  are  called  by  the  same  name,  are  they 
like  or  unlike  in  so  far  as  they  are  called  the 
same? 

Like,  he  replied. 

The  just  man  then,  if  we  regard  the  idea  of 
justice  only,  will  be  like  the  just  State? 

He  will. 

And  a  State  was  thought  by  us  to  be  just 
when  the  three  classes  in  the  State  severally  did 
their  own  business;  and  also  thought  to  be  tem 
perate  and  valiant  and  wise  by  reason  of  cer 
tain  other  affections  and  qualities  of  these 
same  classes? 

True,  he  said. 

And  so  of  the  individual;  we  may  assume 
that  he  has  the  same  three  principles  in  his  own 
soul  which  are  found  in  the  State;  and  he  may 
be  rightly  described  in  the  same  terms,  because 
he  is  affected  in  the  same  manner? 

Certainly,  he  said. 


Once  more  then,  O  my  friend,  we  have 
alighted  upon  an  easy  question — whether  the 
soul  has  these  three  principles  or  not? 

An  easy  question!  Nay,  rather,  Socrates,  the 
proverb  holds  that  hard  is  the  good. 

Very  true,  I  said;  and  I  do  not  think  that  the 
method  which  we  are  employing  is  at  all  ade 
quate  to  the  accurate  solution  of  this  question; 
the  true  method  is  another  and  a  longer  one. 
Still  we  may  arrive  at  a  solution  not  below  the 
level  of  the  previous  enquiry. 

May  we  not  be  satisfied  with  that?  he  said 
— under  the  circumstances,  I  am  quite  content. 
I  too,  I  replied,  shall  be  extremely  well  satis 
fied. 

Then  faint  not  in  pursuing  the  speculation, 
he  said. 

Must  we  not  acknowledge,  I  said,  that  in 
each  of  us  there  are  the  same  principles  and 
habits  which  there  are  in  the  State;  and  that 
from  the  individual  they  pass  into  the  State? — 
how  else  can  they  come  there?  Take  the  quality 
of  passion  or  spirit — it  would  be  ridiculous 
to  imagine  that  this  quality,  when  found  in 
States,  is  not  derived  from  the  individuals  who 
are  supposed  to  possess  it,  e.  g.  the  Thracians, 
Scythians,  and  in  general  the  northern  nations; 
and  the  same  may  be  said  of  the  love  of  knowl 
edge,  which  is  the  special  characteristic  of  our 
part  of  the  world,  [436]  or  of  the  love  of 
money,  which  may,  with  equal  truth,  be  attrib 
uted  to  the  Phoenicians  and  Egyptians. 
Exactly  so,  he  said. 

There  is  no  difficulty  in  understanding  this. 
None  whatever. 

But  the  question  is  not  quite  so  easy  when 
we  proceed  to  ask  whether  these  principles  are 
three  or  one;  whether,  that  is  to  say,  we  learn 
with  one  part  of  our  nature,  are  angry  with  an 
other,  and  with  a  third  part  desire  the  satisfac 
tion  of  our  natural  appetites;  or  whether  the 
whole  soul  comes  into  play  in  each  sort  of  ac 
tion — to  determine  that  is  the  difficulty. 
Yes,  he  said;  there  lies  the  difficulty. 
Then  let  us  now  try  and  determine  whether 
they  are  the  same  or  different. 
How  can  we?  he  asked. 
I  replied  as  follows:  The  same  thing  clearly 
cannot  act  or  be  acted  upon  in  the  same  part  or 
in  relation  to  the  same  thing  at  the  same  time, 
in  contrary  ways;  and  therefore  whenever  this 
contradiction  occurs  in  things  apparently  the 
same,  we  know*  that  they  are  really  not  the 
same,  but  different. 
Good. 
For  example,  I  said,  can  the  same  thing  be 
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at  rest  and  in  motion  at  the  same  time  in  the 
same  part? 

Impossible. 

Still,  I  said,  let  us  have  a  more  precise  state 
ment  of  terms,  lest  we  should  hereafter  fall  out 
by  the  way.  Imagine  the  case  of  a  man  who  is 
standing  and  also  moving  his  hands  and  his 
head,  and  suppose  a  person  to  say  that  one  and 
the  same  person  is  in  motion  and  at  rest  at  the 
same  moment — to  such  a  mode  of  speech  we 
should  object,  and  should  rather  say  that  one 
part  of  him  is  in  motion  while  another  is  at 
rest. 

Very  true. 

And  suppose  the  objector  to  refine  still  fur 
ther,  and  to  draw  the  nice  distinction  that  not 
only  parts  of  tops,  but  whole  tops,  when  they 
spin  round  with  their  pegs  fixed  on  the  spot, 
are  at  rest  and  in  motion  at  the  same  time  (and 
he  may  say  the  same  of  anything  which  re 
volves  in  the  same  spot),  his  objection  would 
not  be  admitted  by  us,  because  in  such  cases 
things  are  not  at  rest  and  in  motion  in  the  same 
parts  of  themselves;  we  should  rather  say  that 
they  have  both  an  axis  and  a  circumference; 
and  that  the  axis  stands  still,  for  there  is  no 
deviation  from  the  perpendicular;  and  that 
the  circumference  goes  round.  But  if,  while 
revolving,  the  axis  inclines  either  to  the  right 
or  left,  forwards  or  backwards,  then  in  no 
point  of  view  can  they  be  at  rest. 

That  is  the  correct  mode  of  describing  them, 
he  replied. 

Then  none  of  these  objections  will  confuse 
us,  or  incline  us  to  believe  that  the  same  thing 
at  the  same  time,  [437]  in  the  same  part  or  in 
relation  to  the  same  thing,  can  act  or  be  acted 
upon  in  contrary  ways. 

Certainly  not,  according  to  my  way  of  think 
ing. 

Yet,  I  said,  that  we  may  not  be  compelled  to 
examine  all  such  objections,  and  prove  at  length 
that  they  are  untrue,  let  us  assume  their  ab 
surdity,  and  go  forward  on  the  understanding 
that  hereafter,  if  this  assumption  turn  out  to  be 
untrue,  all  the  consequences  which  follow  shall 
be  withdrawn. 

Yes,  he  said,  that  will  be  the  best  way. 

Well,  I  said,  would  you  not  allow  that  as 
sent  and  dissent,  desire  and  aversion,  attrac 
tion  and  repulsion,  are  all  of  them  opposites, 
whether  they  are  regarded  as  active  or  passive 
(for  that  makes  no  difference  in  the  fact  of 
their  opposition)  ? 

Yes;  he  said,  they  are  opposites. 

Well,  I  said,  and  hunger  and  thirst,  and  the 


desires  in  general,  and  again  willing  and  wish 
ing — all  these  you  would  refer  to  the  classes 
already  mentioned.  You  would  say — would 
you  not? — that  the  soul  of  him  who  desires  is 
seeking  after  the  object  of  his  desires;  or  that 
he  is  drawing  to  himself  the  thing  which  he 
wishes  to  possess:  or  again,  when  a  person 
wants  anything  to  be  given  him,  his  mind, 
longing  for  the  realization  of  his  desires,  in 
timates  his  wish  to  have  it  by  a  nod  of  assent, 
as  if  he  had  been  asked  a  question? 

Very  true. 

And  what  would  you  say  of  unwillingness 
and  dislike  and  the  absence  of  desire;  should 
not  these  be  referred  to  the  opposite  class  of 
repulsion  and  rejection? 

Certainly. 

Admitting  this  to  be  true  of  desire  generally, 
let  us  suppose  a  particular  class  of  desires,  and 
out  of  these  we  will  select  hunger  and  thirst, 
as  they  are  termed,  which  are  the  most  obvi 
ous  of  them? 

Let  us  take  that  class,  he  said. 

The  object  of  one  is  food,  and  of  the  other 
drink? 

Yes. 

And  here  comes  the  point:  is  not  thirst  the 
desire  which  the  soul  has  of  drink,  and  of  drink 
only;  not  of  drink  qualified  by  anything  else; 
for  example,  warm  or  cold,  or  much  or  little, 
or,  in  a  word,  drink  of  any  particular  sort:  but 
if  the  thirst  be  accompanied  by  heat,  then  the 
desire  is  of  cold  drink;  or,  if  accompanied  by 
cold,  then  of  warm  drink;  or,  if  the  thirst  be  ex 
cessive,  then  the  drink  which  is  desired  will  be 
excessive;  or,  if  not  great,  the  quantity  of  drink 
will  also  be  small:  but  thirst  pure  and  simple 
will  desire  drink  pure  and  simple,  which  is  the 
natural  satisfaction  of  thirst,  as  food  is  of  hun 
ger? 

Yes,  he  said;  the  simple  desire  is,  as  you  say, 
in  every  case  of  the  simple  object,  and  the  quali 
fied  desire  of  the  qualified  object. 

[438]  But  here  a  confusion  may  arise;  and 
I  should  wish  to  guard  against  an  opponent 
starting  up  and  saying  that  no  man  desires 
drink  only,  but  good  drink,  or  food  only,  but 
good  food;  for  good  is  the  universal  object  of 
desire,  and  thirst  being  a  desire,  will  necessarily 
be  thirst  after  good  drink;  and  the  same  is  true 
of  every  other  desire. 

Yes,  he  replied,  the  opponent  might  have 
something  to  say. 

Nevertheless  I  should  still  maintain,  that  of 
relatives  some  have  a  quality  attached  to  either 
term  of  the  relation;  others  are  simple  and  have 
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their  correlatives  simple. 

I  do  not  know  what  you  mean. 

Well,  you  know  of  course  that  the  greater  is 
relative  to  the  less? 

Certainly. 

And  the  much  greater  to  the  much  less? 

Yes. 

And  the  sometime  greater  to  the  sometime 
less,  and  the  greater  that  is  to  be  to  the  less  that 
is  to  be? 

Certainly,  he  said. 

And  so  of  more  and  less,  and  of  other  correl 
ative  terms,  such  as  the  double  and  the  half,  or 
again,  the  heavier  and  the  lighter,  the  swifter 
and  the  slower;  and  of  hot  and  cold,  and  of  any 
other  relatives — is  not  this  true  of  all  of  them? 

Yes. 

And  does  not  the  same  principle  hold  in  the 
sciences?  The  object  of  science  is  knowledge 
(assuming  that  to  be  the  true  definition),  but 
the  object  of  a  particular  science  is  a  particular 
kind  of  knowledge;  I  mean,  for  example,  that 
the  science  of  house-building  is  a  kind  of 
knowledge  which  is  defined  and  distinguished 
from  other  kinds  and  is  therefore  termed  archi 
tecture. 

Certainly. 

Because  it  has  a  particular  quality  which  no 
other  has? 

Yes. 

And  it  has  this  particular  quality  because  it 
has  an  object  of  a  particular  kind;  and  this  is 
true  of  the  other  arts  and  sciences?  ' 

Yes. 

Now,  then,  if  I  have  made  myself  clear,  you 
will  understand  my  original  meaning  in  what 
I  said  about  relatives.  My  meaning  was,  that 
if  one  term  of  a  relation  is  taken  alone,  the 
other  is  taken  alone;  if  one  term  is  qualified, 
the  other  is  also  qualified,  I  do  not  mean  to 
say  that  relatives  may  not  be  disparate,  or  that 
the  science  of  health  is  healthy,  or  of  disease 
necessarily  diseased,  or  that  the  sciences  of  good 
and  evil  are  therefore  good  and  evil;  but  only 
that,  when  the  term  science  is  no  longer  used 
absolutely,  but  has  a  qualified  object  which 
in  this  case  is  the  nature  of  health  and  disease, 
it  becomes  defined,  and  is  hence  called  not 
merely  science,  but  the  science  of  medicine. 

I  quite  understand,  and  I  think  as  you  do. 

[439]  Would  you  not  say  that  thirst  is  one 
of  these  essentially  relative  terms,  having  clear 
ly  a  relation — 

Yes,  thirst  is  relative  to  drink. 

And  a  certain  kind  of  thirst  is  relative  to  a 
certain  kind  of  drink;  but  thirst  taken  alone  is 


neither  of  much  nor  little,  nor  of  good  nor  bad, 
nor  of  any  particular  kind  of  drink,  but  of 
drink  only? 

Certainly. 

Then  the  soul  of  the  thirsty  one,  in  so  far  as 
he  is  thirsty,  desires  only  drink;  for  this  he 
yearns  and  tries  to  obtain  it? 

That  is  plain. 

And  if  you  suppose  something  which  pulls 
a  thirsty  soul  away  from  drink,  that  must  be 
different  from  the  thirsty  principle  which 
draws  him  like  a  beast  to  drink;  for,  as  we 
were  saying,  the  same  thing  cannot  at  the  same 
time  with  the  same  part  of  itself  act  in  contrary 
ways  about  the  same. 

Impossible. 

No  more  than  you  can  say  that  the  hands  of 
the  archer  push  and  pull  the  bow  at  the  same 
time,  but  what  you  say  is  that  one  hand  pushes 
and-the  other  pulls.  - 

Exactly  so,  he  replied. 

And  might  a  man  be  thirsty,  and  yet  unwill 
ing  to  drink?  .  " 

Yes,  he  said,  it  constantly  happens. 

•And  in  such  a  case  what  is  oneto  say?  Would 
you  not  say  that  there  was  something  in  the 
soul  bidding  a  man  to  drink,  and  something 
else  forbidding  him,  which  is  other  and  strong 
er  than  the  principle  which  bids  him? 

I  should  say  so. 

And  the  forbidding  principle  is  derived  from 
reason,  and  that  which  bids  and  attracts  pro 
ceeds  from  passion  and  disease? 

Clearly. 

Then  we  may  fairly  assume  that  they  are 
two,  and  that  they  differ  from  one  another;  the 
one  with  which  a  man  reasons,  we  may  call 
the  rational  principle  of  the  soul,  the  other, 
with  which  he  loves  and  hungers  and  thirsts 
and  feels  the  flutterings  of  any  other  desire, 
may  be  termed  the  irrational  or  appetitive,  the 
ally  of  sundry  pleasures  and  satisfactions? 

Yes,  he  said,  we  may  fairly  assume  them  to 
be  different. 

Then  let  us  finally  determine  that  there  are 
two  principles  existing  in  the  soul.  And  what 
of  passion,  or  spirit?  Is  it  a  third,  or  akin  to  one 
of  the  preceding? 

I  should  be  inclined  to  say — akin  to  desire. 

Well,  I  said,  there  is  a  story  which  I  remem 
ber  to  have  heard,  and  in  which  I  put  faith. 
The  story  is,  that  Leontius,  the  sou  of  Aglaion, 
coming  up  one  day  from  the  Piraeus,  under 
the  north  wall  on  the  outside,  observed  some 
dead  bodies  lying  on  the  ground  at  the  place 
of  execution.  He  felt  a  desire  to  see  them,  and 
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also  a  dread  and  abhorrence  of  them;  [44.0]  for 
a  time  he  struggled  and  covered  his  eyes,  but 
at  length  the  desire  got  the  better  of  him;  and 
forcing  them  open,  he  ran  up  to  the  dead 
bodies,  saying,  Look,  ye  wretches,  take  your 
fill  of  the  fair  sight. 

I  have  heard  the  story  myself,  he  said. 

The  moral  of  the  tale  is,  that  anger  at  times 
goes  to  war  with  desire,  as  though  they  were 
two  distinct  things. 

Yes;  that  is  the  meaning,  he  said. 

And  are  there  not  many  other  cases  in  which 
we  observe  that  when  a  man's  desires  violently 
prevail  over  his  reason,  he  reviles  himself,  and 
is  angry  at  the  violence  within  him,  and  that 
in  this  struggle,  which  is  like  the  struggle -of 
factions  in  a  State,  his  spirit  is  on  the  side  rof 
his  reason — but  for  the  passionate  or  spirited 
element  to  take  part  with  the  desires  when  rea 
son  decides  that  she  should  not  be  opposed,  is 
a  sort  of  thing  which  I  believe  that  you  never 
observed  occurring  in  yourself,  nor,  as  I  should 
imagine,  in  any  one  else? 

Certainly  not. 

Suppose  that  a  man  thinks  he  has  done  a 
wrong  to  another,  the  nobler  he  is  the  less  able 
is  he  to  feel  indignant  at  any  suffering,  such  as 
hunger,  or  cold,  or  any  other  pain  which  the 
injured  person  may  inflict  upon  him — these 
he  deems  to  be  just,  and,  as  I  say,  his  anger  re 
fuses  to  be  excited  by  them. 

True,  he  said. 

But  when  he  thinks  that  he  is  the  sufferer 
of  the  wrong,  then  he  boils  and  chafes,  and  is 
on  the  side  of  what  he  believes  to  be  justice; 
and  because  he  suffers  hunger  or  cold  or  other 
pain  he  is  only  the  more  determined  to  perse 
vere  and  conquer.  His  noble  spirit  will  not  be 
quelled  until  he  either  slays  or  is  slain;  or  until 
he  hears  the  voice  of  the  shepherd,  that  is,  rea 
son,  bidding  his  dog  bark  no  more. 

The  illustration  is  perfect,  he  replied;  and 
in  our  State,  as  we  were  saying,  the  auxiliaries 
were  to  be  dogs,  and  to  hear  the  voice  of  the 
rulers,  who  are  their  shepherds. 

I  perceive,  I  said,  that  you  quite  understand 
me;  there  is>  however,  a  further  point  which  I 
wish  you  to  consider. 

What  point? 

You  remember  that  passion  or  spirit  ap 
peared  at  first  sight  to  be  a  kind  of  desire,  but 
now  we  should  say  quite  the  contrary;  for  in 
the  conflict  of  the  soul  spirit  is  arrayed  on  the 
side  of  the  rational  principle. 

Most  assuredly. 

But  a  further  question  arises:  Is  passion  dif 


ferent  from  reason  also,  or  only  a  kind  of  rea 
son;  in  which  latter  case,  instead  of  three  prin 
ciples  in  the  soul,  [441]  there  will  only  be  two, 
the  rational  and  the  concupiscent;  or  rather,  as 
the  State  was  composed  of  three  classes,  traders, 
auxiliaries,  counsellors,  so  may  there  not  be  in 
the  individual  soul  a  third  element  which  is  pas 
sion  or  spirit,  and  when  not  corrupted  by  bad 
education  is  the  natural  auxiliary  of  reason  ? 

Yes,  he  said,  there  must  be  a  third. 

Yes,  I  replied,  if  passion,  which  has  already 
been  shown  to  be  different  from  desire,  turn 
out  also  to  be  different  from  reason. 

But  that  is  easily  proved: — We  may  observe 
even  in  young  children  that  they  are  full  of 
spirit  almost  as  soon  as  they  are  born,  whereas 
some  of  them  never  seem  to  attain  to  the  use 
of  reason,  and  most  of  them  late  enough. 

Excellent,  I  said,  and  you  may  see  passion 
equally  in  brute  animals,  which  is  a  further 
proof  of  the  truth  of  what  you  are  saying.  And 
we  may  once  more  appeal  to  the  words  of 
Homer,  which  have  been  already  quoted  by  us, 

He  smote  Ms  breast ,  and  thus  rebuked  his  heart;  1 

for  in  this  verse  Homer  has  clearly  supposed 
the  power  which  reasons  -about  the  better  and 
worse  to  be  different  from  the  unreasoning 
anger  which  is  rebuked  by  it. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

And  so,  after  much  tossing,  we  have  reached 
land,  and  are  fairly  agreed  that  the  same  prin 
ciples  which  exist  in  the  State  exist  also  in  the 
individual,  and  that  they  are  three  in  number. 

Exactly. 

Must  we  not  then  infer  that  the  individual  is 
wise  in  the  same  way,  and  in  virtue  of  the  same 
quality  which  makes  the  State  wise? 

Certainly. 

Also  that  the  same  quality  which  constitutes 
courage  in  the  State  constitutes  courage  in  the 
individual,  and  that  both  the  State  and  the  in 
dividual  bear  the  same  relation  to  all  the  other 
virtues  ? 

Assuredly. 

And  the  individual  will  be  acknowledged  by 
us  to  be  just  in  the  same  way  in  which  the  State 
is  just? 

That  follows  of  course. 

We  cannot  but  remember  that  the  justice 
of  the  State  consisted  in  each  of  the  three  classes 
doing  the  work  of  its  own  class? 

We  are  not  very  likely  to  have  forgotten,  he 
said. 

We  must  recollect  that  the  individual  in 

1  Odyssey,  xx.  17,  quoted  supra,  iii,  390. 
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whom  the  several  qualities  of  his  nature  do 
their  own  work  will  be  just,  and  will  do  his 
own  work? 

Yes,  he  said,  we  must  remember  that  too. 

And  ought  not  the  rational  principle,  which 
is  wise,  and  has  the  care  of  the  whole  soul,  to 
rule,  and  the  passionate  or  spirited  principle 
to  be  the  subject  and  ally? 

Certainly. 

And,  as  we  were  saying,  the  united  influence 
of  music  and  gymnastic  will  bring  them  into 
accord,  nerving  and  sustaining  the  reason  with 
noble  words  and  lessons,  [442]  and  moderating 
and  soothing  and  civilizing  the  wildness  of 
passion  by  harmony  and  rhythm? 

Quite  true,  he  said. 

And  these  two,  thus  nurtured  and  educated, 
and  having  learned  truly  to  know  their  own 
functions,  will  rule  over  the  concupiscent, 
which  in  each  of  us  is  the  largest  part  of  the 
soul  and  by  nature  most  insatiable  of  gain; 
over  this  they  will  keep  guard,  lest,  waxing 
great  and  strong  with  the  fulness  of  bodily 
pleasures,  as  they  are  termed,  the  concupiscent 
soul,  no  longer  confined  to  her  own  sphere, 
should  attempt  to  enslave  and  rule  those  who 
are  not  her  natural-born  subjects,  and  overturn 
the  whole  life  of  man? 

Very  true,  he  said. 

Both  together  will  they  not  be  the  best  de 
fenders  of  the  whole  soul  and  the  whole  body 
against  attacks  from  without;  the  one  counsel 
ling,  and  the  other  fighting  under  his  leader, 
and  courageously  executing  his  commands  and 
counsels? 

True. 

And  he  is  to  be  deemed  courageous  whose 
spirit  retains  in  pleasure  and  in  pain  the  com 
mands  of  reason  about  what  he  ought  or  ought 
not  to  fear? 

Right,  he  replied. 

And  him  we  call  wise  who  has  in  him  that 
little  part  which  rules,  and  which  proclaims 
these  commands;  that  part  too  being  supposed 
to  have  a  knowledge  of  what  is  for  the  interest 
of  each  of  the  three  parts  and  of  the  whole? 

Assuredly. 

And  would  you  not  say  that  he  is  temper 
ate  who  has  these  same  elements  in  friendly 
harmony,  in  whom  the  one  ruling  principle  of 
reason,  and  the  two  subject  ones  of  spirit  and 
desire  are  equally  agreed  that  reason  ought  to 
rule,  and  do  not  rebel? 

Certainly,  he  said,  that  is  the  true  account 
of  temperance  whether  in  the  State  or  individ 
ual. 


And  surely,  I  said,  we  have  explained  again 
and  again  how  and  by  virtue  of  what  quality 
a  man  will  be  just. 

That  is  very  certain. 

And  is  justice  dimmer  in  the  individual,  and 
is  her  form  different,  or  is  she  the  same  which 
we  found  her  to  be  in  the  State? 

There  is  no  difference  in  my  opinion,  he 
said. 

Because,  if  any  doubt  is  still  lingering  in  our 
minds,  a  few  commonplace  instances  will  satis 
fy  us  of  the  truth  of  what  I  am  saying. 

What  sort  of  instances  do  you  mean? 

[443]  If  the  case  is  put  to  us,  must  we  not 
admit  that  the  just  State,  or  the  man  who  is 
trained  in  the  principles  of  such  a  State,  will  be 
less  likely  than  the  unjust  to  make  away  with 
a  deposit  of  gold  or  silver?  Would  any  one 
deny  this? 

No  one,  he  replied. 

Will  the  just  man  or  citizen  ever  be  guilty  of 
sacrilege  or  theft,  or  treachery  either  to  his 
friends  or  to  his  country? 

Never. 

Neither  will  he  ever  break  faith  where  there 
have  been  oaths  or  agreements? 

Impossible. 

No  one  will  be  less  likely  to  commit  adultery, 
or  to  dishonour  his  father  and  mother,  or  to 
fail  in  his  religious  duties? 

No  one. 

And  the  reason  is  that  each  part  of  him  is 
doing  its  own  business,  whether  in  ruling  or 
being  ruled? 

Exactly  so. 

Are  you  satisfied  then  that  the  quality  which 
makes  such  men  and  such  states  is  justice,  or 
do  you  hope  to  discover  some  other? 

Not  I,  indeed. 

Then  our  dream  has  been  realized;  and  the 
suspicion  which  we  entertained  at  the  be 
ginning  of  our  work  of  construction,  that 
some  divine  power  must  have  conducted  us 
to  a  primary  form  of  justice,  has  now  been 
verified? 

Yes,  certainly. 

And  the  division  of  labour  which  required 
the  carpenter  and  the  shoemaker  and  the  rest 
of  the  citizens  to  be  doing  each  his  own  busi 
ness,  and  not  another's,  was  a  shadow  of  jus 
tice,  and  for  that  reason  it  was  of  use? 

Clearly. 

But  in  reality  justice  was  such  as  we  were 
describing,  being  concerned  however,  not  with 
the  outward  man,  but  with  the  inward,  which 
is  the  true  self  and  concernment  of  man:  for 
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the  just  man  does  not  permit  the  several  ele 
ments  within  him  to  interfere  with  one  an 
other,  or  any  of  them  to  do  the  work  of  others, 
— he  sets  in  order  his  own  inner  life,  and  is 
his  own  master  and  his  own  law,  and  at  peace 
with  himself;  and  when  he  has  bound  together 
the  three  principles  within  him,  which  may  be 
compared  to  the  higher,  lower,  and  middle  notes 
of  the  scale,  and  the  intermediate  intervals — 
when  he  has  bound  all  these  together,  and  is  no 
longer  many,  but  has  become  one  entirely  tem 
perate  and  perfectly  adjusted  nature,  then  he 
proceeds  to  act,  if  he  has  to  act,  whether  in  a 
matter  of  property,  or  in  the  treatment  of  the 
body,  or  in  some  affair  of  politics  or  private 
business;  always  thinking  and  calling  that 
which  preserves  and  co-operates  with  this  har 
monious  condition,  just  and  good  action,  and 
the  knowledge  which  presides  over  it,  wisdom, 
and  that  which  at  any  time  impairs  this  con 
dition,  [444]  he  will  call  unjust  action,  and 
the  opinion  which  presides  over  it  ignorance. 

You  have  said  the  exact  truth,  Socrates. 

Very  good;  and  if  we  were  to  affirm  that  we 
had  discovered  the  just  man  and  the  just  State, 
and  the  nature  of  justice  in  each  of  them,  we 
should  not  be  telling  a  falsehood? 

Most  certainly  not. 

May  we  say  so,  then? 

Let  us  say  so. 

And  now,  I  said,  injustice  has  to  be  con 
sidered. 

Clearly. 

Must  not  injustice  be  a  strife  which  arises 
among  the  three  principles — a  meddlesome 
ness,  and  interference,  and  rising  up  of  a  part 
of  the  soul  against  the  whole,  an  assertion  of 
unlawful  authority,  which  is  made  by  a  re 
bellious  subject  against  a  true  prince,  of  whom 
he  is  the  natural  vassal — what  is  all  this  con 
fusion  and  delusion  but  injustice,  and  intem 
perance  and  cowardice  and  ignorance,  and 
every  form  of  vice  ? 

Exactly  so. 

And  if  the  nature  of  justice  and  injustice  be 
known,  then  the  meaning  of  acting  unjustly 
and  being  unjust,  or,  again,  of  acting  jusdy, 
will  also  be  perfectly  clear? 

What  do  you  mean?  he  said. 

Why,  I  said,  they  are  like  disease  and  health; 
being  in  the  soul  just  what  disease  and  health 
are  in  the  body. 

How  so?  he  said. 

Why,  I  said,  that  which  is  healthy  causes 
health,  and  that  which  is  unhealthy  causes  dis 
ease. 


Yes. 


And  just  actions  cause  justice,  and  unjust  ac 
tions  cause  injustice? 

That  is  certain. 

And  the  creation  of  health  is  the  institution 
of  a  natural  order  and  government  of  one  by 
another  in  the  parts  of  the  body;  and  the  crea 
tion  of  disease  is  the  production  of  a  state  of 
things  ac  variance  with  this  natural  order? 

True. 

And  is  not  the  creation  of  justice  the  institu 
tion  of  a  natural  order  and  government  of  one 
by  another  in  the  parts  of  the  soul,  and  the 
creation  of  injustice  the  production  of  a  state 
of  things  at  variance  with  the  natural  order? 

Exacdy  so,  he  said. 

Then  virtue  is  the  health  and  beauty  and 
well-being  of  the  soul,  and  vice  the  disease  and 
weakness  and  deformity  of  the  same? 

True. 

And  do  not  good  practices  lead  to  virtue, 
and  evil  practices  to  vice? 

Assuredly. 

[445]  Still  our  old  question  of  the  compara 
tive  advantage  of  justice  and  injustice  has  not 
been  answered:  Which  is  the  more  profitable, 
to  be  just  and  act  justly  and  practise  virtue, 
whether  seen  or  unseen  of  gods  and  men,  or 
to  be  unjust  and  act  unjustly,  if  only  unpun 
ished  and  unreformed? 

In  my  judgment,  Socrates,  the  question  has 
now  become  ridiculous.  We  know  that,  when 
the  bodily  constitution  is  gone,  life  is  no  longer 
endurable,  though  pampered  with  all  kinds  of 
meats  and  drinks,  and  having  all  wealth  and 
all  power;  and  shall  we  be  told  that  when  the 
very  essence  of  the  vital  principle  is  under 
mined  and  corrupted,  life  is  still  worth  having 
to  a  man,  if  only  he  be  allowed  to  do  whatever 
he  likes  with  the  single  exception  that  he  is 
not  to  acquire  justice  and  virtue,  or  to  escape 
from  injustice  and  vice;  assuming  them  both 
to  be  such  as  we  have  described? 

Yes,  I  said,  the  question  is,  as  you  say,  ridicu 
lous.  Still,  as  we  are  near  the  spot  at  which  we 
may  see  the  truth  in  the  clearest  manner  with 
our  own  eyes,  let  us  not  faint  by  the  way. 

Certainly  not,  he  replied. 

Come  up  hither,  I  said,  and  behold  the  vari 
ous  forms  of  vice,  those  of  them,  I  mean,  which 
are  worth  looking  at. 

I  am  following  you,  he  replied:  proceed. 

I  said,  The  argument  seems  to  have  reached 
a  height  from  which,  as  from  some  tower  of 
speculation,  a  man  may  look  down  and  see  that 
virtue  is  one,  but  that  the  forms  of  vice  are  in- 
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numerable;  there  being  four  special  ones  which 
are  deserving  Q£  note. 

What  do  you  mean?  he  said. 

I  mean,  I  replied,  that  there  appear  to  be  as 
many  forms  of  the  soul  as  there  are  distinct 
forms  of  the  State. 

How  many? 

There  are  five  of  the  State,  and  five  of  the 
soul,  I  said. 

What  are  they? 

The  first,  I  said,  is  that  which  we  have  been 
describing,  and  which  may  be  said  to  have 
two  names,  monarchy  and  aristocracy,  accord 
ingly  as  rule  is  exercised  by  one  distinguished 
man  or  by  many. 

True,  he  replied. 

But  I  regard  the  two  names  as  describing  one 
form  only;  for  whether  the  government  is  in 
the  hands  of  one  or  many,  if  the  governors  have 
been  trained  in  the  manner  which  we  have 
supposed,  the  fundamental  laws  of  the  State 
will  be  maintained. 

That  is  true,  he  replied. 

BOOK  V 

[449]  SUCH  is  the  good  and  true  City  or  State, 
and  the  good  and  true  man  is  of  the  same  pat 
tern;  and  if  this  is  right  every  other  is  wrong; 
and  the  evil  is  one  which  affects  not  only  the 
ordering  of -the  State,  but  alsp  the  regulation  of 
the  individual  soul,  and  is  exhibited  in  four 
forms. 

>What  are  they?  he  said. 

I  was  proceeding  to  tell  the,  order  in  which 
the  four  evil  forms  appeared  to  me  to  succeed 
one  another,  when  Polemarchus,  who  was  sit 
ting  a  little  way  off,  just  beyond  Adeimantus, 
began  to  whisper  to  him:  stretching  forth  his 
hand,  he  took  hold  of  the  upper  part  of  his 
coat  by  the  shoulder,  and  drew  him  towards 
him,  leaning  forward  himself  so  as  to  be  quite 
close  and  saying  something  in  his  ear,;of  which 
I  only  caught  the  words,  "Shall  we  let  him  off, 
or  what  shall  we  do?"  ^  , 

Certainly  not,  said  Adeimantus,  raising  his 
voice. 

Who  is  it,  I  said,  whom  you  are  refusing  to 
let  off? 

You,  he  said.  ,  . 

I  repeated,  Why  am  I  especially  not  to  be 
let  off?  .  ,t  , 

<  Why3  he  said,  we  think  that  you  are  lazy, 
and  mean  to  cheat  us  out  of  a  whole  chapter 
which . is  a  very  important  part  o£  the  story; 
you  faacy  that  we,  shall  not  notice  your 
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airy  way  of  proceeding;  as  if  it  were  self-evident 
to  everybody,  that  in  the  matter  of  women  and 
children  "friends  have  all  things  in  common." 

And  was  I  not  right,  Adeimantus? 

Yes,  he  said;  but  what  is  right  in  this  particu 
lar  case,  like  everything  else,  requires  to  be 
explained;  for  community  may  be  of  many 
kinds.  Please,  therefore,  to  Say  what  sort  of 
community  you  mean.  We  have  been  long  ex 
pecting  that  you  would  tell  us  something  about 
the  family  life  of  your  citizens — how  they  will 
bring  children  into  the  world,  and  rear  them 
when  they  have  arrived,  and,  in  general,  what 
is  the  nature  of  this  community  of  women  and 
children — for  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  right 
or  wrong  management  of  such  matters  will 
have  a  great  and  paramount  influence  on  the 
State  for  good  or  for  evil.  And  now,  since  the 
question  is  still  undetermined,  and  you  are  tak 
ing  in  hand  another  State,  we  have  resolved,  as 
you  heard,  [450]  not  to  let  you  go  until  you 
give  an  account  of  all  this. 

To  that  resolution,  said  Glaucon,  you  may 
regard  me  as  saying  Agreed. 

And  without  more  ado,  said  Thrasymachus, 
you  may  consider  us  all  to  be  equally  agreed. 

I  said,  You  know  not  what  you  are  doing  in 
thus  assailing  me:  What  an  argument  are  you 
raising  about  the  State!  Just  as  I  thought  that 
I  had  finished,  and  was  only  too  glad  that  I 
had  laid  this  question  to  sleep,  and  was  reflect 
ing  how  fortunate  I  was  in  your  acceptance 
of  what  I  then  said,  you  ask  me  to  begin  again 
at  the  very  foundation,  ignorant  of  what  a 
hornet's  nest  of  words  you  are  stirring.  Now  I 
foresaw  this  gathering  trouble,  and  avoided  it. 

For  what  purpose  do  you  conceive  that  we 
have  come  here,  said  Thrasymachus — to  look 
for  gold,  or  to  hear  discourse? 

Yes,  but  discourse  should  have  a  limit. 

Yes,  Socrates,  said  Glaucon,  and  the  whole 
of  life  is  the  only  limit  which  .wise  men  assign 
to  the  hearing  of  such  discourses.  But  never 
mind  about  us;  take  heart  yourself  and  answer 
the  question  in  your  own  way:  What  sort  of 
community  of  women  and  children  is  this 
which  is  to  prevail  among  our  guardians  ?  and 
how  shall  we  manage  the  period  between  birth 
and  education,  which  seems  to  require .  the 
greatest  care?  Tell  us  how  these  things  will  be. 

Yes,  my  simple  friend,  but  the  answer  is  the 
reverse  of  easy;  many  more  doubts  arise  about 
this  than  about  our  previous  conclusions.  For 
the  practicability  of  what  is  said  may  be  doubt 
ed;  and  looked  at  in  another  point  of  view, 
whether  the  scheme,  if  ever  so  practicable, 
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would  be  for  the  best,  is  also  doubtful.  Hence 
I  feel  a  reluctance  to  approach  the  subject,  lest 
our  aspiration,  my  dear  friend,  should  turn 
out  to  be  a  dream  only. 

Fear  not,  he  replied,  for  your  audience  will 
not  be  hard  upon  you;  they  are  not  sceptical 
or  hostile. 

I  said:  My  good  friend,  I  suppose  that  you 
mean  to  encourage  me  by  these  words. 

Yes,  he  said. 

Then  let  me  tell  you  that  you  are  doing  just 
the  reverse;  the  encouragement  which  you  offer 
would  have  been  all  very  well  had  I  myself  be 
lieved  that  I  knew  what  I  was  talking  about: 
to  declare  the  truth  about  matters  of  high  in 
terest  which  a  man  honours  and  loves  among 
wise  men  who  love  him  need  occasion  no  fear 
or  faltering  in  his  mind;  but  to  carry  on  an 
argument  when  you  are  yourself  only  a  hesitat 
ing  enquirer,  [451]  which  is  my  condition,  is 
a  dangerous  and  slippery  thing;  and  the  dan 
ger  is  not  that  I  shall  be  laughed  at  (of  which 
the  fear  would  be  childish ),  but  that  I  shall 
miss  the  truth  where  I  have  most  need  to  be 
sure  of  my  footing,  and  drag  my  friends  after 
me  in  my  fall.  And  1  pray  Nemesis  not  to  visit 
upon  me  the  words  which  I  am  going  to  utter. 
For  I  do  indeed  believe  that  to  be  an  involun 
tary  homicide  is  a  less  crime  than  to  be  a  de 
ceiver  about  beauty  or  goodness  or  justice  in 
the  matter  of  laws.  And  that  is  a  risk  which  I 
would  rather  run  among  enemies  than  among 
friends,  and  therefore  you  do  well  to  encour 
age  me. 

Glaucon  laughed  and  said:  Well  then,  Soc 
rates,  in  case  you  and  your  argument  do  us  any 
serious  injury  you  shall  be  acquitted  before 
hand  of  the  homicide,  and  shall  not  be  held  to 
be  a  deceiver;  take  courage  then  and  speak. 

Well,  I  said,  the  law  says  that  when  a  man 
is  acquitted  he  is  free  from  guilt,  and  what 
holds  at  law  may  hold  in  argument. 

Then  why  should  you  mind? 

Well,  I  replied,  I  suppose  that  I  must  retrace 
my  steps  and  say  what  I  perhaps  ought  to  have 
said  before  in  the  proper  place.  The  part  of 
the  men  has  been  played  out,  and  now  proper 
ly  enough  comes  the  turn  of  the  women.  Of 
them  I  will  proceed- to  speak,  and  the  more 
readily  since  I  am  invited  by  you. 

For  men  born  and  educated  like  our  citizens, 
the  only  way,  in  my  opinion,  of  arriving  at  a 
right  conclusion  about  the  possession  and  use 
of  women  and  children  is  to  follow  the  path 
on  which  we  originally  started,  when  we  said 
that  the  men  were  to  be  the  guardians  and 


watchdogs  of  the  herd. 

True. 

Let  us  further  suppose  the  birth  and  educa 
tion  of  our  women  to  be  subject  to  similar  or 
nearly  similar  regulations;  then  we  shall  see 
whether  the  result  accords  with  our  design. 

What  do  you  mean? 

What  I  mean  may  be  put  into  the  form  of  a 
question,  I  said:  Are  dogs  divided  into  hes  and 
shes,  or  do  they  both  share  equally  in  hunting 
and  in  keeping  watch  and  in  the  other  duties 
of  dogs  ?  or  do  we  entrust  to  the  males  the  en 
tire  and  exclusive  care  of  the  flocks,  while  we 
leave  the  females  at  home,  under  the  idea  that 
the  bearing  and  suckling  their  puppies  is  la 
bour  enough  for  them? 

No,  he  said,  they  share  alike;  the  only  dif 
ference  between  them  is  that  the  males  are 
stronger  and  the  females  weaker. 

But  can  you  use  different  animals  for  the 
same  purpose,  unless  they  are  bred  and  fed  in 
the  same  way? 

You  cannot. 

Then,  if  women  are  to  have  the  same  duties 
as  men,  they  must  have  the  same  nurture  and 
education?  [452] 

Yes. 

*   The  education  which  was  assigned  to  the 
men  was  music  and  gymnastic. 

Yes. 

Then  women  must  be  taught  music  and 
gymnastic  and  also  the  art  of  war,  which  they 
must  practise  like  the  men? 

That  is  the  inference,  I  suppose. 

I  should  rather  expect,  I  said,  that  several  of 
our  proposals,  if  they  are  carried  out,  being  un 
usual,  may  appear  ridiculous. 

No  doubt  of  it. 

Yes,  and  the  most  ridiculous  thing  of  all  will 
be  the  sight  of  women  naked  in  the  palaestra, 
exercising  with  the  men,  especially  when  they 
are  no  longer  young;  they  certainly  will  not 
be  a  vision  of  beauty,  any  more  than  the  en 
thusiastic  old  men  who  in  spite  of  wrinkles 
and  ugliness  continue  to  frequent  the  gym 
nasia. 

Yes,  indeed,  he  said:  according  to  present 
notions  the  proposal  would  be  thought  ridicu 
lous. 

But  then,  I  said,  as  we  have  determined  to 
speak  our  minds,  we  must  not  fear  the  jests  of 
the  wits  which  will  be  directed  against  this  sort 
of  innovation;  how  they  will' talk  of  women's 
attainments  both  in  music  and  gymnastic,  and 
above  all  about  their  wearing  armour  and  rid*- 
ing  upon  horseback! 
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Very  true,  he  replied. 

Yet  having  begun  we  must  go  forward  to  the 
rough  places  of  the  law;  at  the  same  time  beg 
ging  of  these  gentlemen  for  once  in  their  life 
to  be  serious.  Not  long  ago,  as  we  shall  remind 
them,  the  Hellenes  were  of  the  opinion,  which 
is  still  generally  received  among  the  barbar 
ians,  that  the  sight  of  a  naked  man  was  ridicu 
lous  and  improper;  and  when  first  the  Cretans 
and  then  the  Lacedaemonians  introduced  the 
custom,  the  wits  of  that  day  might  equally 
have  ridiculed  the  innovation. 

No  doubt. 

But  when  experience  showed  that  to  let  all 
things  be  uncovered  was  far  better  than  to 
cover  them  up,  and  the  ludicrous  effect  to  the 
outward  eye  vanished  before  the  better  princi 
ple  which  reason  asserted,  then  the  man  was 
perceived  to  be  a  fool  who  directs  the  shafts 
of  his  ridicule  at  any  other  sight  but  that  of 
folly  and  vice,  or  seriously  inclines  to  weigh 
the  beautiful  by  any  other  standard  but  that 
of  the  good. 

Very  true,  he  replied. 

First,  then,  whether  the  question  is  to  be 
put  in  jest  or  in  earnest,  let  us  come  to  an 
understanding  about  the  nature  of  woman: 
[453]  Is  she  capable  of  sharing  either  wholly 
or  partially  in  the  actions  of  men,  or  not  at  all? 
And  is  the  art  of  war  one  of  those  arts  in  which 
she  can  or  can  not  share?  That  will  be  the  best 
way  of  commencing  the  enquiry,  and  will 
probably  lead  to  the  fairest  conclusion. 

That  will  be  much  the  best  way. 

Shall  we  take  the  other  side  first  and  begin 
by  arguing  against  ourselves;  in  this  manner 
the  adversary's  position  will  not  be  undefend 
ed. 

Why  not?  he  said. 

Then  let  us  put  a  speech  into  the  mouths  of 
our  opponents.  They  will  say:  "Socrates  and 
Glaucon,  no  adversary  need  convict  you,  for 
you  yourselves,  at  the  first  foundation  of  the 
State,  admitted  the  principle  that  everybody 
was  to  do  the  one  work  suited  to  his  own  na 
ture."  And  certainly,  if  I  am  not  mistaken, 
such  an  admission  was  made  by  us.  "And  do 
not  the  natures  of  men  and  women  differ  very 
much  indeed?"  And  we  shall  reply:  Of  course 
they  do.  Then  we  shall  be  asked,  "Whether  the 
tasks  assigned  to  men  and  to  women  should 
not  be  different,  and  such  as  are  agreeable  to 
their  different  natures?"  Certainly  they  should. 
"But  if  so,  have  you  not  fallen  into  a  serious 
inconsistency  in  saying  that  men  and  women, 
whose  natures  are  so  entirely  different,  ought 


to  perform  the  same  actions?" — What  defence 
will  you  make  for  us,  my  good  Sir,  against  any 
one  who  offers  these  objections? 

That  is  not  an  easy  question  to  answer  when 
asked  suddenly;  and  I  shall  and  I  do  beg  of 
you  to  draw  out  the  case  on  our  side. 

These  are  the  objections,  Glaucon,  and  there 
are  many  others  of  a  like  kind,  which  I  fore 
saw  long  ago;  they  made  me  afraid  and  re 
luctant  to  take  in  hand  any  law  about  the  pos 
session  and  nurture  of  women  and  children. 

By  Zeus,  he  said,  the  problem  to  be  solved 
is  anything  but  easy. 

Why  yes,  I  said,  but  the  fact  is  that  when  a 
man  is  out  of  his  depth,  whether  he  has  fallen 
into  a  little  swimming  bath  or  into  mid-ocean, 
he  has  to  swim  all  the  same. 

Very  true. 

And  must  not  we  swim  and  try  to  reach  the 
shore:  we  will  hope  that  Arion's  dolphin  or 
some  other  miraculous  help  may  save  us  ? 

I  suppose  so,  he  said. 

Weil  then,  let  us  see  if  any  way  of  escape 
can  be  found.  We  acknowledged — did  we  not? 
that  different  natures  ought  to  have  different 
pursuits,  and  that  men's  and  women's  natures 
are  different.  And  now  what  are  we  saying? — 
that  different  natures  ought  to  have  the  same 
pursuits — this  is  the  inconsistency  which  is 
charged  upon  us. 

Precisely. 

[454]  Verily,  Glaucon,  I  said,  glorious  is 
the  power  of  the  art  of  contradiction! 

Why  do  you  say  so? 

Because  I  think  that  many  a  man  falls  into 
the  practice  against  his  will.  When  he  thinks 
that  he  is  reasoning  he  is  really  disputing,  just 
because  he  cannot  define  and  divide,  and  so 
know  that  of  which  he  is  speaking;  and  he 
will  pursue  a  merely  verbal  opposition  in  the 
spirit  of  contention  and  not  of  fair  discussion. 

Yes,  he  replied,  such  is  very  often  the  case; 
but  what  has  that  to  do  with  us  and  our  argu 
ment? 

A  great  deal;  for  there  is  certainly  a  danger 
of  our  getting  unintentionally  into  a  verbal 
opposition. 

In  what  way? 

Why  we  valiantly  and  pugnaciously  insist 
upon  the  verbal  truth,  that  different  natures 
ought  to  have  different  pursuits,  but  we  never 
considered  at  all  what  was  the  meaning  of 
sameness  or  difference  of  nature,  or  why  we 
distinguished  them  when  we  assigned  different 
pursuits  to  different  natures  and  the  same  to 
the  same  natures. 
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Why,  no,  he  said,  that  was  never  considered 
by  us. 

I  said:  Suppose  that  by  way  o£  illustration 
we  were  to  ask  the  question  whether  there  is 
not  an  opposition  in  nature  between  bald  men 
and  hairy  men;  and  if  this  is  admitted  by  us, 
then,  if  bald  men  are  cobblers,  we  should  for 
bid  the  hairy  men  to  be  cobblers,  and  converse- 

1y? 

That  would  be  a  jest,  he  said. 

Yes, I  said,  a  jest; and  why? because  we  never 
meant  when  we  constructed  the  State,  that  the 
opposition  of  natures  should  extend  to  every 
difference,  but  only  to  those  differences  which 
affected  the  pursuit  in  which  the  individual  is 
engaged;  we  should  have  argued,  for  example, 
that  a  physician  and  one  who  is  in  mind  a 
physician  may  be  said  to  have  the  same  nature. 

True. 

Whereas  the  physician  and  the  carpenter 
have  different  natures? 

Certainly. 

And  if,  I  said,  the  male  and  female  sex  ap 
pear  to  differ  in  their  fitness  for  any  art  or 
pursuit,  we  should  say  that  such  pursuit  or  art 
ought  to  be  assigned  to  one  or  the  other  of 
them;  but  if  the  difference  consists  only  in 
women  bearing  and  men  begetting  children, 
this  does  not  amount  to  a  proof  that  a  woman 
differs  from  a  man  in  respect  of  the  sort  of  edu 
cation  she  should  receive;  and  we  shall  there 
fore  continue  to  maintain  that  our  guardians 
and  their  wives  ought  to  have  the  same  pur 
suits. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

Next,  we  shall  ask  our  opponent  how,  in  ref 
erence  to  any  of  the  pursuits  or  arts  of  civic 
life,  [455]  the  nature  of  a  woman  differs  from 
that  of  a  man? 

That  will  be  quite  fair. 

And  perhaps  he,  like  yourself,  will  reply  that 
to  give  a  sufficient  answer  on  the  instant  is  not 
easy;  but  after  a  little  reflection  there  is  no  dif 
ficulty. 

Yes,  perhaps. 

Suppose  then  that  we  invite  him  to  accom 
pany  us  in  the  argument,  and  then  we  may 
hope  to  show  him  that  there  is  nothing  peculiar 
in  the  constitution  of  women  which  would  af 
fect  them  in  the  administration  of  the  State. 

By  all  means. 

Let  us  say  to  him:  Come  now,  and  we  will 
ask  you  a  question: — when  you  spoke  of  a  na 
ture  gifted  or  not  gifted  in  any  respect,  did 
you  mean  to  say  that  one  man  will  acquire  a 
thing  easily,  another  with  difficulty;  a  litde 


learning  will  lead  the  one  to  discover  a  great 
deal;  whereas  the  other,  after  much  study  and 
application,  no  sooner  learns  than  he  forgets; 
or  again,  did  you  mean,  that  the  one  has  a  body 
which  is  a  good  servant  to  his  mind,  while  the 
body  of  the  other  is  a  hindrance  to  him? — 
would  not  these  be  the  sort  of  differences  which 
distinguish  the  man  gifted  by  nature  from  the 
one  who  is  ungifted? 

No  one  will  deny  that. 

And  can  you  mention  any  pursuit  of  man 
kind  in  which  the  male  sex  has  not  all  these 
gifts  and  qualities  in  a  higher  degree  than  the 
female?  Need  I  waste  time  in  speaking  of  the 
art  of  weaving,  and  the  management  of  pan 
cakes  and  preserves,  in  which  womankind  does 
really  appear  to  be  great,  and  in  which  for  her 
to  be  beaten  by  a  man  is  of  all  things  the  most 
absurd? 

You  are  quite  right,  he  replied,  in  maintain 
ing  the  general  inferiority  of  the  female  sex: 
although  many  women  are  in  many  things  su 
perior  to  many  men,  yet  on  the  whole  what  you 
say  is  true. 

And  if  so,  my  friend,  I  said,  there  is  no 
special  faculty  of  administration  in  a  state 
which  a  woman  has  because  she  is  a  woman,  or 
which  a  man  has  by  virtue  of  his  sex,  but  the 
gifts  of  nature  are  alike  diffused  in  both;  all 
the  pursuits  of  men  are  the  pursuits  of  women 
also,  but  in  all  of  them  a  woman  is  inferior  to 
a  man. 

Very  true. 

Then  are  we  to  impose  all  our  enactments  on 
men  and  none  of  them  on  women? 

That  will  never  do. 

[456]  One  woman  has  a  gift  of  healing,  an 
other  not;  one  is  a  musician,  and  another  has 
no  music  in  her  nature? 

Very  true. 

And  one  woman  has  a  turn  for  gymnastic 
and  military  exercises,  and  another  is  unwar- 
like  and  hates  gymnastics? 

Certainly. 

And  one  woman  is  a  philosopher,  and  an 
other  is  an  enemy  of  philosophy;  one  has  spirit, 
and  another  is  without  spirit? 

That  is  also  true. 

Then  one  woman  will  have  the  temper  of  a 
guardian,  and  another  not.  Was  not  the  selec 
tion  of  the  male  guardians  determined  by  dif 
ferences  of  this  sort? 

Yes. 

Men  and  women  alike  possess  the  qualities 
which  make  a  guardian;  they  differ  only  in 
their  comparative  strength  or  weakness. 
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Obviously. 

And  those  women  who  have  such  qualities 
are  to  be  selected  as  the  companions  and  col 
leagues  of  men  who  have  similar  qualities  and 
whom  they  resemble  in  capacity  and  in  char 
acter? 

Very  true. 

And  ought  not  the  same  natures  to  have  the 
same  pursuits  ? 

They  ought. 

Then,  as  we  were  saying  before,  there  is  noth 
ing  unnatural  in  assigning  music  and  gym 
nastic  to  the  wives  of  the  guardians — to  that 
point  we  come  round  again. 

Certainly  not. 

The  law  which  we  then  enacted  was  agree 
able  to  nature,  and  therefore  not  an  impossibil 
ity  or  mere  aspiration;  and  the  contrary  prac 
tice,  which  prevails  at  present,  is  in  reality  a 
violation  of  nature. 

That  appears  to  be  true. 

We  had  to  consider,  first,  whether  our  pro 
posals  were  possible,  and  secondly  whether 
they  were  the  most  beneficial? 

Yes. 

And  the  possibility  has  been  acknowledged? 

Yes. 

The  very  great  benefit  has  next  to  be  estab 
lished? 

Quite  so. 

You  will  admit  that  the  same  education 
which  makes  a  man  a  good  guardian  will  make 
a  woman  a  good  guardian;  for  their  original 
nature  is  the  same? 

Yes. 

I  should  like  to  ask  you  a  question. 

What  is  it? 

Would  you  say  that  all  men  are  equal  in  ex 
cellence,  or  is  one  man  better  than  another? 

The  latter. 

And  in  the  commonwealth  which  we  were 
founding  do  you  conceive  the  guardians  who 
have  been  brought  up  on  our  model  system 
to  be  more  perfect  men,  or  the  cobblers  whose 
education  has  been  cobbling? 
,  What  a  ridiculous  question! 

You  have  answered  me,  I  replied:  Well,  and 
may  we  not  further  say  that  our  guardians  are 
the  best  of  our  citizens? 

By  far  the  best. 

And  will  not  their  wives  be  the  best  women? 

Yes,  by  far  the  best. 

And  can  there  be  anything  better  for  the 
interests  of  the  State  than  that  the  men  and 
women  of  a  State  should  be  as  good  as  possible? 

There  can  be  nothing  better. 


[457]  And  this  is  what  the  arts  of  music 
and  gymnastic,  when  present  in  such  manner 
as  we  have  described,  will  accomplish? 

Certainly. 

Then  we  have  made  an  enactment  not  only 
possible  but  in  the  highest  degree  beneficial 
to  the  State? 

True. 

Then  let  the  wives  of  our  guardians  strip, 
for  their  virtue  will  be  their  robe,  and  let  them 
share  in  the  toils  of  war  and  the  defence  of 
their  country;  only  in  the  distribution  of  la 
bours  the  lighter  are  to  be  assigned  to  the  wom 
en,  who  are  the  weaker  natures,  but  in  other 
respects  their  duties  are  to  be  the  same.  And 
as  for  the  man  who  laughs  at  naked  women  ex 
ercising  their  bodies  from  the  best  of  motives, 
in  his  laughter  he  is  plucking 

A  fruit  of  unripe  wisdom, 

and  he  himself  is  ignorant  of  what  he  is  laugh 
ing  at,  or  what  he  is  about — for  that  is,  and 
ever  will  be,  the  best  of  sayings,  That  the  use- 
jul  is  the  noble  and  the  hurtful  is  the  base. 

Very  true. 

Here,  then,  is  one  difficulty  in  our  law  about 
women,  which  we  may  say  that  we  have  now 
escaped;  the  wave  has  not  swallowed  us  up 
alive  for  enacting  that  the  guardians  of  either 
sex  should  have  all  their  pursuits  in  common; 
to  the  utility  and  also  to  the  possibility  of  this 
arrangement  the  consistency  of  the  argument 
with  itself  bears  witness. 

Yes,  that  was  a  mighty  wave  which  you 
have  escaped. 

Yes,  I  said,  but  a  greater  is  coming;  you  will 
not  think  much  of  this  when  you  see  the  next. 

Go  on;  let  me  see. 

The  law,  I  said,  which  is  the  sequel  of  this 
and  of  all  that  has  preceded,  is  to  the  following 
effect — "that  the  wives  of  our  guardians  are 
to  be  common,  and  their  children  are  to  be 
common,  and  no  parent  is  to  know  his  own 
child,  nor  any  child  his  parent." 

Yes,  he  said,  that  is  a  much  greater  wave 
than  the  other;  and  the  possibility  as  .well  as 
the  utility  of  such  a  law  are  far  more  question 
able.  • 

I  do  not  think,  I  said,  that  there  can  be  any 
dispute  about  the  very  great  utility  of  having 
wives  and  children  in  common;  the  possibility 
is  quite  another  matter,  and  will  be  very  much 
disputed. 

I  think  that  a,  good  many  doubts  may  be 
raised  about  both. 

You  imply  that  the  two  questions  must  be 
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combined,  I  replied.  Now  I  meant  that  you 
should  admit  the  utility;  and  in  this  way,  as  I 
thought,  I  should  escape  from  one  of  them,  and 
then  there  would  remain  only  the  possibility. 

But  that  little  attempt  is  detected,  and  there 
fore  you  will  please  to  give  a  defence  of  both. 

Well,  I  said,  I  submit  to  my  fate.  Yet  grant 
me  a  little  favour:  let  me  feast  my  mind  with 
the  dream  as  day  dreamers  are  m  the  [458] 
habit  of  feasting  themselves  when  they  are 
walking  alone;  for  before  they  have  discovered 
any  means  of  effecting  their  wishes — that  is  a 
matter  which  never  troubles  them — they  would 
rather  not  tire  themselves  by  thinking  about 
possibilities;  but  assuming  that  what  they  de 
sire  is  already  granted  to  them,  they  proceed 
with  their  plan,  and  delight  in  detailing  what 
they  mean  to  do  when  their  wish  has  come  true 
— that  is  a  way  which  they  have  of  not  doing 
much  good  to  a  capacity  which  was  never  good 
for  much.  Now  I  myself  am  beginning  to  lose 
heart,  and  I  should  like,  with  your  permission, 
to  pass  over  the  question  of  possibility  at  pres 
ent.  Assuming  therefore  the  possibility  of  the 
proposal,  I  shall  now  proceed  to  enquire  how 
the  rulers  will  carry  out  these  arrangements, 
and  I  shall  demonstrate  that  our  plan,  if  exe 
cuted,  will  be  of  the  greatest  benefit  to  the 
State  and  to  the  guardians.  First  of  all,  then, 
if  you  have  no  objection,  I  will  endeavour  with 
your  help  to  consider  the  advantages  of  the 
measure;  and  hereafter  the  question  of  possi 
bility. 

I  have  no  objection;  proceed. 

First,  I  think  that  if  our  rulers  and  their 
auxiliaries  are  to  be  worthy  of  the  name  which 
they  bear,  there  must  be  willingness  to  obey 
in  the  one  and  the  power  of  command  in  the 
other;  the  guardians  must  themselves  obey  the 
laws,  and  they  must  also  imitate  the  spirit  of 
them  in  any  details  which  are  entrusted  to 
their  care. 

That  is  right,  he  said. 

You,  I  said,  who  are  their  legislator,  having 
selected  the  men,  will  now  select  the  women 
and  give  them  to  them — they  must  be  as  far 
as  possible  of  like  natures  with  them;  and  they 
must  live  in  common  houses  and  meet  at  com 
mon  meals.  None  of  them  will  have  anything 
specially  his  or  her  own;  they  will  be  together, 
and  will  be  brought  up  together,  and  will  as 
sociate  at  gymnastic  exercises.  And  so  they  will 
be  drawn  by  a  necessity  of  their  natures  to 
have  intercourse  with  each  other — necessity  is 
not  too  strong  a  word,  I  think? 

Yes,  he  said — necessity,  not  geometrical,  but 


another  sort  of  necessity  which  lovers  know, 
and  which  is  far  more  convincing  and  con 
straining  to  the  mass  of  mankind. 

True,  I  said;  and  this,  Glaucon,  like  all  the 
rest,  must  proceed  after  an  orderly  fashion;  in 
a  city  of  the  blessed,  licentiousness  is  an  unholy 
thing  which  the  rulers  will  forbid. 

Yes,  he  said,  and  it  ought  not  to  be  permitted. 

Then  clearly  the  next  thing  will  be  to  make 

matrimony  sacred  in  the  highest  degree,  and 

what  is  most  beneficial  will  be  deemed  sacred  ? 

[459]  Exactly. 

And  how  can  marriages  be  made  most  bene 
ficial  ? — that  is  a  question  which  I  put  to  you, 
because  I  see  in  your  house  dogs  for  hunting, 
and  of  the  nobler  sort  of  birds  not  a  few.  Now, 
I  beseech  you,  do  tell  me,  have  you  ever  attend 
ed  to  their  pairing  and  breeding? 
In  what  particulars? 

Why,  in  the  first  place,  although  they  are  all 
of  a  good  sort,  are  not  some  better  than  others? 
True. 

And  do  you  breed  from  them  all  indifferent 
ly,  or  do  you  take  care  to  breed  from  the  best 
only? 

From  the  best. 

And  do  you  take  the  oldest  or  the  youngest, 
or  only  those  of  ripe  age? 

I  choose  only  those  of  ripe  age. 
And  if  care  was  not  taken  in  the  breeding, 
your  dogs  and  birds  would  greatly  deteriorate? 
Certainly. 

And  the  same  of  horses  and  animals  in  gen 
eral? 

Undoubtedly. 

Good  heavens!  my  dear  friend,  I  said,  what 
consummate  skill  will  our  rulers  need  if  the 
same  principle  holds  of  the  human  species! 

Certainly,  the  same  principle  holds;  but  why 
does  this  involve  any  particular  skill  ? 

Because,  I  said,  our  rulers  will  often  have 
to  practise  upon  the  body  corporate  with  medi 
cines.  Now  you  know  that  when  patients  do 
not  require  medicines,  but  have  only  to  be  put 
under  a  regimen,  the  inferior  sort  of  practi 
tioner  is  deemed  to  be  good  enough;  but  when 
medicine  has  to  be  given,  then  the  doctor  should 
be  more  of  a  man. 

That  is  quite  true,  he  said;  but  to  what  are 
you  alluding? 

I  mean,  I  replied,  that  our  rulers  will  find  a 
considerable  dose  of  falsehood  and  deceit  neces 
sary  for  the  good  of  their  subjects:  we  were 
saying  that  the  use  of  all  these  things  regarded 
as  medicines  might  be  of  advantage. 
And  we  were  very  right. 
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And  this  lawful  use  of  them  seems  likely  to 
be  often  needed  in  the  regulations  of  marriages 
and  births. 

How  so? 

Why,  I  said,  the  principle  has  been  already 
laid  down  that  the  best  of  either  sex  should  be 
united  with  the  best  as  often,  and  the  inferior 
with  the  inferior,  as  seldom  as  possible;  and 
that  they  should  rear  the  offspring  of  the  one 
sort  of  union,  but  not  of  the  other,  if  the  flock 
is  to  be  maintained  in  first-rate  condition.  Now 
these  goings  on  must  be  a  secret  which  the 
rulers  only  know,  or  there  will  be  a  further 
danger  of  our  herd,  as  the  guardians  may  be 
termed,  breaking  out  into  rebellion. 

Very  true. 

Had  we  not  better  appoint  certain  festivals 
at  which  we  will  bring  together  the  brides  and 
bridegrooms,  [460]  and  sacrifices  will  be  of 
fered  and  suitable  hymeneal  songs  composed 
by  our  poets:  the  number  of  weddings  is  a 
matter  which  must  be  left  to  the  discretion  of 
the  rulers,  whose  aim  will  be  to  preserve  the 
average  of  population?  There  are  many  other 
things  which  they  will  have  to  consider,  such 
as  the  effects  of  wars  and  diseases  and  any 
similar  agencies,  in  order  as  far  as  this  is  pos 
sible  to  prevent  the  State  from  becoming  either 
too  large  or  too  small. 

Certainly,  he  replied. 

We  shall  have  to  invent  some  ingenious  kind 
of  lots  which  the  less  worthy  may  draw  on  each 
occasion  of  our  bringing  them  together,  and 
then  they  will  accuse  their  own  ill-luck  and 
not  the  rulers. 

To  be  sure,  he  said. 

And  I  think  that  our  braver  and  betteryouth, 
besides  their  other  honours  and  rewards,  might 
have  greater  facilities  of  intercourse  with  wom 
en  given  them;  their  bravery  will  be  a  rea 
son,  and  such  fathers  ought  to  have  as  many 
sons  as  possible. 

True. 

And  the  proper  officers,  whether  male  or  fe 
male  or  both,  for  offices  are  to  be  held  by  wom 
en  as  well  as  by  men — 

Yes— 

The  proper  officers  will  take  the  offspring  of 
the  good  parents  to  the  pen  or  fold,  and  there 
they  will  deposit  them  with  certain  nurses  who 
dwell  in  a  separate  quarter;  but  the  offspring 
of  the  inferior,  or  of  the  better  when  they 
chance  to  be  deformed,  will  be  put  away  in 
some  mysterious,  unknown  place,  as  they  should 
be. 

Yes,  he  said,  that  must  be  done  if  the  breed 


of  the  guardians  is  to  be  kept  pure. 

They  will  provide  for  their  nurture,  and  will 
bring  the  mothers  to  the  fold  when  they  are 
full  of  milk,  taking  the  greatest  possible  care 
that  no  mother  recognises  her  own  child;  and 
other  wet-nurses  may  be  engaged  if  more  are 
required.  Care  will  also  be  taken  that  the  proc 
ess  of  suckling  shall  not  be  protracted  too 
long;  and  the  mothers  will  have  no  getting  up 
at  night  or  other  trouble,  but  will  hand  over 
all  this  sort  of  thing  to  the  nurses  and  attend 
ants. 

You  suppose  the  wives  of  our  guardians  to 
have  a  fine  easy  time  of  it  when  they  are  hav 
ing  children. 

Why,  said  I,  and  so  they  ought.  Let  us,  how 
ever,  proceed  with  our  scheme.  We  were  say 
ing  that  the  parents  should  be  in  the  prime  of 
life? 

Very  true. 

And  what  is  the  prime  of  life?  May  it  not  be 
defined  as  a  period  of  about  twenty  years  in  a 
woman's  life,  and  thirty  in  a  man's? 

Which  years  do  you  mean  to  include? 

A  woman,  I  said,  at  twenty  years  of  age  may 
begin  to  bear  children  to  the  State,  and  con 
tinue  to  bear  them  until  forty;  a  man  may  be 
gin  at  five-and-twenty,  when  he  has  passed  the 
point  at  which  the  pulse  of  life  beats  quickest, 
and  continue  to  beget  children  until  he  be 
fifty-five. 

[461]  Certainly,  he  said,  both  in  men  and 
women  those  years  are  the  prime  of  physical 
as  well  as  of  intellectual  vigour. 

Any  one  above  or  below  the  prescribed  ages 
who  takes  part  in  the  public  hymeneals  shall 
be  said  to  have  done  an  unholy  and  unright 
eous  thing;  the  child  of  which  he  is  the  father, 
if  it  steals  into  life,  will  have  been  conceived 
under  auspices  very  unlike  the  sacrifices  and 
prayers,  which  at  each  hymeneal  priestesses 
and  priests  and  the  whole  city  will  offer,  that 
the  new  generation  may  be  better  and  more  use 
ful  than  their  good  and  useful  parents,  whereas 
his  child  will  be  the  offspring  of  darkness  and 
strange  lust. 

Very  true,  he  replied. 

And  the  same  law  will  apply  to  any  one  of 
those  within  the  prescribed  age  who  forms  a 
connection  with  any  woman  in  the  prime  of 
life  without  the  sanction  of  the  rulers;  for  we 
shall  say  that  he  is  raising  up  a  bastard  to  the 
State,  uncertified  and  unconsecrated. 

Very  true,  he  replied. 

This  applies,  however,  only  to  those  who  are 
within  the  specified  age:  after  that  we  allow 
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them  to  range  at  will,  except  that  a  man  may 
not  marry  his  daughter  or  his  daughter's  daugh 
ter,  or  his  mother  or  his  mother's  mother;  and 
women,  on  the  other  hand,  are  prohibited  from 
marrying  their  sons  or  fathers,  or  son's  son  or 
father's  father,  and  so  on  in  either  direction. 
And  we  grant  all  this,  accompanying  the  per 
mission  with  strict  orders  to  prevent  any  em 
bryo  which  may  come  into  being  from  seeing 
the  light;  and  if  any  force  a  way  to  the  birth, 
the  parents  must  understand  that  the  offspring 
of  such  an  union  cannot  be  maintained,  and 
arrange  accordingly. 

That  also,  he  said,  is  a  reasonable  proposi 
tion.  But  how  will  they  know  who  are  fathers 
and  daughters,  and  so  on? 

They  will  never  know.  The  way  will  be  this: 
— dating  from  the  day  of  the  hymeneal,  the 
bridegroom  who  was  then  married  will  call  all 
the  male  children  who  are  born  in  the  seventh 
and  ten  month  afterwards  his  sons,  and  the  fe 
male  children  his  daughters,  and  they  will  call 
him  father,  and  he  will  call  their  children  his 
grandchildren,  and  they  will  call  the  elder  gen 
eration  grandfathers  and  grandmothers.  All 
who  were  begotten  at  the  time  when  their  fa 
thers  and  mothers  came  together  will  be  called 
their  brothers  and  sisters,  and  these,  as  I  was 
saying,  will  be  forbidden  to  intermarry.  This, 
however,  is  not  to  be  understood  as  an  absolute 
prohibition  of  the  marriage  of  brothers  and  sis 
ters;  if  the  lot  favours  them,  and  they  receive 
the  sanction  of  the  Pythian  oracle,  the  law  will 
allow  them. 

Quite  right,  he  replied. 

Such  is  the  scheme,  Glaucon,  according  to 
which  the  guardians  of  our  State  are  to  have 
their  wives  and  families  in  common.  And  now 
you  would  have  the  argument  show  that  this 
community  is  consistent  with  the  rest  of  our 
polity,  and  also  that  nothing  can  be  better — 
would  you  not? 

[462]  Yes,  certainly. 

Shall  we  try  to  find  a  common  basis  by  ask 
ing  of  ourselves  what  ought  to  be  the  chief  aim 
of  the  legislator  in  making  laws  and  in  the 
organization  of  a  State — what  is  the  greatest 
good,  and  what  is  the  greatest  evil,  and  then 
consider  whether  our  previous  description  has 
the  stamp  of  the  good  or  of  the  evil  ? 

By  all  means. 

Can  there  be  any  greater  evil  than  discord 
and  distraction  and  plurality  where  unity 
ought  to  reign?  or  any  greater  good  than  the 
bond  of  unity? 

There  cannot. 


And  there  is  unity  where  there  is  community 
of  pleasures  and  pains — where  all  the  citizens 
are  glad  or  grieved  on  the  same  occasions  of 
joy  and  sorrow? 

No  doubt. 

Yes;  and  where  there  is  no  common  but  only 
private  feeling  a  State  is  disorganized — when 
you  have  one  half  of  the  world  triumphing  and 
the  other  plunged  in  grief  at  the  same  events 
happening  to  the  city  or  the  citizens? 

Certainly. 

Such  differences  commonly  originate  in  a 
disagreement  about  the  use  of  the  terms  "mine" 
and  "not  mine,"  "his"  and  "not  his." 

Exactly  so. 

And  is  not  that  the  best-ordered  State  in 
which  the  greatest  number  of  persons  apply 
the  terms  "mine"  and  "not  mine"  in  the  same 
way  to  the  same  thing? 

Quite  true. 

Or  that  again  which  most  nearly  approaches 
to  the  condition  of  the  individual — as  in  the 
body,  when  but  a  finger  of  one  of  us  is  hurt,  the 
whole  frame,  drawn  towards  the  soul  as  a  cen 
tre  and  forming  one  kingdom  under  the  ruling 
power  therein,  feels  the  hurt  and  sympathizes 
all  together  with  the  part  affected,  and  we  say 
that  the  man  has  a  pain  in  his  finger;  and  the 
same  expression  is  used  about  any  other  part  of 
the  body,  which  has  a  sensation  of  pain  at  suf 
fering  or  of  pleasure  at  the  alleviation  of  suffer 
ing. 

Very  true,  he  replied;  and  I  agree  with  you 
that  in  the  best-ordered  State  there  is  the  near 
est  approach  to  this  common  feeling  which  you 
describe. 

Then  when  any  one  of  the  citizens  experi 
ences  any  good  or  evil,  the  whole  State  will 
make  his  case  their  own,  and  will  either  rejoice 
or  sorrow  with  him? 

Yes,  he  said,  that  is  what  will  happen  in  a 
well-ordered  State. 

It  will  now  be  time,  I  said,  for  us  to  return 
to  our  State  and  see  whether  this  or  some  other 
form  is  most  in  accordance  with  these  funda 
mental  principles. 

Very  good. 

[463]  Our  State  like  every  other  has  rulers 
and  subjects? 

True. 

All  of  whom  will  call  one  another  citizens  ? 

Of  course. 

But  is  there  not  another  name  which  people 
give  to  their  rulers  in  other  States? 

Generally  they  call  them  masters,  but  in 
democratic  States  they  simply  call  them  rulers. 


364 


DIALOGUES  OF  PLATO 


And  in  our  State  what  other  name  besides 
that  of  citizens  do  the  people  give  the  rulers? 

They  are  called  saviours  and  helpers,  he  re 
plied. 

And  what  do  the  rulers  call  the  people? 

Their  maintainers  and  foster-fathers. 

And  what  do  they  call  them  in  other  States  ? 

Slaves. 

And  what  do  the  rulers  call  one  another  in 
other  States? 

Fellow-rulers. 

And  what  in  ours? 

Fellow-guardians. 

Did  you  ever  know  an  example  in  any  other 
State  of  a  ruler  who  would  speak  of  one  of  his 
colleagues  as  his  friend  and  of  another  as  not 
being  his  friend? 

Yes,  very  often. 

And  the  friend  he  regards  and  describes  as 
one  in  whom  he  has  an  interest,  and  the  other 
as  a  stranger  in  whom  he  has  no  interest? 

Exacdy. 

But  would  any  of  your  guardians  think  or 
speak  of  any  other  guardian  as  a  stranger? 

Certainly  he  would  not;  for  every  one  whom 
they  meet  will  be  regarded  by  them  either  as 
a  brother  or  sister,  or  father  or  mother,  or  son 
or  daughter,  or  as  the  child  of  parent  of  those 
who  are  thus  connected  with  him. 

Capital,  I  said;  but  let  me  ask  you  once  more: 
Shall  they  be  a  family  in  name  only;  or  shall 
they  in  all  their  actions  be  true  to  the  name? 
For  example,  in  the  use  of  the  word  "father," 
would  the  care  of  a  father  be  implied  and  the 
filial  reverence  and  duty  and  obedience  to  him 
which  the  law  commands;  and  is  the  violator 
of  these  duties  to  be  regarded  as  an  impious 
and  unrighteous  person  who  is  not  likely  to 
receive  much  good  either  at  the  hands  of  God 
or  of  man?  Are  these  to  be  or  not  to  be  the 
strains  which  the  children  will  hear  repeated 
in  their  ears  by  all  the  citizens  about  those  who 
are  intimated  to  them  to  be  their  parents  and 
the  rest  of  their  kinsfolk? 

These,  he  said,  and  none  other;  for  what  can 
be  more  ridiculous  than  for  them  to  utter  the 
names  of  family  ties  with  the  lips  only  and  not 
to  act  in  the  spirit  of  them? 

Then  in  our  city  the  language  of  harmony 
and  concord  will  be  more  often  heard  than  in 
any  other.  As  I  was  describing  before,  when 
any  one  is  well  or  ill,  the  universal  word  will 
be  "with  me  it  is  well"  or  "it  is  ill." 

[46 A]  Most  true. 

And  agreeably  to  this  mode  of  thinking  and 
speaking,  were  we  not  saying  that  they  will 


have  their  pleasures  and  pains  in  common? 

Yes,  and  so  they  will. 

And  they  will  have  a  common  interest  in  the 
same  thing  which  they  will  alike  call  "my 
own,"  and  having  this  common  interest  they 
will  have  a  common  feeling  of  pleasure  and 
pain? 

Yes,  far  more  so  than  in  other  States. 

And  the  reason  of  this,  over  and  above  the 
general  constitution  of  the  State,  will  be  that 
the  guardians  will  have  a  community  of  wom 
en  and  children? 

That  will  be  the  chief  reason. 

And  this  unity  of  feeling  we  admitted  to  be 
the  greatest  good,  as  was  implied  in  our  own 
comparison  of  a  well-ordered  State  to  the  rela 
tion  of  the  body  and  the  members,  when  affect 
ed  by  pleasure  or  pain  ? 

That  we  acknowledged,  and  very  rightly. 

Then  the  community  of  wives  and  children 
among  our  citizens  is  clearly  the  source  of  the 
greatest  good  to  the  State? 

Certainly. 

And  this  agrees  with  the  other  principle 
which  we  were  affirming — that  the  guardians 
were  not  to  have  houses  or  lands  or  any  other 
property;  their  pay  was  to  be  their  food,  which 
they  were  to  receive  from  the  other  citizens, 
and  they  were  to  have  no  private  expenses;  for 
we  intended  them  to  preserve  their  true  char 
acter  of  guardians. 

Right,  he  replied. 

Both  the  community  of  property  and  the 
community  of  families,  as  I  am  saying,  tend  to 
make  them  more  truly  guardians;  they  will 
not  tear  the  city  in  pieces  by  differing  about 
"mine"  and  "not  mine";  each  man  dragging 
any  acquisition  which  he  has  made  into  a  sep 
arate  house  of  his  own,  where  he  has  a  separate 
wife  and  children  and  private  pleasures  and 
pains;  but  all  will  be  affected  as  far  as  may  be 
by  the  same  pleasures  and  pains  because  they 
are  all  of  one  opinion  about  what  is  near  and 
dear  to  them,  and  therefore  they  all  tend  to 
wards  a  common  end. 

Certainly,  he  replied. 

And  as  they  have  nothing  but  their  persons 
which  they  can  call  their  own,  suits  and  com 
plaints  will  have  no  existence  among  them; 
they  will  be  delivered  from  all  those  quarrels 
of  which  money  or  children  or  relations  are 
the  occasion. 

O£  course  they  will. 

Neither  will  trials  for  assault  or  insult  ever 
be  likely  to  occur  among  them.  For  that  equals 
should  defend  themselves  against  equals  we 
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shall  maintain  to  be  honourable  and  right; 
[465]  we  shall  make  the  protection  of  the  per 
son  a  matter  of  necessity. 

That  is  good,  he  said. 

Yes;  and  there  is  a  further  good  in  the  law; 
viz.,  that  if  a  man  has  a  quarrel  with  another 
he  will  satisfy  his  resentment  then  and  there, 
and  not  proceed  to  more  dangerous  lengths. 

Certainly. 

To  the  elder  shall  be  assigned  the  duty  of 
ruling  and  chastising  the  younger. 

Clearly. 

Nor  can  there  be  a  doubt  that  the  younger 
will  not  strike  or  do  any  other  violence  to  an 
elder,  unless  the  magistrates  command  him; 
nor  will  he  slight  him  in  any  way.  For  there 
are  two  guardians,  shame  and  fear,  mighty  to 
prevent  him:  shame,  which  makes  men  refrain 
from  laying  hands  on  those  who  are  to  them 
in  the  relation  of  parents;  fear,  that  the  in 
jured  one  will  be  succoured  by  the  others  who 
are  his  brothers,  sons,  fathers. 

That  is  true,  he  replied. 

Then  in  every  way  the  laws  will  help  the 
citizens  to  keep  the  peace  with  one  another? 

Yes,  there  will  be  no  want  of  peace. 

And  as  the  guardians  will  never  quarrel 
among  themselves  there  will  be  no  danger  of 
the  rest  of  the  city  being  divided  either  against 
them  or  against  one  another. 

None  whatever. 

I  hardly  like  even  to  mention  the  little  mean 
nesses  of  which  they  will  be  rid,  for  they  are 
beneath  notice:  such,  for  example,  as  the  flat 
tery  of  the  rich  by  the  poor,  and  all  the  pains 
and  pangs  which  men  experience  in  bringing 
up  a  family,  and  in  finding  money  to  buy  neces 
saries  for  their  household,  borrowing  and  then 
repudiating,  getting  how  they  can,  and  giving 
the  money  into  the  hands  of  women  and  slaves 
to  keep — the  many  evils  of  so  many  kinds  which 
people  suffer  in  this  way  are  mean  enough  and 
obvious  enough,  and  not  worth  speaking  of. 

Yes,  he  said,  a  man  has  no  need  of  eyes  in 
order  to  perceive  that. 

And  from  all  these  evils  they  will  be  de 
livered,  and  their  life  will  be  blessed  as  the  life 
of  Olympic  victors  and  yet  more  blessed. 

How  so? 

The  Olympic  victor,  I  said,  is  deemed  happy 
in  receiving  a  part  only  of  the  blessedness 
which  is  secured  to  our  citizens,  who  have 
won  a  more  glorious  victory  and  have  a  more 
complete  maintenance  at  the  public  cost.  For 
the  victory  which  they  have  won  is  the  salva 
tion  of  the  whole  State;  and  the  crown  with 


which  they  and  their  children  are  crowned  is 
the  fulness  of  all  that  life  needs;  they  receive 
rewards  from  the  hands  of  their  country  while 
living,  and  after  death  have  an  honourable 
burial. 

Yes,  he  said,  and  glorious  rewards  they  are. 

Do  you  remember,  I  said,  how  in  the  course 
of  the  previous  discussion 1  some  one  who  shall 
be  nameless  accused  us  of  making  our  [466] 
guardians  unhappy — they  had  nothing  and 
might  have  possessed  all  things — to  whom  we 
replied  that,  if  an  occasion  offered,  we  might 
perhaps  hereafter  consider  this  question,  but 
that,  as  at  present  advised,  we  would  make 
our  guardians  truly  guardians,  and  that  we 
were  fashioning  the  State  with  a  view  to  the 
greatest  happiness,  not  of  any  particular  class, 
but  of  the  whole? 

Yes,  I  remember. 

And  what  do  you  say,  now  that  the  life  of 
our  protectors  is  made  out  to  be  far  better  and 
nobler  than  that  of  Olympic  victors — is  the  life 
of  shoemakers,  or  any  other  artisans,  or  of 
husbandmen,  to  be  compared  with  it? 

Certainly  not. 

At  the  same  time  I  ought  here  to  repeat  what 
I  have  said  elsewhere,  that  if  any  of  our  guard 
ians  shall  try  to  be  happy  in  such  a  manner  that 
he  will  cease  to  be  a  guardian,  and  is  not  con 
tent  with  this  safe  and  harmonious  life,  which, 
in  our  judgment,  is  of  all  lives  the  best,  but  in 
fatuated  by  some  youthful  conceit  of  happiness 
which  gets  up  into  his  head  shall  seek  to  appro 
priate  the  whole  state  to  himself,  then  he  will 
have  to  learn  how  wisely  Hesiod  spoke,  when 
he  said,  "half  is  more  than  the  whole." 

If  he  were  to  consult  me,  I  should  say  to  him: 
Stay  where  you  are,  when  you  have  the  offer  of 
such  a  life. 

You  agree  then,  I  said,  that  men  and  women 
are  to  have  a  common  way  of  life  such  as  we 
have  described — common  education,  common 
children;  and  they  are  to  watch  over  the  citi 
zens  in  common  whether  abiding  in  the  city 
or  going  out  to  war;  they  are  to  keep  watch 
together,  and  to  hunt  together  like  dogs;  and 
always  and  in  all  things,  as  far  as  they  are  able, 
women  are  to  share  with  the  men?  And  in  so 
doing  they  will  do  what  is  best,  and  will  not 
violate,  but  preserve  the  natural  relation  of  the 
sexes. 

I  agree  with  you,  he  replied. 

The  enquiry,  I  said,  has  yet  to  be  made, 
whether  such  a  community  "will  be  found  pos 
sible — as  among  other  animals,  so  also  among 

1  Sections  iv.  419,  420  ff. 
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men — and  if  possible,  in  what  way  possible? 

You  have  anticipated  the  question  which  I 
was  about  to  suggest. 

There  is  no  difficulty,  I  said,  in  seeing  how 
war  will  be  carried  on  by  them. 

How? 

Why,  of  course  they  will  go  on  expeditions 
together;  and  will  take  with  them  any  of  their 
children  who  are  strong  enough,  that,  after  the 
manner  of  the  artisan's  child,  they  may  look  on 
at  the  work  which  they  will  have  to  do  when 
they  are  grown  up;  [467]  and  besides  looking 
on  they  will  have  to  help  and  be  of  use  in  war, 
and  to  wait  upon  their  fathers  and  mothers. 
Did  you  never  observe  in  the  arts  how  the 
potters'  boys  look  on  and  help,  long  before 
they  touch  the  wheel  ? 

Yes,  I  have. 

And  shall  potters  be  more  careful  in  educat 
ing  their  children  and  in  giving  them  the  op 
portunity  of  seeing  and  practising  their  duties 
than  our  guardians  will  be? 

The  idea  is  ridiculous,  he  said. 

There  is  also  the  effect  on  the  parents,  with 
whom,  as  with  other  animals,  the  presence  of 
their  young  ones  will  be  the  greatest  incentive 
to  valour. 

That  is  quite  true,  Socrates;  and  yet  if  they 
are  defeated,  which  may  often  happen  in  war, 
how  great  the  danger  is !  the  children  will  be 
lost  as  well  as  their  parents,  and  the  State  will 
never  recover. 

True,  I  said;  but  would  you  never  allow 
them  to  run  any  risk  ? 

I  am  far  from  saying  that. 

Well,  but  if  they  are  ever  to  run  a  risk  should 
they  not  do  so  on  some  occasion  when,  if  they 
escape  disaster,  they  will  be  the  better  for  it? 

Clearly. 

Whether  the  future  soldiers  do  or  do  not  see 
war  in  the  days  of  their  youth  is  a  very  impor 
tant  matter,  for  the  sake  of  which  some  risk 
may  fairly  be  incurred. 

Yes,  very  important. 

This  then  must  be  our  first  step — to  make 
our  children  spectators  of  war;  but  we  must 
also  contrive  that  they  shall  be  secured  against 
danger;  then  all  will  be  well. 

True. 

Their  parents  may  be  supposed  not  to  be 
blind  to  the  risks  of  war,  but  to  know,  as  far  as 
human  foresight  can,  what  expeditions  are 
safe  and  what  dangerous? 

That  may  be  assumed. 

And  they  will  take  them  on  the  safe  expedi 
tions  and  be  cautious  about  the  dangerous  ones? 


True. 

And  they  will  place  them  under  the  com 
mand  of  experienced  veterans  who  will  be 
their  leaders  and  teachers? 

Very  properly. 

Still,  the  dangers  of  war  cannot  be  always 
foreseen;  there  is  a  good  deal  of  chance  about 
them? 

True. 

Then  against  such  chances  the  children  must 
be  at  once  furnished  with  wings,  in  order  that 
in  the  hour  of  need  they  may  fly  away  and  es 
cape. 

What  do  you  mean?  he  said. 

I  mean  that  we  must  mount  them  on  horses 
in  their  earliest  youth,  and  when  they  have 
learnt  to  ride,  take  them  on  horseback  to  see 
war:  the  horses  must  not  be  spirited  and  war 
like,  but  the  most  tractable  and  yet  the  swiftest 
that  can  be  had.  In  this  way  they  will  get  an 
excellent  view  of  what  is  hereafter  to  be  their 
own  [468]  business;  and  if  there  is  danger 
they  have  only  to  follow  their  elder  leaders  and 
escape. 

I  believe  that  you  are  right,  he  said. 

Next,  as  to  war;  what  are  to  be  the  relations 
of  your  soldiers  to  one  another  and  to  their 
enemies?  I  should  be  inclined  to  propose  that 
the  soldier  who  leaves  his  rank  or  throws  away 
his  arms,  or  is  guilty  of  any  other  act  of  coward 
ice,  should  be  degraded  into  the  rank  of  a  hus 
bandman  or  artisan.  What  do  you  think? 

By  all  means,  I  should  say. 

And  he  who  allows  himself  to  be  taken  pris 
oner  may  as  well  be  made  a  present  of  to  his 
enemies;  he  is  their  lawful  prey,  and  let  them 
do  what  they  like  with  him. 

Certainly. 

But  the  hero  who  has  distinguished  himself, 
what  shall  be  done  to  him?  In  the  first  place, 
he  shall  receive  honour  in  the  army  from  his 
youthful  comrades;  every  one  of  them  in  suc 
cession  shall  crown  him.  What  do  you  say? 

I  approve. 

And  what  do  you  say  to  his  receiving  the 
right  hand  of  fellowship? 

To  that  too,  I  agree. 

But  you  will  hardly  agree  to  my  next  pro 
posal. 

What  is  your  proposal? 

That  he  should  kiss  and  be  kissed  by  them. 

Most  certainly,  and  I  should  be  disposed  to 
go  further,  and  say:  Let  no  one  whom  he  has 
a  mind  to  kiss  refuse  to  be  kissed  by  him  while 
the  expedition  lasts.  So  that  if  there  be  a  lover 
in  the  army,  whether  his  love  be  youth  or 
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maiden,  he  may  be  more  eager  to  win  the  prize 
of  valour. 

Capital,  I  said.  That  the  brave  man  is  to 
have  more  wives  than  others  has  been  already 
determined:  and  he  is  to  have  first  choices  in 
such  matters  more  than  others,  in  order  that 
he  may  have  as  many  children  as  possible? 

Agreed. 

Again,  there  is  another  manner  in  which,  ac 
cording  to  Homer,  brave  youths  should  be 
honoured;  for  he  tells  how  Ajax,1  after  he  had 
distinguished  himself  in  battle,  was  rewarded 
with  long  chines,  which  seems  to  be  a  compli 
ment  appropriate  to  a  hero  in  the  flower  of  his 
age,  being  not  only  a  tribute  of  honour  but  also 
a  very  strengthening  thing. 

Most  true,  he  said. 

Then  in  this,  I  said,  Homer  shall  be  our 
teacher;  and  we  too,  at  sacrifices  and  on  the 
like  occasions,  will  honour  the  brave  according 
to  the  measure  of  their  valour,  whether  men  or 
women,  with  hymns  and  those  other  distinc 
tions  which  we  were  mentioning;  also  with 

seats  of  precedence,  and  meats  and  full  cups;  2 

and  in  honouring  them,  we  shall  be  at  the 
same  time  training  them. 

That,  he  replied,  is  excellent. 

Yes,  I  said;  and  when  a  man  dies  gloriously 
in  war  shall  we  not  say,  in  the  first  place,  that 
he  is  of  the  golden  race? 

To  be  sure. 

Nay,  have  we  not  the  authority  of  Hesiod  for 
affirming  that  when  they  are  dead 

[469]  They  are  holy  angels  upon  the  earth,  au 
thors  of  good,  averters  of  evil,  the  guardians  of 
speech-gifted  men? 

Yes;  and  we  accept  his  authority. 

We  must  learn  of  the  god  how  we  are  to 
order  the  sepulture  of  divine  and  heroic  per 
sonages,  and  what  is  to  be  their  special  distinc 
tion;  and  we  must  do  as  he  bids? 

By  all  means. 

And  in  ages  to  come  we  will  reverence  them 
and  kneel  before  their  sepulchres  as  at  the 
graves  of  heroes.  And  not  only  they  but  any 
who  are  deemed  pre-eminently  good,  whether 
they  die  from  age,  or  in  any  other  way,  shall 
be  admitted  to  the  same  honours. 

That  is  very  right,  he  said. 

Next,  how  shall  our  soldiers  treat  their  ene 
mies?  What  abput  this? 

In  what  respect  do  you  mean? 

1  Iliad,  vii.  321. 

2  Iliad,  viii.  162. 


First  of  all,  in  regard  to  slavery?  Do  you 
think  it  right  that  Hellenes  should  enslave 
Hellenic  States,  or  allow  others  to  enslave  them, 
if  they  can  help?  Should  not  their  custom  be 
to  spare  them,  considering  the  danger  which 
there  is  that  the  whole  race  may  one  day  fall 
under  the  yoke  of  the  barbarians? 

To  spare  them  is  infinitely  better. 

Then  no  Hellene  should  be  owned  by  them 
as  a  slave;  that  is  a  rule  which  they  will  observe 
and  advise  the  other  Hellenes  to  observe. 

Certainly,  he  said;  they  will  in  this  way  be 
united  against  the  barbarians  and  will  keep 
their  hands  off  one  another. 

Next  as  to  the  slain;  ought  the  conquerors,  I 
said,  to  take  anything  but  their  armour?  Does 
not  the  practice  of  despoiling  an  enemy  afford 
an  excuse  for  not  facing  the  battle?  Cowards 
skulk  about  the  dead,  pretending  that  they  are 
fulfilling  a  duty,  and  many  an  army  before 
now  has  been  lost  from  this  love  of  plunder. 

Very  true. 

And  is  there  not  illiberality  and  avarice  in 
robbing  a  corpse,  and  also  a  degree  of  meanness 
and  womanishness  in  making  an  enemy  of 
the  dead  body  when  the  real  enemy  has  flown 
away  and  left  only  his  fighting  gear  behind 
him — is  not  this  rather  like  a  dog  who  cannot 
get  at  his  assailant,  quarrelling  with  the  stones 
which  strike  him  instead? 

Very  like  a  dog,  he  said. 

Then  we  must  abstain  from  spoiling  the 
dead  or  hindering  their  burial? 

Yes,  he  replied,  we  most  certainly  must. 

Neither  shall  we  offer  up  arms  at  the  tem 
ples  of  the  gods,  least  of  all  the  arms  of  Hellenes, 
[470]  if  we  care  to  maintain  good  feeling  with 
other  Hellenes;  and,  indeed,  we  have  reason  to 
fear  that  the  offering  of  spoils  taken  from  kins 
men  may  be  a  pollution  unless  commanded  by 
the  god  himself? 

Very  true. 

Again,  as  to  the  devastation  of  Hellenic  terri 
tory  or  the  burning  of  houses,  what  is  to  be  the 
practice? 

May  I  have  the  pleasure,  he  said,  of  hearing 
your  opinion? 

Both  should  be  forbidden,  in  my  judgment; 
I  would  take  the  annual  produce  and  no  more. 
Shall  I  tell  you  why? 

Pray  do. 

Why,  you  see,  there  is  a  difference  in  the 
names  "discord"  and  "war,"  and  I  imagine 
that  there  is  also  a  difference  in  their  natures; 
the  one  is  expressive  of  what  is  internal  and 
domestic,  the  other  of  what  is  external  and 
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foreign;  and  the  first  of  the  two  is  termed  dis 
cord,  and  only  the  second,  war. 

That  is  a  very  proper  distinction,  he  replied. 

And  may  I  not  observe  with  equal  propriety 
that  the  Hellenic  race  is  all  united  together  by 
ties  of  blood  and  friendship,  and  alien  and 
strange  to  the  barbarians? 

Very  good,  he  said. 

And  therefore  when  Hellenes  fight  with  bar 
barians  and  barbarians  with  Hellenes,  they  will 
be  described  by  us  as  being  at  war  when  they 
fight,  and  by  nature  enemies,  and  this  kind  of 
antagonism  should  be  called  war;  but  when 
Hellenes  fight  with  one  another  we  shall  say 
that  Hellas  is  then  in  a  state  of  disorder  and 
discord,  they  being  by  nature  friends;  and  such 
enmity  is  to  be  called  discord. 

I  agree. 

Consider  then,  I  said,  when  that  which  we 
have  acknowledged  to  be  discord  occurs,  and 
a  city  is  divided,  if  both  parties  destroy  the  lands 
and  burn  the  houses  of  one  another,  how 
wicked  does  the  strife  appear!  No  true  lover  of 
his  country  would  bring  himself  to  tear  in 
pieces  his  own  nurse  and  mother:  There  might 
be  reason  in  the  conqueror  depriving  the  con 
quered  of  their  harvest,  but  still  they  would 
have  the  idea  of  peace  in  their  hearts  and 
would  not  mean  to  go  on  fighting  for  ever. 

Yes,  he  said,  that  is  a  better  temper  than  the 
other. 

And  will  not  the  city,  which  you  are  found 
ing,  be  an  Hellenic  city? 

It  ought  to  be,  he  replied. 

Then  will  not  the  citizens  be  good  and  civ- 
aised? 

Yes,  very  civilised. 

And  will  they  not  be  lovers  of  Hellas,  and 
think  of  Hellas  as  their  own  land,  and  share 
in  the  common  temples? 

Most  certainly. 

And  any  difference  which  arises  among  them 
will  be  regarded  by  them  as  discord  only — a 
quarrel  among  friends,  [qji]  which  is  not  to 
be  called  a  war? 

Certainly  not. 

Then  they  will  quarrel  as  those  who  intend 
some  day  to  be  reconciled? 

Certainly. 

They  will  use  friendly  correction,  but  will 
not  enslave  or  destroy  their  opponents;  they 
will  be  correctors,  not  enemies? 

Just  so. 

And  as  they  are  Hellenes  themselves  they 
Will  not  devastate  Hellas,  nor  will  they  burn 
houses,  nor  even  suppose  that  the  whole  popu 


lation  of  a  city — men,  women,  and  children — 
are  equally  their  enemies,  for  they  know  that 
the  guilt  of  war  is  always  confined  to  a  few 
persons  and  that  the  many  are  their  friends. 
And  for  all  these  reasons  they  will  be  unwilling 
to  waste  their  lands  and  rase  their  houses;  their 
enmity  to  them  will  only  last  until  the  many 
innocent  sufferers  have  compelled  the  guilty 
few  to  give  satisfaction? 

I  agree,  he  said,  that  our  citizens  should  thus 
deal  with  their  Hellenic  enemies;  and  with 
barbarians  as  the  Hellenes  now  deal  with  one 
another. 

Then  let  us  enact  this  law  also  for  our  guard 
ians: — that  they  are  neither  to  devastate  the 
lands  of  Hellenes  nor  to  burn  their  houses. 

Agreed;  and  we  may  agree  also  in  thinking 
that  these,  like  all  our  previous  enactments, 
are  very  good. 

But  still  I  must  say,  Socrates,  that  if  you  are 
allowed  to  go  on  in  this  way  you  will  entirely 
forget  the  other  question  which  at  the  com 
mencement  of  this  discussion  you  thrust  aside: 
— Is  such  an  order  of  things  possible,  and  how, 
if  at  all  ?  For  I  am  quite  ready  to  acknowledge 
that  the  plan  which  you  propose,  if  only  feasi 
ble,  would  do  all  sorts  of  good  to  the  State.  I 
will  add,  what  you  have  omitted,  that  your  citi 
zens  will  be  the  bravest  of  warriors,  and  will 
never  leave  their  ranks,  for  they  will  all  know 
one  another,  and  each  will  call  the  other  father, 
brother,  son;  and  if  you  suppose  the  women  to 
join  their  armies,  whether  in  the  same  rank  or 
in  the  rear,  either  as  a  terror  to  the  enemy,  or  as 
auxiliaries  in  case  of  need,  I  know  that  they  will 
then  be  absolutely  invincible;  and  there  are 
many  domestic  advantages  which  might  also 
be  mentioned  and  which  I  also  fully  acknowl 
edge:  but,  as  I  admit  all  these  advantages  and 
as  many  more  as  you  please,  if  only  this  State 
of  yours  were  to  come  into  existence,  we  need 
say  no  more  about  them;  assuming  then  the  ex 
istence  of  the  State,  let  us  now  turn  to  the  ques 
tion  of  possibility  and  ways  and  means — the 
rest  may  be  left. 

[472]  If  I  loiter  for  a  moment,  you  instantly 
make  a  raid  upon  me,  I  said,  and  have  no 
mercy;  I  have  hardly  escaped  the  first  and 
second,  waves,  and  you  seem  not  to  be  aware 
that  you  are  now  bringing  upon  me  the  third, 
which  is  the  greatest  and  heaviest.  When  you 
have  seen  and  heard  the  third  wave,  I  think 
you  will  be  more  considerate  and  will  acknowl 
edge  that  some  fear  and  hesitation  was  natural 
respecting  a  proposal  so  extraordinary  as  that 
which  I  have  now  to  state  and  investigate. 
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The  more  appeals  of  this  sort  which  you 
make,  he  said,  the  more  determined  are  we 
that  you  shall  tell  us  how  such  a  State  Is  pos 
sible:  speak  out  and  at  once. 

Let  me  begin  by  reminding  you  that  we 
found  our  way  hither  in  the  search  after  justice 
and  injustice. 

True,  he  replied;  but  what  of  that? 

I  was  only  going  to  ask  whether,  if  we  have 
discovered  them,  we  are  to  require  that  the  just 
man  should  in  nothing  fail  of  absolute  justice; 
or  may  we  be  satisfied  with  an  approximation, 
and  the  attainment  in  him  of  a  higher  degree 
of  justice  than  is  to  be  found  in  other  men? 

The  approximation  will  be  enough. 

We  are  enquiring  into  the  nature  of  absolute 
justice  and  into  the  character  of  the  perfectly 
just,  and  into  injustice  and  the  perfectly  unjust, 
that  we  might  have  an  ideal.  We  were  to  look 
at  these  in  order  that  we  might  judge  of  our 
own  happiness  and  unhappiness  according  to 
the  standard  which  they  exhibited  and  the  de 
gree  in  which  we  resembled  them,  but  not 
with  any  view  of  showing  that  they  could 
exist  in  fact. 

True,  he  said. 

Would  a  painter  be  any  the  worse  because, 
after  having  delineated  with  consummate  art 
an  ideal  of  a  perfectly  beautiful  man,  he  was  un 
able  to  show  that  any  such  man  could  ever 
have  existed? 

He  would  be  none  the  worse. 

Well,  and  were  we  not  creating  an  ideal  of 
a  perfect  State? 

To  be  sure. 

And  is  our  theory  a  worse  theory  because  we 
are  unable  to  prove  the  possibility  of  a  city  be 
ing  ordered  in  the  manner  described? 

Surely  not,  he  replied. 

That  is  the  truth,  I  said.  But  if,  at  your  re 
quest,  I  am  to  try  and  show  how  and  under 
what  conditions  the  possibility  is  highest,  I 
must  ask  you,  having  this  in  view,  to  repeat 
your  former  admissions. 

What  admissions? 

[473]  I  want  to  know  whether  ideals  are 
ever  fully  realized  in  language?  Does  not  the 
word  express  more  than  the  fact,  and  must  not 
the  actual,  whatever  a  man  may  think,  always, 
in  the  nature  of  things,  fall  short  of  the  truth? 
What  do  you  say? 

I  agree. 

Then  you  must  not  insist  on  my  proving  that 
the  actual  State  will  in  every  respect  coincide 
with  the  ideal:  if  we  are  only  able  to  discover 
how  a  city  may  be  governed  nearly  as  we  pro 


posed,  you  will  admit  that  we  have  discovered 
the  possibility  which  you  demand;  and  will 
be  contented.  I  am  sure  that  I  should  be  con 
tented — will  not  you? 

Yes,  I  will. 

Let  me  next  endeavour  to  show  what  is  that 
fault  in  States  which  is  the  cause  of  their  pres 
ent  maladministration,  and  what  is  the  least 
change  which  will  enable  a  State  to  pass  into  the 
truer  form;  and  let  the  change,  if  possible,  be 
of  one  thing  only,  or,  if  not,  of  two;  at  any  rate, 
let  the  changes  be  as  few  and  slight  as  possible. 

Certainly,  he  replied. 

I  think,  I  said,  that  there  might  be  a  reform 
of  the  State  if  only  one  change  were  made, 
which  is  not  a  slight  or  easy  though  still  a  pos 
sible  one. 

What  is  it?  he  said. 

Now  then,  I  said,  I  go  to  meet  that  which  I 
liken  to  the  greatest  of  the  waves;  yet  shall  the 
word  be  spoken,  even  though  the  wave  break 
and  drown  me  in  laughter  and  dishonour;  and 
do  you  mark  my  words. 

Proceed. 

I  said:  Until  philosophers  are  \ings,  or  the 
%ings  and  princes  of  Ms  world  have  the  spirit 
and  power  of  philosophy,  and  political  great- 
ness  and  wisdom  meet  in  one,  and  those  com 
moner  natures  who  pursue  either  to  the  exclu 
sion  of  the  other  are  compelled  to  stand  aside, 
cities  will  never  have  rest  from  their  evils — not 
nor  the  human  race,  as  I  believe — and  then 
only  will  this  our  State  have  a  possibility  of  life 
and  behold  the  light  of  day.  Such  was  the 
thought,  my  dear  Glaucon,  which  I  would  fain 
have  uttered  if  it  had  not  seemed  too  extrava 
gant;  for  to  be  convinced  that  in  no  other  State 
can  there  be  happiness  private  or  public  is  in 
deed  a  hard  thing. 

Socrates,  what  do  you  mean?  I  would  have 
you  consider  that  the  word  which  you -have 
uttered  is  one  at  which  numerous  persons, 
and  very  respectable  persons  too,  [474]  in  a 
figure  pulling  off  their  coats  all  in  a  moment, 
and  seizing  any  weapon  that  comes  to  hand, 
will  run  at  you  might  and  main,  before  you 
know  where  you  are,  intending  to  do  heaven 
knows  what;  and  if  yob  don't  prepare  an  an 
swer,  and  put  yourself  in  motion,  you  will  be 
"pared  by  their  fine  wits,"  and  no  mistake. 

You  got  me  into  the  scrape,  I  said. 

And  I  was  quite  right;  however,  I  will  do  all 
I  can  to  get  you  out  of  it;  but  I  can  only  give 
you  good-will  and  good  advice,  and,  perhaps, 
I  may  be  able  to  fit  answers  to  your  questions 
better  than  another — that  is  all.  And  now,  hav- 
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ing  such  an  auxiliary,  you  must  do  your  best 
to  show  the  unbelievers  that  you  are  right. 

I  ought  to  try,  I  said,  since  you  offer  me  such 
invaluable  assistance.  And  I  think  that,  if  there 
is  to  be  a  chance  of  our  escaping,  we  must  ex 
plain  to  them  whom  we  mean  when  we  say 
that  philosophers  are  to  rule  in  the  State;  then 
we  shall  be  able  to  defend  ourselves:  There 
will  be  discovered  to  be  some  natures  who 
ought  to  study  philosophy  and  to  be  leaders  in 
the  State;  and  others  who  are  not  born  to  be 
philosophers,  and  are  meant  to  be  followers 
rather  than  leaders. 

Then  now  for  a  definition,  he  said. 

Follow  me,  I  said,  and  I  hope  that  I  may  in 
some  way  or  other  be  able  to  give  you  a  satis 
factory  explanation. 

Proceed. 

I  dare  say  that  you  remember,  and  there 
fore  I  need  not  remind  you,  that  a  lover,  if  he 
is  worthy  of  the  name,  ought  to-  show  his  love, 
not  to  some  one  part  of  that  which  he  loves,  but 
to  the  whole. 

I  really  do  not  understand,  and  therefore 
beg  of  you  to  assist  my  memory. 

Another  person,  I  said,  might  fairly  reply 
as  you  do;  but  a  man  of  pleasure  like  yourself 
ought  to  know  that  all  who  are  in  the  flower 
of  youth  do  somehow  or  other  raise  a  pang  or 
emotion  in  a  lover's  breast,  and  are  thought  by 
him  to  be  worthy  of  his  affectionate  regards. 
Is  not  this  a  way  which  you  have  with  the  fair: 
one  has  a  snub  nose,  and  you  praise  his  charm 
ing  face;  the  hook-nose  of  another  has,  you 
say,  a  royal  look;  while  he  who  is  neither  snub 
nor  hooked  has  the  grace  of  regularity:  the  dark 
visage  is  manly,  the  fair  are  children  of  the 
gods;  and  as  to  the  sweet  "honey  pale,"  as  they 
are  called,  what  is  the  very  name  but  the  in 
vention  of  a  lover  who  talks  in  diminutives, 
and  is  not  adverse  to  paleness  if  appearing  on 
the  cheek  of  youth?  [475]  In  a  word,  there  is 
no  excuse  which  you  will  not  make,  and  noth 
ing  which  you  will  not  say,  in  order  not  to 
lose  a  single  flower  that  blooms  in  the  spring 
time  of  youth. 

If  you  make  me  an  authority  in  matters  of 
love,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  I  assent. 

And  what  do  you  say  of  lovers  of  wine?  Do 
you  not  see  them  doing  the  same?  They  are 
glad  of  any  pretext  of  drinking  any  wine. 

Very  good. 

And  the  same  is  true  of  ambitious  men;  if 
they  cannot  command  an  army,  they  are  will 
ing  to  command  a  file;  and  if  they  cannot  be 
honoured  by  really  great  and  important  per 


sons,  they  are  glad  to  be  honoured  by  lesser  and 
meaner  people — but  honour  of  some  kind  they 
must  have. 

Exactly. 

Once  more  let  me  ask:  Does  he  who  desires 
any  class  of  goods,  desire  the  whole  class  or  a 
part  only? 

The  whole. 

And  may  we  not  say  of  the  philosopher  that 
he  is  a  lover,  not  of  a  part  of  wisdom  only,  but 
of  the  whole? 

Yes,  of  the  whole. 

And  he  who  dislikes  learning,  especially  in 
youth,  when  he  has  no  power  of  judging  what 
is  good  and  what  is  not,  such  an  one  we  main 
tain  not  to  be  a  philosopher  or  a  lover  of  knowl 
edge,  just  as  he  who  refuses  his  food  is  not 
hungry,  and  may  be  said  to  have  a  bad  appetite 
and  not  a  good  one? 

Very  true,  he  said. 

Whereas  he  who  has  a  taste  for  every  sort 
of  knowledge  and  who  is  curious  to  learn  and 
is  never  satisfied,  may  be  justly  termed  a  phi 
losopher?  Am  I  not  right? 

Glaucon  said:  If  curiosity  makes  a  philoso 
pher,  you  will  find  many  a  strange  being  will 
have  a  tide  to  the  name.  Ail  the  lovers  of  sights 
have  a  delight  in  learning,  and  must  therefore 
be  included.  Musical  amateurs,  too,  are  a  folk 
strangely  out  of  place  among  philosophers,  for 
they  are  the  last  persons  in  the  world  who 
would  come  to  anything  like  a  philosophical 
discussion,  if  they  could  help,  while  they  run 
about  at  the  Dionysiac  festivals  as  if  they  had 
let  out  their  ears  to  hear  every  chorus;  whether 
the  performance  is  in  town  or  country — that 
makes  no  difference — they  are  there.  Now  are 
we  to  maintain  that  all  these  and  any  who  have 
similar  tastes,  as  well  as  the  professors  of  quite 
minor  arts,  are  philosophers? 

Certainly  not,  I  replied;  they  are  only  an 
imitation. 

He  said :  Who  then  are  the  true  philosophers  ? 

Those,  I  said,  who  are  lovers  of  the  vision  of 
truth. 

That  is  also  good,  he  said;  but  I  should  like 
to  know  what  you  mean? 

To  another,  I  replied,  I  might  have  a  diffi 
culty  in  explaining;  but  I  am  sure  that  you  will 
admit  a  proposition  which  I  am  about  to  make. 

What  is  the  proposition? 

That  since  beauty  is  the  opposite  of  ugliness, 
they  are  two? 

Certainly. 

[476]  And  inasmuch  as  they  are  two,  each 
of  them  is  one?  f 
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True  again. 

And  of  just  and  unjust,  good  and  evil,  and  of 
every  other  class,  the  same  remark  holds:  taken 
singly,  each  of  them  is  one;  but  from  the  vari 
ous  combinations  of  them  with  actions  and 
things  and  with  one  another,  they  are  seen  in 
all  sorts  of  lights  and  appear  many? 

Very  true. 

And  this  is  the  distinction  which  I  draw  be 
tween  the  sight-loving,  art-loving,  practical 
class  and  those  of  whom  I  am  speaking,  and 
who  are  alone  worthy  of  the  name  of  philoso 
phers. 

How  do  you  distinguish  them?  he  said. 

The  lovers  of  sounds  and  sights,  I  replied, 
are,  as  I  conceive,  fond  of  fine  tones  and  col 
ours  and  forms  and  all  the  artificial  products 
that  are  made  out  of  them,  but  their  rnind  is 
incapable  of  seeing  or  loving  absolute  beauty. 

True,  he  replied. 

Few  are  they  who  are  able  to  attain  to  the 
sight  of  this. 

Very  true. 

And  he  who,  having  a  sense  of  beautiful 
things  has  no  sense  of  absolute  beauty,  or  who, 
if  another  lead  him  to  a  knowledge  of  that 
beauty  is  unable  to  follow — of  such  an  one  I 
ask,  Is  he  awake  or  in  a  dream  only?  Reflect: 
is  not  the  dreamer,  sleeping  or  waking,  one 
who  likens  dissimilar  things,  who  puts  the  copy 
in  the  place  of  the  real  object? 

I  should  certainly  say  that  such  an  one  was 
dreaming. 

But  take  the  case  of  the  other,  who  recognises 
the  existence  of  absolute  beauty  and  is  able  to 
distinguish  the  idea  from  the  objects  which 
participate  in  the  idea,  neither  putting  the  ob 
jects  in  the  place  of  the  idea  nor  the  idea  in  the 
place  of  the  objects — is  he  a  dreamer,  or  is  he 
awake? 

He  is  wide  awake. 

And  may  we  not  say  that  the  mind  of  the 
one  who  knows  has  knowledge,  and  that  the 
mind  of  the  other,  who  opines  only,  has  opin 
ion? 

Certainly. 

But  suppose  that  the  latter  should  quarrel 
with  us  and  dispute  our  statement,  can  we  ad 
minister  any  soothing  cordial  or  advice  to  him, 
without  revealing  to  him  that  there  is  sad  dis 
order  in  his  wits? 

We  must  certainly  offer  him  some  good  ad 
vice,  he  replied. 

Come,  then,  and  let  us  think  «of  something 
to  say  to  him.  Shall  we  begin  by  assuring  him 
that  he  is  welcome  to  any  knowledge  which  he 


may  have,  and  that  we  are  rejoiced  at  his  hav 
ing  it?  But  we  should  like  to  ask  him  a  ques 
tion:  Does  he  who  has  knowledge  know  some 
thing  or  nothing?  (You  must  answer  for  him.) 

I  answer  that  he  knows  something. 

Something  that  is  or  is  not? 

Something  that  is;  for  how  can  that  which 
is  not  ever  be  known? 

[qjj]  And  are  we  assured,  after  looking  at 
the  matter  from  many  points  of  view,  that 
absolute  being  is  or  may  be  absolutely  known, 
but  that  the  utterly  non-existent  is  utterly  un 
known? 

Nothing  can  be  more  certain. 

Good.  But  if  there  be  anything  which  is  of 
such  a  nature  as  to  be  and  not  to  be,  that  will 
have  a  place  intermediate  between  pure  being 
and  the  absolute  negation  of  being? 

Yes,  between  them. 

And,  as  knowledge  corresponded  to  being 
and  ignorance  of  necessity  to  not-being,  for  that 
intermediate  between  being  and  not-being  there 
has  to  be  discovered  a  corresponding  inter 
mediate  between  ignorance  and  knowledge,  if 
there  be  such? 

Certainly. 

Do  we  admit  the  existence  of  opinion? 

Undoubtedly. 

As  being  the  same  with  knowledge,  or  an 
other  faculty? 

Another  faculty. 

Then  opinion  and  knowledge  have  to  do 
with  different  kinds  of  matter  corresponding 
to  this  difference  of  faculties? 

Yes. 

And  knowledge  is  relative  to  being  and 
knows  being.  But  before  I  proceed  further  I 
will  make  a  division. 

What  division? 

I  will  begin  by  placing  faculties  in  a  class  by 
themselves:  they  are  powers  in  us,  and  in  all 
other  things,  by  which  we  do  as  we  do.  Sight 
and  hearing,  for  example,  I  should  call  facul 
ties.  Have  I  clearly  explained  the  class  which 
I  mean? 

Yes,  I  quite  understand. 

Then  let  me  tell  you  my  view  about  them.  I 
do  not  see  them,  and  therefore  the  distinctions 
of  figure,  colour,  and  the  like,  which  enable  me 
to  discern  the  differences  of  some  things,  do 
not  apply  to  them.  In  speaking  of  a  faculty  I 
think  only  of  its  sphere  and  its  result;  and  that 
which  has  the  same  sphere  and  the  same  result 
I  call  the  same  faculty,  but  that  which  has  an 
other  sphere  and  another  result  I  call  different. 
Would  that  be  your  way  of  speaking? 
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Yes. 


And  will  you  be  so  very  good  as  to  answer 
one  more  question?  Would  you  say  that  knowl 
edge  is  a  faculty,  or  in  what  class  would  you 
place  it? 

Certainly  knowledge  is  a  faculty,  and  the 
mightiest  of  all  faculties. 

And  is  opinion  also  a  faculty? 

Certainly,  he  said;  for  opinion  is  that  with 
which  we  are  able  to  form  an  opinion. 

And  yet  you  were  acknowledging  a  litde 
while  ago  that  knowledge  is  not  the  same  as 
opinion  ? 

[478]  Why,  yes,  he  said:  how  can  any  rea 
sonable  being  ever  identify  that  which  is  infal 
lible  with  that  which  errs? 

An  excellent  answer,  proving,  I  said,  that  we 
are  quite  conscious  of  a  distinction  between 
them. 

Yes. 

Then  knowledge  and  opinion  having  dis 
tinct  powers  have  also  distinct  spheres  or  sub 
ject-matters? 

That  is  certain. 

Being  is  the  sphere  or  subject-matter  of 
knowledge,  and  knowledge  is  to  know  the  na 
ture  of  being? 

Yes. 

And  opinion  is  to  have  an  opinion? 

Yes. 

And  do  we  know  what  we  opine?  or  is  the 
subject-matter  of  opinion  the  same  as  the  sub 
ject-matter  of  knowledge? 

Nay,  he  replied,  that  has  been  already  dis- 
proven;  if  difference  in  faculty  implies  differ 
ence  in  the  sphere  or  subject-matter,  and  if,  as 
we  were  saying,  opinion  and  knowledge  are 
distinct  faculties,  then  the  sphere  of  knowledge 
and  of  opinion  cannot  be  the  same. 

Then  if  being  is  the  subject-matter  of  knowl 
edge,  something  else  must  be  the  subject- 
matter  of  opinion? 

Yes,  something  else. 

-Well  then,  is  not-being  the  subject-matter  of 
opinion?  or,  rather,  how  can  there  be  an  opin 
ion  at  all  about  not-being?  Reflect:  when  a  man 
has  an  opinion,  has  he  not  an  opinion  about 
something?  Can  he  have  an  opinion  which  is 
an  opinion  about  nothing? 

'Impossible. 

He  who  has  an  opinion  has  an  opinion  about 
some  one  thing? 

Yes. 

And  not-being  is  not  one  thing  but,  properly 
speaking,  nothing? 

True. 


Of  not-being,  ignorance  was  assumed  to  be 
the  necessary  correlative;  of  being, knowledge? 

True,  he  said. 

Then  opinion  is  not  concerned  either  with 
being  or  with  not-being? 

Not  with  either. 

And  can  therefore  neither  be  ignorance  nor 
knowledge? 

That  seems  to  be  true. 

But  is  opinion  to  be  sought  without  and  be 
yond  either  of  them,  in  a  greater  clearness  than 
knowledge,  or  in  a  greater  darkness  than  igno 
rance? 

In  neither. 

Then  I  suppose  that  opinion  appears  to  you 
to  be  darker  than  knowledge,  but  lighter  than 
ignorance? 

Both;  and  in  no  small  degree. 

And  also  to  be  within  and  between  them? 

Yes. 

Then  you  would  infer  that  opinion  is  inter 
mediate? 

No  question. 

But  were  we  not  saying  before,  that  if  any 
thing  appeared  to  be  of  a  sort  which  is  and  is 
not  at  the  same  time,  that  sort  of  thing  would 
appear  also  to  lie  in  the  interval  between  pure 
being  and  absolute  not-being;  and  that  the  cor 
responding  faculty  is  neither  knowledge  nor 
ignorance,  but  will  be  found  in  the  interval 
between  them? 

True. 

And  in  that  interval  there  has  now  been  dis 
covered  something  which  we  call  opinion? 

There  has. 

Then  what  remains  to  be  discovered  is  the 
object  which  partakes  equally  of  the  nature  of 
being  and  not-being,  and  "cannot  rightly  be 
termed  either,  pure  and  simple;  this  unknown 
term,  when  discovered,  we  may  truly  call  the 
subject  of  opinion,  and  assign  each  to  their 
proper  faculty — the  extremes  to  the  faculties 
of  the  extremes  and  the  mean  to  the  faculty 
of  the  mean. 

True. 

[4^9]  This  being  premised,  I  would  ask  the 
gentleman  who  is  of  opinion  that  there  is  no 
absolute  or  unchangeable  idea  of  beauty — in 
whose  opinion  the  beautiful  is  the  manifold 
— he,  I  say,  your  lover  of  beautiful  sights,  who 
cannot  bear  to  be  told  that  the  beautiful  is  one, 
and  the  just  is  one,  or  that  anything  is  one — to 
him  I  would  appeal,  saying,  Will  you  be  so 
very  kind,  sir,  as  to  tell  us  whether,  of  all  these 
beautiful  things,  there  is  one  which  wEl  not  be 
found  ugly;  or  of  the  just,  which  will  not- be 
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found  unjust;  or  of  the  holy,  which  will  not 
also  be  unholy? 

No,  he  replied;  the  beautiful  will  in  some 
point  of  view  be  found  ugly;  and  the  same  is 
true  of  the  rest. 

And  may  not  the  many  which  are  doubles  be 
also  halves? — doubles,  that  is,  of  one  thing, 
and  halves  of  another? 

Quite  true. 

And  things  great  and  small,  heavy  and  light, 
as  they  are  termed,  will  not  be  denoted  by  these 
any  more  than  by  the  opposite  names? 

True;  both  these  and  the  opposite  names  will 
always  attach  to  all  of  them. 

And  can  any  one  of  those  many  things  which 
are  called  by  particular  names  be  said  to  be  this 
rather  than  not  to  be  this  ? 

He  replied:  They  are  like  the  punning  rid  dies 
which  are  asked  at  feasts  or  the  children's 
puzzle  about  the  eunuch  aiming  at  the  bat, 
with  what  he  hit  him,  as  they  say  in  the  puzzle, 
and  upon  what  the  bat  was  sitting.  The  indi 
vidual  objects  of  which  I  am  speaking  are  also 
a  riddle,  and  have  a  double  sense:  nor  can  you 
fix  them  in  your  mind,  either  as  being  or  not- 
being,  or  both,  or  neither. 

Then  what  will  you  do  with  them?  I  said. 
Can  they  have  a  better  place  than  between  be 
ing  and  not-being?  For  they  are  clearly  not  in 
greater  darkness  or  negation  than  not-being,  or 
more  full  of  light  and  existence  than  being. 

That  is  quite  true,  he  said. 

Thus  then  we  seem  to  have  discovered  that 
the  many  ideas  which  the  multitude  entertain 
about  the  beautiful  and  about  all  other  things 
are  tossing  about  in  some  region  which  is  half 
way  between  pure  being  and  pure  not-being? 

We  have. 

Yes;  and  we  had  before  agreed  that  anything 
of  this  kind  which  we  might  find  was  to  be  de 
scribed  as  matter  of  opinion,  and  not  as  matter 
of  knowledge;  being  the  intermediate  flux 
which  is  caught  and  detained  by  the  interme 
diate  faculty. 

Quite  true. 

Then  those  who  see  the  many  beautiful,  and 
who  yet  neither  see  absolute  beauty,  nor  can 
follow  any  guide  who  points  the  way  thither; 
who  see  the  many  just,  and  not  absolute  justice, 
and  the  like — such  persons  may  be  said  to  have 
opinion  but  not  knowledge? 

That  is  certain. 

But  those  who  see  the  absolute  and  eternal 
and  immutable  may  be  said  to  know,  and  not 
to  have  opiniori  only? 

Neither  can  that  be  denied. 


The  one  love  and  embrace  the  subjects  of 
knowledge,  the  other  those  of  opinion?  The 
latter  are  the  same,  as  I  dare  say  you  will  re 
member,  [480]  who  listened  to  sweet  sounds 
and  gazed  upon  fair  colours,  but  would  not 
tolerate  the  existence  of  absolute  beauty. 

Yes,  I  remember. 

Shall  we  then  be  guilty  of  any  impropriety 
in  calling  them  lovers  of  opinion  rather  than 
lovers  of  wisdom,  and  will  they  be  very  angry 
with  us  for  thus  describing  them? 

I  shall  tell  them  not  to  be  angry;  no  man 
should  be  angry  at  what  is  true. 

But  those  who  love  the  truth  in  each  thing 
are  to  be  called  lovers  of  wisdom  and  not  lovers 
of  opinion. 

Assuredly. 

BOOK  VI 

[484]  AND  thus,  Glaucon,  after  the  argument 
has  gone  a  weary  way,  the  true  and  the  false 
philosophers  have  at  length  appeared  in  view. 

I  do  not  think,  he  said,  that  the  way  could 
have  been  shortened. 

I  suppose, not,  I  said;  and  yet  I  believe  that 
we  might  have  had  a  better  view  of  both  of 
them  if  the  discussion  could  have  been  confined 
to  this  one  subject  and  if  there  were  not  many 
other  questions  awaiting  us,  which  he  who  de 
sires  to  see  in  what  respect  the  life  of  the  just 
differs  from  that  of  the  unjust  must  consider. 

And  what  is  the  next  question?  he  asked. 

Surely,  I  said,  the  one  which  follows  next  in 
order.  Inasmuch  as  philosophers  only  are  able 
to  grasp  the  eternal  and  unchangeable,  and 
those  who  wander  in  the  region  of  the  many 
and  variable  are  not  philosophers,  I  must  ask 
you  which  of  the  two  classes  should  be  the  rul 
ers  of  our  State? 

And  how  can  we  rightly  answer  that  ques 
tion? 

Whichever  of  the  two  are  best  able  to  guard 
the  laws  and  institutions  of  our  State — let  them 
be  our  guardians. 

Very  good. 

Neither,  I  said,  can  there  be  any  question 
that  the  guardian  who  is  to  keep  anything 
should  have  eyes  rather  than  no  eyes? 

There  can  be  no  question  of  that. 

And  are  not  those  who  are  verily  and  indeed 
wanting  in  the  knowledge  of  the  true  being  of 
each  thing,  and  who  have  in  their  souls  no  clear 
pattern,  and  are  unable  as  with  a  painter's  eye 
to  look  at  the  absolute  truth  and  to  that  original 
to  repair,  and  having  perfect  vision  of  the  other 
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world  to  order  the  laws  about  beauty,  goodness, 
justice  in  this,  if  not  already  ordered,  and  to 
guard  and  preserve  the  order  of  them — are  not 
such  persons,  I  ask,  simply  blind? 

Truly,  he  replied,  they  are  much  in  that  con 
dition. 

And  shall  they  be  our  guardians  when  there 
are  others  who,  besides  being  their  equals  in 
experience  and  falling  short  of  them  in  no  par 
ticular  of  virtue,  also  know  the  very  truth  of 
each  thing? 

There  can  be  no  reason,  he  said,  for  rejecting 
those  who  have  this  greatest  of  all  great  quali 
ties;  [485]  they  must  always  have  the  first  place 
unless  they  fail  in  some  other  respect. 

Suppose  then,  I  said,  that  we  determine  how 
far  they  can  unite  this  and  the  other  excellences. 

By  all  means. 

In  the  first  place,  as  we  began  by  observing, 
the  nature  of  the  philosopher  has  to  be  ascer 
tained.  We  must  come  to  an  understanding 
about  him,  and,  when  we  have  done  so,  then,  if 
I  am  not  mistaken,  we  shall  also  acknowledge 
that  such  an  union  of  qualities  is  possible,  and 
that  those  in  whom  they  are  united,  and  those 
only,  should  be  rulers  in  the  State. 

What  do  you  mean? 

Let  us  suppose  that  philosophical  minds  al 
ways  love  knowledge  of  a  sort  which  shows 
them  the  eternal  nature  not  varying  from  gen 
eration  and  corruption. 

Agreed. 

And  further,  I  said,  let  us  agree  that  they  are 
lovers  of  all  true  being;  there  is  no  part  wheth 
er  greater  or  less,  or  more  or  less  honourable, 
which  they  are  willing  to  renounce;  as  we  said 
before  of  the  lover  and  the  man  of  ambition. 

True. 

And  if  they  are  to  be  what  we  were  describ 
ing,  is  there  not  another  quality  which  they 
should  also  possess? 

What  quality? 

Truthfulness:  they  will  never  intentionally 
receive  into  their  mind  falsehood,  which  is 
their  detestation,  and  they  will  love  the  truth. 

Yes,  that  may  be  safely  affirmed  of  them. 

"May  be,"  my  friend,  I  replied,  is  not  the 
word;  say  rather  "must  be  affirmed'*:  for  he 
whose  nature  is  amorous  of  anything  cannot 
help  loving  all  that  belongs  or  is  akin  to  the  ob 
ject  of  his  affections. 

Right,  he  said. 

And  is  there  anything  more  akin  to  wisdom 
than  truth? 

How  can  there  be? 

Can  the  same  nature  be  a  lover  of  wisdom 


and  a  lover  of  falsehood? 

Never. 

The  true  lover  of  learning  then  must  from 
his  earliest  youth,  as  far  as  in  him  lies,  desire 
all  truth? 

Assuredly. 

But  then  again,  as  we  know  by  experience,  he 
whose  desires  are  strong  in  one  direction  will 
have  them  weaker  in  others;  they  will  be  like 
a  stream  which  has  been  drawn  off  into  another 
channel. 

True. 

He  whose  desires  are  drawn  towards  knowl 
edge  in  every  form  will  be  absorbed  in  the 
pleasures  of  the  soul,  and  will  hardly  feel  bodily 
pleasure — I  mean,  if  he  be  a  true  philosopher 
and  not  a  sham  one. 

That  is  most  certain. 

Such  an  one  is  sure  to  be  temperate  and  the 
reverse  of  covetous;  for  the  motives  which  make 
another  man  desirous  of  having  and  spending, 
have  no  place  in  his  character. 

Very  true. 

[486]  Another  criterion  of  the  philosophical 
nature  has  also  to  be  considered. 

What  is  that? 

There  should  be  no  secret  corner  of  illiberal- 
ity;  nothing  can  be  more  antagonistic  than 
meanness  to  a  soul  which  is  ever  longing  after 
the  whole  of  things  both  divine  and  human. 

Most  true,  he  replied. 

Then  how  can  he  who  has  magnificence  of 
mind  and  is  the  spectator  of  all  time  and  all 
existence,  think  much  of  human  life? 

He  cannot. 

Or  can  such  an  one  account  death  fearful? 

No  indeed. 

Then  the  cowardly  and  mean  nature  has  no 
part  in  true  philosophy? 

Certainly  not. 

Or  again:  can  he  who  is  harmoniously  con 
stituted,  who  is  not  covetous  or  mean,  or  a 
boaster,  or  a  coward — can  he,  I  say,  ever  be  un 
just  or  hard  in  his  dealings? 

Impossible. 

Then  you  will  soon  observe  whether  a  man 
is  just  and  gentle,  or  rude  and  unsociable;  these 
are  the  signs  which  distinguish  eyen  in  youth 
the  philosophical  nature  from  theunphilosoph- 
ical. 

True. 

There  is  another  point  which  should  be  re 
marked. 

What  point? 

Whether  he  has  or  has  not  a  pleasure  in  learn 
ing;  for  no  one  will  love  that  which  gives  him 
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pain,  and  in  which  after  much  toil  he  makes 
little  progress. 

Certainly  not. 

And  again,  if  he  is  forgetful  and  retains  noth 
ing  of  what  he  learns,  will  he  not  be  an  empty 
vessel? 

That  is  certain. 

Labouring  in  vain,  he  must  end  in  hating 
himself  and  his  fruitless  occupation? 

Yes. 

Then  a  soul  which  forgets  cannot  be  ranked 
among  genuine  philosophic  natures;  we  must 
insist  that  the  philosopher  should  have  a  good 
memory? 

Certainly. 

And  once  more,  the  inharmonious  and  un 
seemly  nature  can  only  tend  to  disproportion? 

Undoubtedly. 

And  do  you  consider  truth  to  be  akin  to  pro 
portion  or  to  disproportion? 

To  proportion. 

Then,  besides  other  qualities,  we  must  try  to 
find  a  naturally  well-proportioned  and  gracious 
mind,  which  will  move  spontaneously  towards 
the  true  being  of  everything. 

Certainly. 

Well,  and  do  not  all  these  qualities,  which  we 
have  been  enumerating,  go  together,  and  are 
they  not,  in  a  manner,  necessary  to  a  soul,  which 
is  to  have  a  full  and  perfect  participation  of  be 
ing? 

[487]  They  are  absolutely  necessary,  he  re 
plied. 

And  must  not  that  be  a  blameless  study  which 
he  only  can  pursue  who  has  the  gift  of  a  good 
memory,  and  is  quick  to  learn — noble,  gra 
cious,  the  friend  of  truth,  justice,  courage,  tem 
perance,  who  are  his  kindred? 

The  god  of  jealousy  himself,  he  said,  could 
find  no  fault  with  such  a  study. 

And  to  men  like  him,  I  said,  when  perfected 
by  years  and  education,  and  to  these  only  you 
will  entrust  the  State. 

Here  Adeimantus  interposed  and  said:  To 
these  statements,  Socrates,  no  one  can  offer  a 
reply;  but  when  you  talk  in  this  way,  a  strange 
feeling  passes  over  the  minds  of  your  hearers: 
They  fancy  that  they  are  led  astray  a  little  at 
each  step  in  the  argument,  owing  to  their  own 
want  of  skill  in  asking  and  answering  ques 
tions;  these  littles  accumulate,  and  at  the  end  of 
the  discussion  they  are  found  to  have  sustained 
a  mighty  overthrow  and  all  their  former  no 
tions  appear  to  be  turned  upside  down.  And  as 
unskilful  players  of  draughts  are  at  last  shut  up 
by  their  more  skilful  adversaries  and  have  no 


piece  to  move,  so  they  too  find  themselves  shut 
up  at  last;  for  they  have  nothing  to  say  in  this 
new  game  of  which  words  are  the  counters;  and 
yet  all  the  time  they  are  in  the  right.  The  observa 
tion  is  suggested  to  rne  by  what  is  now  occur 
ring.  For  any  one  of  us  might  say,  that  although 
in  words  he  is  not  able  to  meet  you  at  each  step 
of  the  argument,  he  sees  as  a  fact  that  the  vota 
ries  of  philosophy,  when  they  carry  on  the 
study,  not  only  in  youth  as  a  part  of  education, 
but  as  the  pursuit  of  their  maturer  years,  most 
of  them  become  strange  monsters,  not  to  say 
utter  rogues,  and  that  those  who  may  be  con 
sidered  the  best  of  them  are  made  useless  to  the 
world  by  the  very  study  which  you  extol. 

Well,  and  do  you  think  that  those  who  say  so 
are  wrong? 

I  cannot  tell,  he  replied;  but  I  should  like  to 
know  what  is  your  opinion. 

Hear  my  answer;  I  am  of  opinion  that  they 
are  quite  right. 

Then  how  can  you  be  justified  in  saying  that 
cities  will  not  cease  from  evil  until  philosophers 
rule  in  them,  when  philosophers  are  acknowl 
edged  by  us  to  be  of  no  use  to  them? 

You  ask  a  question,  I  said,  to  which  a  reply 
can  only  be  given  in  a  parable. 

Yes,  Socrates;  and  that  is  a  way  of  speaking 
to  which  you  are  not  at  all  accustomed,  I  sup 
pose. 

I  perceive,  I  said,  that  you  are  vastly  amused 
at  having  plunged  me  into  such  a  hopeless  dis 
cussion;  but  now  hear  the  parable,  [488]  and 
then  you  will  be  still  more  amused  at  the  mea- 
greness  of  my  imagination:  for  the  manner  in 
which  the  best  men  are  treated  in  their  own 
States  is  so  grievous  that  no  single  thing  on 
earth  is  comparable  to  it;  and  therefore,  if  I  am 
to  plead  their  cause,  I  must  have  recourse  to  fic 
tion,  and  put  together  a  figure  made  up  of  many 
things,  like  the  fabulous  unions  of  goats  and 
stags  which  are  found  in  pictures.  Imagine  then 
a  fleet  or  a  ship  in  which  there  is  a  captain  who 
is  taller  and  stronger  than  any  of  the  crew,  but 
he  is  a  little  deaf  and  has  a  similar  infirmity  in 
sight,  and  his  knowledge  of  navigation  is  not 
much  better.  The  sailors  are  quarrelling  with 
one  another  about  the  steering — every  one  is  of 
opinion  that  he  has  a  right  to  steer,  though  he 
has  never  learned  the  art  of  navigation  and  can 
not  tell  who  taught  him  or  when  he  learned, 
and  will  further  assert  that  it  cannot  be  taught, 
and  they  are  ready  to  cut  in  pieces  any  one  who 
says  the  contrary.  They  throng  about  the  cap 
tain,  begging  and  praying  him  to  commit  the 
helm  to  them;  and  if  at  any  time  they  do  not 


376 


DIALOGUES  OF  PLATO 


prevail,  but  others  are  preferred  to  them,  they 
kill  the  others  or  throw  them  overboard,  and 
having  first  chained  up  the  noble  captain's 
senses  1with  drink  or  some  narcotic  drug,  they 
mutiny  and  take  possession  of  the  ship  and 
make  free  with  the  stores;  thus,  .'eating  and 
drinking,  they  proceed  on  their  voyage  in  such 
a  manner  as  might  be  expected  of  them.  Him 
who  is  their  partisan  and  cleverly  aids  them  in 
their  plot  for  getting  the  ship  out  of  the  cap 
tain's  hands  into  their  own  whether  by  force  or 
persuasion,  they  compliment  with  the  name  of 
sailor,  pilot,  able  seaman,  and  abuse  the  other 
sort  of  man,  whom  they  call  a  good-for-nothing; 
but  that  the  true  pilot  must  pay  attention  to  the 
year  and  seasons  and  sky  and  stars  and  winds, 
and  whatever  else  belongs  to  his  art,  if  he  in 
tends  to  be  really  qualified  for  the  command  of 
a  ship,  and  that  he  must  and  will  be  the^steerer,- 
whether  other  people  like  or  not — the  possi 
bility  of  this  union  of  authority  widi  the  steerer's 
art  has  never  seriously  entered  into  their 
thoughts  or  been  made  part  of  their  calling.' 
[489]  Now  in  vessels  which  are  in  a  state  of 
mutiny  and  by  sailors  who  are  mutineers,  how 
will  the  true  pilot  be  regarded?  Will  he  not  be 
called  by  them  a  prater,  a  star-gazer,  a  good- 
for-nothing? 

Of  course,  said  Adeimantus. 
Then  you  will  hardly  need,  I  said,  to  hear  the 
interpretation  of  the  figure,  which  describes 
the  true  philosopher  in  his  relation  to  the  State; 
fx»r  you  understand  already. 
Certainly. 

Then  suppose  you  now  take  this  parable  to 
the  gentleman  who  is  surprised  at  finding  that 
philosophers  have  no  honour  in  their  cities;  ex 
plain  it  to  him  and  try  to  convince  him  that 
their  having  honour  would  be  far  more  extra 
ordinary. 
I  will. 

Say  to  him,  that,ln  deeming  the  best  votaries 
of  philosophy  to  be  useless  to  the  rest  of  the 
world,  he  is  right;  but  also  tell  him  to  attribute 
their  uselessness  to  the  fault  of  those  who  will 
not  use  them,  and  not  to  themselves.  The  pilot 
should  not  humbly  beg  the  sailors  to  be  com 
manded  by  him — that  is  not  the  order  of  na 
ture;  neither  are  "the  wise  to  go  to  the  doors  of 
the  rich" — the  ingenious  author  of  this  saying 
told  a  lie — but  the  truth  is,  that,  when  a  man  is 
ill,  whether  he  be  rich  or  poor,  to  the  physician 
he  must -go,  and  he  who  wants  to  be  governed, 
to  him  who  is  able  to  govern.  The  ruler  who  is 
good  for  anythiiig'ought  not  to  beg  his  subjects 
to  be  ruled  by  Him;'  although  the  present  gov 


ernors  of  mankind  are  of  a  different  stamp; 
they  may  be  justly  compared  to  the  mutinous 
sailors,  and  the  true  helmsmen  to  those  who  are 
called  by  them  good-for-nothings  and  star- 
gazers. 

Precisely  so,  he  said. 

For  these  reasons,  and  among  men  like  these, 
philosophy,  the  noblest  pursuit  of  all,  is  not 
likely  to  be  much  esteemed  by  those  of  the  op 
posite  faction;  not  that  the  greatest  and  most 
lasting  injury  is  done  to  her  by  her  opponents, 
but  by  her  own  professing  followers,  the  same 
of  whom  you  suppose  the  accuser  to  say,  that 
the  greater  number  of  them  are  arrant  rogues, 
and  the  best  are  useless;  in  which  opinion  I 
agreed. 

Yes. 

And  the  reason  why  the  good  are  useless  has 
now:  been  explained? 

True. 

Then  shall  we  proceed  to  show  that  the  cor 
ruption  of  the  majority  is  also  unavoidable,  and 
that  this  is  not  to  be  laid  to  the  charge  of  philos 
ophy  any  more  than  the  other? 

By  all  means. 

And  let  us  ask  and  answer  in  turn,  first  go 
ing  back  to  the  description  of  the  gentle  and 
noble  nature.  [490]  Truth,  as  you  will  remem 
ber,  was  his  leader,  whom  he  followed  always 
and  in  all  things;  failing  in  this,  he  was  an  im 
postor,  and  had  no  part  or  lot  in  true  philoso 
phy. 

Yes,  that  was  said. 

Well,  and  is  not  this  one  quality,  to  mention 
no  others,  greatly  at  variance  with  present  no 
tions  of  him? 

Certainly,  he  said.    '  : 

And  have  we  not  a  right  to  say  in  his  defence, 
that  the  true  lover  of  knowledge  is  always  striv 
ing  after  being — that  is  his  nature;  he  will  not 
rest  in  the  multiplicity  of  individuals  which  is 
an  appearance  only,  but  will  go  on — the  keen 
edge  will  not  be  blunted,  nor  the  force  of 'his 
desire  abate  until  he  have  attained  the  knowl 
edge  of  the  true  nature  of  every  essence  by  a 
sympathetic  and  kindred  power  in  the  soul,  and 
by  that  power  drawing  near  and  mingling  and 
becoming  incorporate  with  very  being,  having 
begotten  mind  and  truth,  he  will  have  knowl 
edge  arid  will  live  and  grow  truly,  and  then, 
arid  not  till  then,  will  he  cease  from  his  travail. 

Nothing,  he  said,  can  be  more  just  than  such 
a  description  of  him. 

And  will  the  love  of  a  lie  be  any  part  of  a 
philosopher's  nature?  Will  he  riot  utterly  hate 
a  He?'-  '  . 
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He  will. 

And  when  truth  is  the  captain,  we  can 
not  suspect  any  evil  of  the  band  which  he 
leads? 

Impossible. 

Justice  and  health  of  mind  will  be  of  the  com 
pany,  and  temperance  will  follow  after? 

Tnie,  he  replied. 

Neither  is  there  any  reason  why  I  should 
again  set  in  array  the  philosopher's  virtues,  as 
you  will  doubtless  remember  that  courage,  mag 
nificence,  apprehension,  memory,  were  his  nat 
ural  gifts.  And  you  objected  that,  although  no 
one  could  deny  what  I  then  said,  still,  if  you 
leave  words  and  look  at  facts,  the  persons  who 
are  thus  described  are  some  of  them  manifestly 
useless,  and  the'  greater  number  utterly  de 
praved;  we  were  then  led  to  enquire  into  the 
grounds  of  these  accusations,  and  have  now  ar 
rived  at  the  point  of  asking  why  are  the  ma 
jority  bad,  whkh  question  of  necessity  brought 
us  back  to  the  examination  and  definition  of 
the  true  philosopher. 

Exactly. 

And  we  have  next  to  consider  the  corruptions 
of  the  philosophic  nature,  why  so  many  are 
spoiled  and  so  few  escape  spoiling — lam  speak 
ing  of  those  who  were  said  to  be  useless  but  not 
wicked — and,  [491]  when  we  have  done  with 
them,  we  will  speak  of  the  imitators  of  philoso 
phy,  what  manner  of  men  are  they  who  aspire 
after  a  profession  which  is  above  them  and  of 
which  they  are  unworthy,  and  then,  by  their 
manifold  inconsistencies,  bring  upon  philoso-" 
phy,  and  upon  all  philosophers,  that  universal 
reprobation  of  which  we  speak. 

What  are  these  corruptions?  he  said. 

I  will  see  if  I  can  explain  them  to  you.  Evdry 
one  will  admit  that  a  nature  having  in  perfec 
tion  all  the  qualities  which  we  required  in  a 
philosopher,  is  a  rare  plant  which  is  seldom 
seen  among  men.  « 

Rare  indeed.         ' 

And  what  numberless  and  powerful  causes 
tend  to  destroy  these  rare  natures! 

What  causes  ?  •  .     ,  » 

In  the  first  place  there  are  their  own  virtues, 
their  courage,  temperance,  and  the  rest  of  them, 
every  one  of  which  praiseworthy  qualities, (and 
this  is  a  most  singular  circumstance)  destroys 
and  distracts  from  philosophy  the  soul  which 
is  the  possessor  of  them. 

That  is  very  singular*  he  .replied. 

Then  there  are  all  the  ordinary  goods  of  life 
—beauty,  wealth,  strength,  rank,  and  great  con 
nections  in  the  State— you  understand  the  sort 


of  things — these  also  have  a  corrupting  and  dis 
tracting  effect. 

I  understand ;  but  I  should  like  to  know  more 
precisely  what  you  mean  about  them. 

Grasp  the  truth  as  a  whole,  I  said,  and  in  the 
right  way;  you  will  then  have  no  difficulty  in 
apprehending  the  preceding  remarks,  and  they 
will  no  longer  appear  strange  to  you. 

And  how  am  I  to  do  so  ?  he  asked. 

Why,  I  said,  we  know  that  all  germs  or  seeds, 
whether  vegetable  or  animal,  when  they  fail  to 
meet  with  proper  nutriment  or  climate  or  soil, 
in  proportion  to  their  vigour,  are  all  the  more 
sensitive  to  the  want  of  a  suitable  environment, 
for  evil  is  a  greater  enemy  to  what  is  good  than 
what  is  not. 

Very  true. 

There  is  reason  in  supposing  that  the  finest 
natures,  when  under  alien  conditions,  receive 
more  injury  than  the  inferior,, because  the  con 
trast  is  greater. 

Certainly. 

And  may  we  not  say,  Adeimantus,  that  the 
most  gifted  minds^  when  they  are  ill-educated, 
become  pre-eminently  bad?  Do  not  great  crimes 
and  the  spirit  of  pure  evil  spring  out  of  a  ful 
ness  of  nature  ruined  by  education  rather  than 
from  any  inferiority,  whereas  weak  natures  are 
scarcely  capable  of  any  very  great  good  or  very 
great  evil? 

There  I  think  that  you  are  right. 

[492]  And  our  philosopher  follows  the  same 
analogy — he  is  like  a  plant  which,  having  prop 
er  nurture,  must  necessarily  grow  and  mature 
into  all  virtue,  but,  if  sown  and  planted  in  an 
alien  soil,  becomes  the  most  noxious  of  all 
weeds,  unless  he  be  preserved  by  some  divine 
power.  Do  you  really  think,  as  people  so  often 
say,  that  our  youth  are  corrupted  by  Sophists,  or 
that  private  teachers  of  the  art  corrupt  them  in 
any  degree  worth  speaking  of?  Are  not  the 
public  who  say  these  things  the  greatest  of  all 
Sophists?  And  do  they  not  educate  to  perfec 
tion  young  and  old,  men  and  women  alike,  and 
fashion  them  after  their  own  hearts? 

When  is  this  accomplished?  he  said. 

When  they  meet  together,  and  the  world  sits 
down  at  an  assembly,  or  in  a  court  of  law,  or  a 
theatre,  or  a  camp,  or  in  any  other  popular  re 
sort,  arid  there  is  a  great  uproar,  and,  they 
praise  some  things  which  are  being  said  or  done, 
and  blame  other  things,  equally  exaggerating 
both,,  shouting  and  clapping  their  hands,  and 
the  echo  of  the  rocks  and  the  place  in  which 
they  are,  assembled  redoubles  the  sound  of  the 
praise  or  blame— at  such  a  time  will  not  a  young 
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man's  heart,  as  they  say,  leap  within  him?  Will 
any  private  training  enable  him  to  stand  firm 
against  the  overwhelming  flood  of  popular 
opinion?  or  will  he  be  carried  away  by  the 
stream?  Will  he  not  have  the  notions  of  good 
and  evil  which  the  public  in  general  have — he 
will  do  as  they  do,  and  as  they  are,  such  will  he 
be? 

Yes,  Socrates;  necessity  will  compel  him. 
And  yet,  I  said,  there  is  a  still  greater  ne 
cessity,  which  has  not  been  mentioned. 
What  is  that? 

The  gentle  force  of  attainder  or  confiscation 
or  death,  which,  as  you  are  aware,  these  new 
Sophists  and  educators,  who  are  the  public,  ap 
ply  when  their  words  are  powerless. 

Indeed  they  do;  and  in  right  good  earnest. 
Now  what  opinion  of  any  other  Sophist,  or 
of  any  private  person,  can  be  expected  to  over 
come  in  such  an  unequal  contest? 
None,  he  replied. 

No,  indeed,  I  said,  even  to  make  the  attempt 
is  a  great  piece  of  folly;  there  neither  is,  nor  has 
been,  nor  is  ever  likely  to  be,  any  different  type 
of  character  which  has  had  no  other  training  in 
virtue  but  that  which  is  supplied  by  public 
opinion — I  speak,  my  friend,  of  human  virtue 
only;  what  is  more  than  human,  as  the  proverb 
says,  is  not  included:  for  I  would  not  have  you 
ignorant  that,  in  the  present  evil  state  of  gov 
ernments,  whatever  is  saved  and  comes  to  good 
is  saved  by  the  power  of  God,  [493]  as  we  may 
truly  say. 

I  quite  assent,  he  replied. 
Then  let  me  crave  your  assent  also  to  a  fur 
ther  observation. 

What  are  you  going  to  say? 
Why,  that  all  those  mercenary  individuals, 
whom  the  many  call  Sophists  and  whom  they 
deem  to  be  their  adversaries,  do,  in  fact,  teach 
nothing  but  the  opinion  of  the  many,  that  is  to 
say,  the  opinions  of  their  assemblies;  and  this  is 
their  wisdom.  I  might  compare  them  to  a  man 
who  should  study  the  tempers  and  desires  of  a 
mighty  strong  beast  who  is  fed  by  him — he 
would  learn  how  to  approach  and  handle  him, 
also  at  what  times  and  from  what  causes  he  is 
dangerous  or  the  reverse,  and  what  is  the  mean 
ing  of  his  several  cries,  and  by  what  sounds, 
when  another  utters  them,  he  is  soothed  or  in 
furiated;  and  you  may  suppose  further,  that 
when,  by  continually  attending  upon  him,  he 
has  become  perfect  in  all  this,  he  calls  his  knowl 
edge  wisdom,  and  makes  of  it  a  system  or  art, 
which  he  proceeds  to  teach,  although  he  has  no 
real  notion  of  what  he  means  by  the  principles 


or  passions  of  which  he  is  speaking,  but  calls 
this  honourable  and  that  dishonourable,  or 
good  or  evil,  or  just  or  unjust,  all  in  accordance 
with  the  tastes  and  tempers  of  the  great  brute. 
Good  he  pronounces  to  be  that  in  which  the 
beast  delights  and  evil  to  be  that  which  he  dis 
likes;  and  he  can  give  no  other  account  of  them 
except  that  the  just  and  noble  are  the  necessary, 
having  never  himself  seen,  and  having  no  pow 
er  of  explaining  to  others  the  nature  of  either, 
or  the  difference  between  them,  which  is  im 
mense.  By  heaven,  would  not  such  an  one  be  a 
rare  educator? 
Indeed  he  would. 

And  in  what  way  does  he  who  thinks  that 
wisdom  is  the  discernment  of  the  tempers  and 
tastes  of  the  motley  multitude,  whether  in  paint 
ing  or  music,  or,  finally,  in  politics,  differ  from 
him  whom  I  have  been  describing?  For  when 
a  man  consorts  with  the  many,  and  exhibits  to 
them  his  poem  or  other  work  of  art  or  the  serv 
ice  which  he  has  done  the  State,  making  them 
his  judges  when  he  is  not  obliged,  the  so-called 
necessity  of  Diomede  will  oblige  him  to  pro 
duce  whatever  they  praise.  And  yet  the  reasons 
are  utterly  ludicrous  which  they  give  in  con 
firmation  of  their  own  notions  about  the  hon 
ourable  and  good.  Did  you  ever  hear  any  of 
them  which  were  not? 

No,  nor  am  I  likely  to  hear. 

You  recognise  the  truth  of  what  I  have  been 
saying?  Then  let  me  ask  you  to  consider  fur 
ther  whether  the  world  will  ever  be  induced  to 
believe  in  the  existence  of  absolute  beauty  rather 
than  of  the  many  beautiful,  [494]  or  of  the  ab 
solute  in  each  kind  rather  than  of  the  many  in 
each  kind? 

Certainly  not. 

Then  the  world  cannot  possibly  be  a  philos 
opher? 

Impossible. 

And  therefore  philosophers  must  inevitably 
fall  under  the  censure  of  the  world? 

They  must. 

And  of  individuals  who  consort  with  the  mob 
and  seek  to  please  them? 

That  is  evident. 

Then,  do  you  see  any  way  in  which  the  philos 
opher  can  be  preserved  in  his  calling  to  the 
end?  and  remember  what  we  were  saying  of 
him,  that  he  was  to  have  quickness  and  memory 
and  courage  and  magnificence — these  were  ad 
mitted  by  us  to  be  the  true  philosopher's  gifts. 

Yes. 

Will  not  such  an  one  from  his  early  child 
hood  be  in  all  things  first  among  all,  especially 
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if  ills  bodily  endowments  are  like  his  mental 
ones? 

Certainly,  he  said. 

And  his  friends  and  fellow-citizens  will  want 
to  use  him  as  he  gets  older  for  their  own  pur 
poses? 

No  question. 

Falling  at  his  feet,  they  will  make  requests  to 
him  and  do  him  honour  and  flatter  him,  be 
cause  they  want  to  get  into-  their  hands  now, 
the  power  which  he  will  one  day  possess. 

That  often  happens,  he  said. 

And  what  will  a  man  such  as  he  is  be  likely 
to  do  under  such  circumstances,  especially  if  he 
be  a  citizen  of  a  great  city,  rich  and  noble,  and 
a  tall  proper  youth  ?  Will  henot  be  full  of  bound 
less  aspirations,  and  fancy  himself  able  to  man 
age  the  affairs  of  Hellenes  and  of  barbarians, 
and  having  got  such  notions  into  his  head  will 
he  not  dilate  and  elevate  himself  in  the  fulness 
of  vain  pomp  and  senseless  pride? 

To  be  sure  he  will. 

Now,  when  he  is  in  this  state  of  mind,  if 
some  one  gently  comes  to  him  and  tells  him 
that  he  is  a  fool  and  must  get  understanding, 
which  can  only  be  got  by  slaving  for  it,  do  you 
think  that,  under  such  adverse  circumstances, 
he  will  be  easily  induced  to  listen? 

Far  otherwise. 

And  even  if  there  be  some  one  who  through 
inherent  goodness  or  natural  reasonableness 
has  had  his  eyes  opened  a  little  and  is  humbled 
and  taken  captive  by  philosophy,  how  will  his 
friends  behave  when  they  think  that  they  are 
likely  to  lose  the  advantage  which  they  were 
hoping  to  reap  from  his  companionship  ?  Will 
they  not  do  and  say  anything  to  prevent  him 
from  yielding  to  his  better  nature  and  to  render 
his  teacher  powerless,  using  to  this  end  private 
intrigues  as  well  as  public  prosecutions  ? 

[495]  There  can  be  no  doubt  of  it. 

And  how  can  one  who  is  thus  circumstanced 
ever  become  a  philosopher? 

Impossible. 

Then  were  we  not  right  in  saying  that  even 
the  very  qualities  which  make  a  man  a  philoso 
pher  may,  if  he  be  ill-educated,  divert  him  from 
philosophy,  no  less  than  riches  and  their  ac 
companiments  and  the  other  so-called  goods  of 
life? 

We  were  quite  right. 

Thus,  my  excellent  friend,  is  brought  about 
all  that  ruin  and  failure  which!  have  been  de 
scribing  of  the  natures  best  adapted  to  the  best 
of  all  pursuits;  they  are  natures  which  we  main 
tain  to  be  rare  at  any  time;  this  being  the  class 


out  of  which  come  the  men  who  are  the  authors 
of  the  greatest  evil  to  States  and  individuals; 
and  also  of  the  greatest  good  when  the  tide 
carries  them  in  that  direction;  but  a  small  man 
never  was  the  doer  of  any  great  thing  either  to 
individuals  or  to  States. 

That  is  most  true,  he  said. 

And  so  philosophy  is  left  desolate,  with  her 
marriage  rite  incomplete:  for  her  own  have 
fallen  away  and  forsaken  her,  and  while  they 
are  leading  a  false  and  unbecoming  life,  other 
unworthy  persons,  seeing  that  she  has  no  kins 
men  to  be  her  protectors,  enter  in  and  dishon 
our  her;  and  fasten  upon  her  the  reproaches 
which,  as  you  say,  her  reprovers  utter,  who  af 
firm  of  her  votaries  that  some  are  good  far  noth 
ing,  and  that  the  greater  number  deserve  the 
severest  punishment. 

That  is  certainly  what  people  say. 

Yes;  and  what  else  would  you  expect,  I  said, 
when  you  think  of  the  puny  creatures  who,  see 
ing  this  land  open  to  them— -a  land  well  stocked 
with  fair  names  and  showy  titles — like  pris 
oners  running  out  of  prison  into  a  sanctuary, 
take  a  leap  out  of  their  trades  into  philosophy; 
those  who  do  so  being  probably  the  cleverest 
hands  at  their  own  miserable  crafts?  For,  al 
though  philosophy  be  in  this  evil  case,  still  there 
remains  a  dignity  about  her  which  is  not  to  be 
found  in  the  arts.  And  many  are  thus  attracted 
by  her  whose  natures  are  imperfect  and  whose 
souls  are  maimed  and  disfigured  by  theirmean- 
nesses,  as  their  bodies  are  by  their  trades  and 
crafts.  Is  not  this  unavoidable? 

Yes. 

Are  they  not  exactly  like  a  bald  little  tinker 
who  has  just  got  out  of  durance  and  come  into 
a  fortune;  he  takes  a  bath  and  puts  on  a  new 
coat,  and  is  decked  out  as  a  bridegroom  going 
to  marry  his  master's  daughter,  who  is  left  poor 
and  desolate? 

[496]  A  most  exact  parallel. 

What  will  be  the  issue  of  such  marriages? 
Will  they  not  be  vile  and  bastard? 

There  can  be  no  question  of  it. 

And  when  persons  who  are  unworthy  of  edu 
cation  approach  philosophy  and  make  an  alli 
ance  with  her  who  is  a  rank  above  them  what 
sort  of  ideas  and  opinions  are  likely  to  be  gen 
erated?  Will  they  not  be  sophisms  captivating 
to  the  ear,  having  nothing  in  them  genuine,  or 
worthy  of  or  akin  to  true  wisdom? 

No  doubt,  he  said. 

Then,  Adeimantus,  I  said,  the  worthy  dis 
ciples  of  philosophy  will"  be  but  a  small  rem 
nant:  perchance  some  noble  and  well-educated 


380 


DIALOGUES  OF  PLATO 


person,  detained  by  exile  in  her  service,  who  in 
the  absence  of  corrupting  influences  remains 
devoted  to  her;  or  some  lofty  soul  born  in  a 
mean  city,  the  politics  of  which  he  contemns 
and  neglects;  and  there  may  be  a  gifted  few 
who  leave  the  arts,  which  they  justly  despise, 
and  come  to  her — or  .perad venture  there  are 
some  who  are  restrained  by  our  friend  Theages' 
bridle;  for  everything  in  the  life  of  Theages  con 
spired  to  divert  him  from  philosophy;  but  ill- 
health  kept  him  away  from  politics.  My  own 
case  of  the  internal  sign  is  hardly  worth  men 
tioning,  for  rarely,  if  ever,  has  such  a  monitor 
been  given  to  any  other  man.  Those  who  be 
long  to  this  small  class  have  tasted  how  sweet 
and  blessed  a  possession  philosophy  is,  and 
have  also  seen  enough  of  the  madness  of  the 
multitude;  and  they  know  that  no  politician  is 
honest,  nor  is  there  any  champion  of  justice  at 
whose  side  they  may  fight  and  be  saved.  Such 
an  one  may  be  compared  to  a  nian  who  has 
fallen  among  wild  beasts — he  will  not  join  in 
the  wickedness  of  his  fellows,  but  neither  is  he 
able  singly  to  resist  all  their  fierce  natures,  and 
therefore  seeing  that  he  would  be  of  no  use  to 
the  State  or  to  his  friends,  and  reflecting  that 
he  would  have  to  throw  away  his  life  without 
doing  any  good  either  to  himself  or  others,  he 
holds  his  peace,  and  goes  his  own  way.  He  is 
like  one  who,  in  the  storm  of  dust  and  sleet 
which  the  driving  wind  hurries  along,  retires 
under  the  shelter  of  a  wall;  and  seeing  the  rest 
of  mankind  full  of  wickedness,  he  is  content, 
if  only  he  can  live  his  own  life  and  be  purefrom 
evil  or  unrighteousness,  and  depart  in  peace 
and  good-will,  with  bright  hopes. 

Yes,  he  said,  and  he  will  have  done  a, great 
work  before  he  departs. 

A  great  work — yes;  but  not  the  greatest,  un 
less  he  find  a  State  suitable  to  him;  [497]  for 
in  a  State  which  is  suitable  to  him,  he  will  have 
a  larger  growth  and  be  the  saviour -of  his  coun 
try,  as  well  as  of  himself. 

The  causes  why  philosophy  is  in  such  an  eyil 
name  have  now  been  sufficiently  explained;:  the 
injustice  of  the  charges  against  her  has  been 
shown — is  there  any  thing  more  which  you  wish 
to  say? 

Nothing  more  on  that  subject,  be  replied; 
but  I  should  like  to  know  which  of  the  g6vern- 
ments  now  existing  is  in  your  -©pinion  the  one 
adapted  to  her,,  , 

Not  any  of  them,  I  said;  and  that.Js  precisely 
the  accusation  which  I  bring  against  them — 
not  one  of  them  is  worthy  of  the  philosophic 
nature,  and  hence  that  aature  is  warped  and 


enstranged — as  the  exotic  seed  which  is  sown 
in  a  foreign  land  becomes  denaturalized,  and  is 
wont  to  be  overpowered  and  to  lose  itself  in  the 
new  soil,  even  so  this  growth  of  philosophy,  in 
stead  of  persisting,  degenerates  and  receives  an 
other  character.  But  if  philosophy  ever  finds  in 
the  State  that  perfection  which  she  herself  is, 
then  will  be  seen  that  she  is  in  truth  divine,  and 
that  all  other  things,  whether  natures  of  men 
or  institutions,  are  but  human — and  now,  I 
know,  that  you  are  going  to  ask,  What  that 
State  is. 

No,  he  said;  there  you  are  wrong,  for  I  was 
going  to  ask  another  question — whether  it  is 
the  State  of  which  we  are  the  founders  and  in 
ventors,  or  some  other? 

Yes,  I  replied,  ours  in  most  respects;  but  you 
may  remember  my  saying  before,  that  some  liv 
ing  authority  would  always  be  required  in  the 
State  having  the  same  idea  of  the  constitution 
which  guided  you  when  as  legislator  you  were 
laying  down  the  laws. 
That  was  said,  he  replied. 
Yes,  but  not  in  a  satisfactory  manner;  you 
frightened  us  by  interposing  objections,  which 
certainly  showed  that  the  discussion  would  be 
long  and  difficult;  and  what  still  remains  is  the 
reverse  of  easy. 

What  is  there  remaining? 
The  question  how  the  study  of  philosophy 
may  be  so  ordered  as  not  to  be  the  ruin  of  the 
State:  All  great  attempts  are  attended  with 
risk;  "hard  is  the  good,"  as  men  say. 

Still,  he  said,  let  the  point  be  cleared  up,  and 
the  enquiry  will  then  be  complete. 

I  shall  not  be  hindered,  I  said,  by  any  want  of 
will,  but,  if  at  all,  by  a  want  of  power:  my  zeal 
you  may  see  for  yourselves;  and  please  to  re 
mark  in  what  I  am  about  to  say  how  boldly  and 
unhesitatingly  I  declare  that  States  should  pur 
sue  philosophy,  not  as  they  do  now,  but  in  a 
different  spirit. 
In  what  manner?  " 

[498]  At  present,  I  said,  the  students  of  philos 
ophy  are  quite  young;  'beginning  when  they 
are  hardly  past  childhood,  they  devote  only  the 
time  saved  from  money-making  and  house 
keeping,  to  such  pursuits;  and  even  those  of  them 
who  are  reputed  to  have  most  of  the  philosophic 
spirit,  when  they  come  within  sight  of  the  great 
difficulty  of  the  subject,  I  mean  dialectic,  take 
themselves  oir.  In  after  life  when  invited  by 
some  one  else,  they  may,  perhaps,  go  and  hear 
a  lecture,  and  about  this  they  make  much  ado, 
for  philosophy  is  not  considered  by  them  to  be 
their  proper  business:  at  last,  when  they  grow 
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old,  in  most  cases  they  are  extinguished  more 
truly  than  Heracleitus'  sun,  inasmuch  as  they 
never  light  up  again. 

But  what  ought  to  be  their  course? 

Just  the  opposite.  In  childhood  and  youth 
their  study,  and  what  philosophy  they  learn, 
should  be  suited  to  their  tender  years:  during 
this  period  while  they  are  growing  up  towards 
manhood,  the  chief  and  special  care  should  be 
given  to  their  bodies  that  they  may  have  them 
to  use  in  the  service  of  philosophy;  as  life  ad 
vances  and  the  intellect  begins  to  mature,  let 
them  increase  the  gymnastics  of  the  soul;  but 
when  the  strength  of  our  citizens  fails  and  is 
past  civil  and  military  duties,  then  let  them 
range  at  will  and  engage  in  no  serious  labour, 
as  we  intend  them  to  live  happily  here,  and  to 
crown  this  life  with  a  similar  happiness  in  an 
other. 

How  truly  in  earnest  you  are,  Socrates  I  he 
said;  I  am  sure  of  that;  and  yet  most  of  your 
hearers,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  are  likely  to  be 
still  more  earnest  in  their  opposition  to  you, 
and  will  never  be  convinced;  Thrasymachus 
least  of  all. 

Do  not  make  a  quarrel,  I  said,  between 
Thrasymachus  and  me,  who  have  recently  be 
come  friends,  although,  indeed,  we  were  never 
enemies;  for  I  shall  go  on  striving  to  the  utmost 
until  I  either  convert  him  and  other  men,  or  do 
something  which  may  profit  them  against  the 
day  when  they  live  again,  and  hold  the  like  dis 
course  in  another  state  of  existence. 

You  are  speaking  of  a  time  which  is  not  very 
near. 

Rather,  I  replied,  of  a  time  which  is  as  noth 
ing  in  comparison  with  eternity.  Nevertheless, 
I  do  not  wonder  that  the  many  refuse  to  be 
lieve;  for  they  have  never  seen  that  of  ..which 
we  are  now  speaking  realized;  they  have  seen 
only  a  conventional  imitation  of  philosophy,  conr 
sisting  of  words  artificially  brought  together, 
not  like  these  of  ours  having  a  natural  .unity;. 
But  a  human  being  who  in  word  and  work  is 
perfectly  moulded,  as  far  as  he  can  be,  into  the 
proportion  and  likeness  of  virtue — such  a  man 
ruling  in  a  city  which  bears  the  same  image, 
[499]  they  have  never  yet  seen,  neither  one  nor 
many  of  them — do  you  think  that  they  ever 
did?  , 

No  indeed,    , 

No,  my  friend,  and  they  have^seldomy  if  ever, 
heard  free  and  noble  sentiments;  such  as  men 
utter  when  they  are  earnestly  and  by  .every 
means  in  their  power  seeking' after  truth  for 
the  sake  of  knowledge,  while  they  look  coldly 


on  the  subtleties  of  controversy,  of  which  the 
end  is  opinion  and  strife,  whether  they  meet 
with  them  in  the  courts  of  law  or  in  society. 

They  are  strangers,  he  said,  to  the  words  of 
which  you  speak. 

And  this  was  what  we  foresaw,  and  this  was 
the  reason  why  truth  forced  us  to  admit,  not 
without  fear  and  hesitation,  that  neither  cities 
nor  States  nor  individuals  will  ever  attain  per 
fection  until  the  small  class  of  philosophers 
whom  we  termed  useless  but  not  corrupt  are 
providentially  compelled,  whether  they  will  or 
not,  to  take  care  of  the  State,  and  until  a  like 
necessity  be  laid  on  the  State  to  obey  them;  or 
until  kings,  or  if  not  kings,  the  sons  of  kings  or 
princes,  are  divinely  inspired  with  a  true  love 
of  true  philosophy.  That  either  or  both  of  these 
alternatives  are  impossible,  I  see  no  reason  to 
affirm:  if  they  were  so,  we  might  indeed  be 
justly  ridiculed  as  dreamers  and  visionaries. 
Am  I  not  right? 

Quite  right. 

If  then,  in  the  countless  ages  of  the  past,  or 
at  the  present  hour  in  some  foreign  clime  which 
is  far  away  and  beyond  our  ken,  the  perfected 
philosopher  is  or  has  been  or  hereafter  shall  be 
compelled  by  a  superior  power  to  have  the 
charge  of  the  State,  we  are  ready  to  assert  to  the 
death,  that  this  our  constitution  has  been,  and 
is — yea,  and  will  be  whenever  the  Muse  of 
Philosophy  is  queen.  There  is  no  impossibility 
in  all  this;  that  there  is  a  difficulty,  we  acknowl 
edge  ourselves. 

My  opinion  agrees  with  yours,  he  said. 

But  do  you  mean  to  say  that  this  is  not  the 
opinion  of  the  multitude? 

I  should  imagine  not,  he  replied. 

0  my  friend,  I  said,  do  not  attack  the  multi 
tude:  they  will  change  their  minds,  if,  not  in 
an  aggressive  spirit,  but  gently  and  with  the 
view  of  soothing  them  and  removing  their  dis 
like  of  overeducation,  you  show  them  your 
philosophers  as  they  really  are  and  describe  as 
you  were  just  now  doing  their  character  and 
profession,  [500]  and  then  mankind  will  see 
that  he  of  whom  you  are  speaking  is  not  such 
as  they  supposed — if  they  view  him  in  this  new 
light,  they  will  surely  change  their  notion  of 
him,  and  answer  in  another  strain » Who  can  be 
at  enmity  with  one  who  loves  them,  who  that 
is  himself  gentle /and  free  from  envy  will  be 
jealous  of  one  in  whom  there  is  no  jealousy? 
Nay,  let  me  answer  for  you,  that  in  a  few  this 
harsh  temper  may  be  found  but  not  in  the  ma 
jority  of  mankind. 

1  quite  agree  with  you,  he  said. 
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And  do  you  not  also  think,  as  I  do,  that  the 
harsh  feeling  which  themany  entertain  towards 
philosophy  originates  in  the  pretenders,  who 
rush  in  uninvited,  and  are  always  abusing  them, 
and  finding  fault  with  them,  who  make  per 
sons  instead  of  things  the  theme  of  their  con 
versation?  and  nothing  can  be  more  unbecom 
ing  in  philosophers  than  this. 

It  is  most  unbecoming. 

For  he,  Adeimantus,  whose  mind  is  fixed  up 
on  true  being,  has  surely  no  time  to  look  down 
upon  the  affairs  of  earth,  or  to  be  filled  with 
malice  and  envy,  contending  against  men;  his 
eye  is  ever  directed  towards  things  fixed  and 
immutable,  which  he  sees  neither  injuring  nor 
injured  by  one  another,  but  all  in  order  moving 
according  to  reason;  these  he  imitates,  and  to 
these  he  will,  as  far  as  he  can,  conform  himself. 
Can  a  man  help  imitating  that  with  which  he 
holds  reverential  converse? 

Impossible. 

And  the  philosopher  holding  converse  with 
the  divine  order,  becomes  orderly  and  divine, 
as  far  as  the  nature  of  man  allows;  but  like 
every  one  else,  he  will  suffer  from  detraction. 

Of  course. 

And  if  a  necessity  be  laid  upon  him  of  fash 
ioning,  not  only  himself,  but  human  nature 
generally,  whether  in  States  or  individuals,  in 
to  that  which  he  beholds  elsewhere,  will  he, 
think  you,  be  an  unskilful  artificer  of  justice, 
temperance,  and  every  civil  virtue? 

Anything  but  unskilful. 

And  if  the  world  perceives  that  what  we  are 
saying  about  him  is  the  truth,  will  they  be  an 
gry  with  philosophy?  Will  they  disbelieve  us, 
when  we  tell  them  that  no  State  can  be  happy 
which  is  not  designed  by  artists  who  imitate 
the  heavenly  pattern? 

They  will  not  be  angry  if  they  understand, 
he  said.  But  how  will  they  draw  out  the  plan 
of  which  you  are  speaking?  [501] 

They  will  begin  by  taking  the  State  and  the 
manners  of  men,  from  which,  as  from  a  tablet, 
they  will  rub  out  the  picture,  and  leave  a  clean 
surface.  This  is  no  easy  task.  But  whether  easy 
or  not,  herein  will  lie  the  difference  between 
them  and  every  other  legislator — they  will 
have  nothing  to  do  either  with  individual  or 
State,  and  will  inscribe  no  laws,  until  they  have 
either  found,  or  themselves  made,  a  clean  sur 
face. 

They  will  be  very  right,  he  said. 

Having  effected  this,  they  will  proceed  to 
trace  an  outline  of  the  constitution? 

No  doubt. 


And  when  they  are  filling  in  the  work,  as  I 
conceive,  they  will  often  turn  their  eyes  up 
wards  and  downwards:  I  mean  that  they  will 
first  look  at  absolute  justice  and  beauty  and 
temperance,  and  again  at  the  human  copy;  and 
will  mingle  and  temper  the  various  elements  of 
life  into  the  image  of  a  man;  and  thus  they  will 
conceive  according  to  that  other  image,  which, 
when  existing  among  men.  Homer  calls  the 
form  and  likeness  of  God. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

And  one  feature  they  will  erase,  and  another 
they  will  put  in,  until  they  have  made  the  ways 
of  men,  as  far  as  possible,  agreeable  to  the  ways 
of  God? 

Indeed,  he  said,  in  noway  could  they  make  a 
fairer  picture. 

And  now,  I  said,  are  we  beginning  to  per 
suade  those  whom  you  described  as  rushing  at 
us  with "  might  and  main,  that  the  painter  of 
constitutions  is  such  an  one  as  we  are  praising; 
at  whom  they  were  so  very  indignant  because 
to  his  hands  we  committed  the  State;  and  are 
they  growing  a  little  calmer  at  what  they  have 
just  heard? 

Much  calmer,  if  there  is  any  sense  in  them. 

Why,  where  can  they  still  find  any  ground 
for  objection?  Will  they  doubt  that  the  philos 
opher  is  a  lover  of  truth  and  being? 

They  would  not  be  so  unreasonable. 

Or  that  his  nature,  being  such  as  we  have  de 
lineated,  is  akin  to  the  highest  good? 

Neither  can  they  doubt  this. 

But  again,  will  they  tell  us  that  such  a  nature, 
placed  under  favourable  circumstances,  will 
not  be  perfectly  good  and  wise  if  any  ever  was? 
Or  will  they  prefer  those  whom  we  have  re 
jected? 

Surely  not. 

Then  will  they  still  be  angry  at  our  saying, 
that,  until  philosophers  bear  rule,  States  and 
individuals  will  have  no  rest  from  evil,  nor  will 
this  our  imaginary  State  ever  be  realized? 

I  think  that  they  will  be  less  angry. 

Shall  we  assume  that  they  are  not  only  less 
angry  but  quite  gentle,  [502]  and  that  they 
have  been  converted  and  for  very  shame,  if  for 
no  other  reason,  cannot  refuse  to  come  to  terms  ? 

By  all  means,  he  said. 

Then  let  us  suppose  that  the  reconciliation 
has  been  effected.  Will  any  one  deny  the  other 
point,  that  there  may  be  sons  of  kings  or  princes 
who  are  by  nature  philosophers? 

Surely  no  man,  he  said. 

And  when  they  have  come  into  being  will 
any  one  say  that  they  must  of  necessity  be  de- 
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stroyed;  that  they  can  hardly  be  saved  Is  not 
denied  even  by  us;  but  that  in  the  whole  course 
of  ages  no  single  one  of  them  can  escape — who 
will  venture  to  affirm  this? 

Who  indeed! 

But,  said  I,  one  is  enough;  let  there  be  one 
man  who  has  a  city  obedient  to  his  will,  and  he 
might  bring  into  existence  the  ideal  polity  about 
which  the  world  is  so  incredulous. 

Yes,  one  is  enough. 

The  ruler  may  impose  the  laws  and  institu 
tions  which  we  have  been  describing,  and  the 
citizens  may  possibly  be  willing  to  obey  them? 

Certainly. 

And  that  others  should  approve,  of  what  we 
approve,  is  no  miracle  or  impossibility? 

I  think  not. 

But  we  have  sufficiently  shown,  in  what  has 
preceded,  that  all  this,  if  only  possible,  is  as 
suredly  for  the  best. 

We  have. 

And  now  we  say  not  only  that  our  laws,  if 
they  could  be  enacted,  would  be  for  the  best, 
but  also  that  the  enactment  of  them,  though 
difficult,  is  not  impossible. 

Very  good. 

And  so  with  pain  and  toil  we  have  reached 
the  end  of  one  subject,  but  more  remains  to  be 
discussed — how  and  by  what  studies  and  pur 
suits  will  the  saviours  ot  the  constitution  be 
created,  and  at  what  ages  are  they  to  apply 
themselves  to  their  several  studies? 

Certainly. 

I  omitted  the  troublesome  business  of  the 
possession  of  women,  and  the  procreation  of 
children,  and  the  appointment  of  the  rulers,  be 
cause  I  knew  that  the  perfect  State  would  be 
eyed  with  jealousy  and  was  difficult  of  attain 
ment;  but  that  piece  of  cleverness  was  not  of 
much  service  to  me,  for  I  had  to  discuss  them 
all  the  same.  The  women  and  children  are  now 
disposed  of,  but  the  other  question  of  the  rulers 
must  be  investigated  from  the  very  beginning. 
We  were  saying,  as  you  will  remember,  that 
they  were  to  be  lovers  of  their  country,  [503] 
tried  by  the  test  of  pleasures  and  pains,  and 
neither  in  hardships,  nor  in  dangers,  nor  at  any 
other  critical  moment  were  to  lose  their  patriot 
ism — he  was  to  be  rejected  who  failed,  but  he 
who  always  came  forth  pure,  like  gold  tried  in 
the  refiner's  fire,  was  to  be  made  a  ruler,  and  to 
receive  honours  and  rewards  in  life  and  after 
death.  This  was  the  sort  of  thing  which  was  be 
ing  said,  and  then  the  argument  turned  aside 
and  veiled  her  face;  not  liking  to  stir  the  ques 
tion  which  has  now  arisen. 


I  perfectly  remember,  he  said. 

Yes,  my  friend,  I  said,  and  I  then  shrank 
from  hazarding  the  bold  word;  but  now  let  me 
dare  to  say — that  the  perfect  guardian  must  be 
a  philosopher. 

Yes,  he  said,  let  that  be  affirmed. 

And  do  not  suppose  that  there  will  be  many 
of  them;  for  the  gifts  which  were  deemed  by  us 
to  be  essential  rarely  grow  together;  they  are 
mostly  found  in  shreds  and  patches. 

What  do  you  mean?  he  said. 

You  are  aware,  I  replied,  that  quick  intelli 
gence,  memory,  sagacity,  cleverness,  and  simi 
lar  qualities,  do  not  often  grow  together,  and 
that  persons  who  possess  them  and  are  at  the 
same  time  high-spirited  and  magnanimous  are 
not  so  constituted  by  nature  as  to  live  orderly 
and  in  a  peaceful  and  settled  manner;  they  are 
driven  any  way  by  their  impulses,  and  all  solid 
principle  goes  out  of  them. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

On  the  other  hand,  those  steadfast  natures 
which  can  better  be  depended  upon,  which  in 
a  battle  are  impregnable  to  fear  and  immovable, 
are  equally  immovable  when  there  is  anything 
to  be  learned;  they  are  always  in  a  torpid  state, 
and  are  apt  to  yawn  and  go  to  sleep  over  any 
intellectual  toil. 

Quite  true. 

And  yet  we  were  saying  that  both  qualities 
were  necessary  in  those  to  whom  the  higher 
education  is  to  be  imparted,  and  who  are  to 
share  in  any  office  or  command. 

Certainly,  he  said. 

And  will  they  be  a  class  which  is  rarely  found  ? 

Yes,  indeed. 

Then  the  aspirant  must  not  only  be  tested  in 
those  labours  and  dangers  and  pleasures  which 
we  mentioned  before,  but  there  is  another  kind 
of  probation  which  we  did  not  mention — he 
must  be  exercised  also  in  many  kinds  of  knowl 
edge,  to  see  whether  the  soul  will  be  able  to  en 
dure  the  highest  of  all,  [504]  or  will  faint  un 
der  them,  as  in  any  other  studies  and  exercises. 

Yes,  he  said,  you  are  quite  right  in  testing 
him.  But  what  do  you  mean  by  the  highest  of 
all  knowledge? 

You  may  remember,  I  said,  that  we  divided 
the  soul  into  three  parts;  and  distinguished  the 
several  natures  of  justice,  temperance,  courage, 
and  wisdom? 

Indeed,  he  said,  if  I  had  forgotten,  I  should 
not  deserve  to  hear  more. 

And  do  you  remember  the  word  of  caution 
which  preceded  the  discussion  of  them?  i 
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To  what  do  you  refer? 

We  were  saying,  If  I  am  not  mistaken,  that 
he  who  wanted  to  see  them  in  their  perfect 
beauty  must  take  a  longer  and  more  circuitous 
way,  at  the  end  of  which  they  would  appear; 
but  that  we  could  add  on  a  popular  exposition 
of  them  on  a  level  with  the  discussion  which 
had  preceded.  And  you  replied  that  such  an  ex 
position  would  be  enough  for  you,  and  so  the 
enquiry  was  continued  In  what  to  me  seemed 
to  be  a  very  inaccurate  manner;  whether  you 
were  satisfied  or  not,  it  is  for  you  to  say. 

Yes,  he  said,  I  thought  and  the  others  thought 
that  you  gave  us  a  fair  measure  of  truth. 

But,  my  friend,  I  said,  a  measure  of  such 
things  which  in  any  degree  falls  short  of  the 
whole  truth  is  not  fair  measure;  for  nothing 
imperfect  Is  the  measure  of  anything,  although 
persons  are  too  apt  to  be  contented  and  think 
that  they  need  search  no  further. 

Not  an  uncommon  case  when  people  are  in 
dolent. 

Yes,  I  said;  and  there  cannot  be  any  worse 
fault  in  a  guardian  of  the  State  and  of  the  laws. 

True. 

The  guardian  then,  I  said,  must  be  required 
to  take  the  longer  circuit,  and  toil  at  learning 
as  well  as  at  gymnastics,  or  he  will  never  reach 
the  highest  knowledge  of  all  which,  as  we  were 
just  now  saying,  Is  his  proper  calling. 

What,  he  said,  is  there  a  knowledge  still  high 
er  than  this — higher  than  justice  and  the  other 
virtues? 

Yes,  I  said,  there  is.  And  of  the  virtues  too 
we  must  behold  not  the  outline  merely,  as  at 
present — nothing  short  of  the  most  finished 
picture  should  satisfy  us.  When  little  things  are 
elaborated  with  an  infinity  of  pains,  in  order 
that  they  may  appear  in  their  full  beauty  and 
utmost  clearness,  how  ridiculous  that  we  should 
not  think  the  highest  truths  worthy  of  attain 
ing  the  highest  accuracy! 

A  right  noble  thought;  but  do  you  suppose 
that  we  shall  refrain  from  asking  you  what  is 
this  highest  knowledge? 

Nay,  I  said,  ask  if  you  will;  but  I  am  certain 
that  you  have  heard  the  answer  many  times, 
and  now  you  either  do  not  understand  me  or, 
as  I  rather  think,  you  are  disposed  to  be  trouble 
some;  for  you  have  often  been  told  that  the 
idea  of  good  is  the  highest  [505]  knowledge, 
and  that  all  other  things  become  useful  and  ad 
vantageous  only  by  their  use  of  this.  You  can 
hardly  be  ignorant  that  of  this  I  was  about  to 
speak,  concerning  which,  as  you  have  often 
heard  me  say,  we  know  so  little;  and,  without 


which,  any  other  knowledge  or  possession  of 
any  kind  will  profit  us  nothing.  Do  you  think 
that  the  possession  of  all  other  things  is  of  any 
value  if  we  do  not  possess  the  good?  or  the 
knowledge  of  all  other  things  if  we  have  no 
knowledge  of  beauty  and  goodness? 

Assuredly  not. 

You  are  further  aware  that  most  people  af 
firm  pleasure  to  be  the  good,  but  the  finer  sort 
of  wits  say  It  is  knowledge? 

Yes. 

And  you  are  aware  too  that  the  latter  cannot 
explain  what  they  mean  by  knowledge,  but  are 
obliged  after  all  to  say  knowledge  of  the  good  ? 

How  ridiculous! 

Yes,  I  said,  that  they  should  begin  by  re 
proaching  us  with  our  ignorance  of  the  good, 
and  then  presume  our  knowledge  of  it — for  the 
good  they  define  to  be  knowledge  of  the  good, 
just  as  if  we  understood  them  when  they  use 
the  term  "good55 — this  is  of  course  ridiculous. 

Most  true,  he  said. 

And  those  who  make  pleasure  their  good 
are  in  equal  perplexity;  for  they  are  compelled 
to  admit  that  there  are  bad  pleasures  as  well  as 
good. 

Certainly, 

And  therefore  to  acknowledge  that  bad  and 
good  are  the  same? 

True. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  about  the  numerous 
difficulties  in  which  this  question  is  involved. 

There  can  be  none. 

Further,  do  we  not  see  that  many  are  willing 
to  do  or  to  have  or  to  seem  to  be  what  is  just 
and  honourable  without  the  reality;  but  no 
one  is  satisfied  with  the  appearance  of  good— 
the  reality  is  what  they  seek;  in  the  case  of  the 
good,  appearance  is  despised  by  every  one. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

Of  this  then,  which  every  soul  of  man  pur 
sues  and  makes  the  end  of  all  his  actions,  having 
a  presentiment  that  there  is  such  an  end,  [506] 
and  yet  hesitating  because  neither  knowing  the 
nature  nor  having  the  same  assurance  of  this  as 
of  other  things,  and  therefore  losing  whatever 
good  there  is  in  other  things, — of  a  principle 
such  and  so  great  as  this  ought  the  best  men  in 
our  State,  to  whom  everything  is  entrusted,  to 
be  in  the  darkness  of  ignorance? 

Certainly  not,  he  said. 

I  am  sure,  I  said,  that  he  who  does  not  know 
how  the  beautiful  and  the  just  are  likewise  good 
will  be  but  a  sorry  guardian  of  them;  and  I  sus 
pect  that  no  one  who  is  ignorant  of  the  good 
will  have  a  true  knowledge  of  them. 
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That,  he  said,  Is  a  shrewd  suspicion  of  yours. 

And  If  we  only  have  a  guardian  who  has  this 
knowledge  our  State  will  be  perfectly  ordered? 

Of  course,  he  replied;  but  I  wish  that  you 
would  tell  me  whether  you  conceive  this  su 
preme  principle  of  the  good  to  be  knowledge 
or  pleasure,  or  different  from  either? 

Aye,  I  said,  I  knew  all  along  that  a  fastidious 
gentleman  like  you  would  not  be  contented  with 
the  thoughts  of  other  people  about  these  mat 


ters. 


True,  Socrates;  but  I  must  say  that  one  who 
like  you  has  passed  a  lifetime  In  the  study  of 
philosophy  should  not  be  always  repeating  the 
opinions  of  others,  and  never  telling  his  own. 

Well,  but  has  any  one  a  right  to  say  positive 
ly  what  he  does  not  know? 

Not,  he  said,  with  the  assurance  of  positive 
certainty;  he  has  no  right  to  do  that:  but  he  may 
say  what  he  thinks,  as  a  matter  of  opinion. 

And  do  you  not  know,  I  said,  that  all  mere 
opinions  are  bad,  and  the  best  of  them  blind  ? 
You  would  not  deny  that  those  who  have  any 
true  notion  without  intelligence  are  only  like 
blind  men  who  feel  their  way  along  the  road  ? 

Very  true. 

And  do  you  wish  to  behold  what  is  blind  and 
crooked  and  base,  when  others  will  tell  you  of 
brightness  and  beauty? 

Still,  I  must  implore  you,  Socrates,  said  Glau- 
con,  not  to  turn  away  just  as  you  are  reaching 
the  goal;  If  you  will  only  give  such  an  expla 
nation  of  the  good  as  you  have  already  given 
of  justice  and  temperance  and  the  other  virtues, 
we  shall  be  satisfied. 

Yes,  my  friend,  and  I  shall  be  at  least  equally 
satisfied,  but  I  cannot  help  fearing  that  I  shall 
fail,  and  that  my  Indiscreet  zeal  will  bring  ridi 
cule  upon  me.  No,  sweet  sirs,  let  us  not  at  pres 
ent  ask  what  is  the  actual  nature  of  the  good, 
for  to  reach  what  is  now  in  my  thoughts  would 
be  an  effort  too  great  for  me.  But  of  the  child  of 
the  good  who  is  likest  him,  I  would  fain  speak, 
if  I  could  be  sure  that  you  wished  to  hear — oth 
erwise,  not. 

By  all  means,  he  said,  tell  us  about  the  child, 
and  you  shall  remain  in  our  debt  for  the  account 
of  the  parent. 

[507] 1  do  indeed  wish,  I  replied,  that  I  could 
pay,  and  you  receive,  the  account  of  the  parent, 
and  not,  as  now,  of  the  offspring  only;  take, 
however,  this  latter  by  way  of  interest,1  and 
at  the  same  time  have  a  care  that  I  do  not 
render  a  false  account,  although  I  have  no 

1A  play  upon  r6xos9  which  means  both  "off 
spring"  and  "interest." 


Intention  of  deceiving  you. 

Yes,  we  will  take  all  the  care  that  we  can: 
proceed. 

Yes,  I  said,  but  I  must  first  come  to  an  under 
standing  with  you,  and  remind  you  of  what  I 
have  mentioned  In  the  course  of  this  discussion, 
and  at  many  other  times. 

What? 

The  old  story,  that  there  Is  a  many  beautiful 
and  a  many  good,  and  so  of  other  things  which 
we  describe  and  define;  to  all  of  them  "many" 
Is  applied. 

True,  he  said. 

And  there  Is  an  absolute  beauty  and  an  abso 
lute  good,  and  of  other  things  to  which  the 
term  "many"  is  applied  there  is  an  absolute; 
for  they  may  be  brought  under  a  single  idea, 
which  is  called  the  essence  of  each. 

Very  true. 

The  many,  as  we  say,  are  seen  but  not  known, 
and  the  ideas  are  known  but  not  seen. 

Exactly. 

And  what  Is  the  organ  with  which  we  see  the 
visible  things? 

The  sight,  he  said. 

And  with  the  hearing,  I  said,  we  hear,  and 
with  the  other  senses  perceive  the  other  objects 
of  sense? 

True. 

But  have  you  remarked  that  sight  is  by  far  the 
most  costly  and  complex  piece  of  workmanship 
which  the  artificer  of  the  senses  ever  contrived? 

No,  I  never  have,  he  said. 

Then  reflect:  has  the  ear  or  voice  need  of  any 
third  or  additional  nature  In  order  that  the  one 
may  be  able  to  hear  and  the  other  to  be  heard? 

Nothing  of  the  sort. 

No,  indeed,  I  replied;  and  the  same  is  true  of 
most,  if  not  all,  the  other  senses — you  would 
not  say  that  any  of  them  requires  such  an  addi 
tion? 

Certainly  not. 

But  you  see  that  without  the  addition  of 
some  other  nature  there  is  no  seeing  or  being 
seen? 

How  do  you  mean? 

Sight  being,  as  I  conceive,  in  the  eyes,  and  he 
who  has  eyes  wanting  to  see;  colour  being  also 
present  in  them,  still  unless  there  be  a  third  na 
ture  specially  adapted  to  the  purpose,  the  own 
er  of  the  eyes  will  see  nothing  and  the  colours 
will  be  invisible. 

Of  what  nature  are  you  speaking  ? 

Of  that  which  you  term  light,  I  replied. 

True,  he  said. 

[508]  Noble,  then,  is  the  bond  which  links 
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together  sight  and  visibility,  and  great  beyond 
other  bonds  by  no  small  difference  of  nature; 
for  light  is  their  bond,  and  light  is  no  ignoble 
thing? 

Nay,  he  said,  the  reverse  of  ignoble. 

And  which,  I  said,  of  the  gods  in  heaven 
would  you  say  was  the  lord  of  this  element? 
Whose  is  that  light  which  makes  the  eye  to  see 
perfectly  and  the  visible  to  appear? 

You  mean  the  sun,  as  you  and  all  mankind 
say. 

May  not  the  relation  of  sight  to  this  deity  be 
described  as  follows? 

How? 

Neither  sight  nor  the  eye  in  which  sight  re 
sides  is  the  sun? 

No. 

Yet  of  all  the  organs  of  sense  the  eye  is  the 
most  like  the  sun? 

By  far  the  most  like. 

And  the  power  which  the  eye  possesses  is  a 
sort  of  effluence  which  is  dispensed  from  the 
sun? 

Exactly. 

Then  the  sun  is  not  sight,  but  the  author  of 
sight  who  is  recognized  by  sight. 

True,  he  said. 

And  this  is  he  whom  I  call  the  child  of  the 
good,  whom  the  good  begat  in  his  own  likeness, 
to  be  in  the  visible  world,  in  relation  to  sight 
and  the  things  of  sight,  what  the  good  is  in 
the  intellectual  world  in  relation  to  mind  and 
the  things  of  mind. 

Will  you  be  a  little  more  explicit?  he  said. 

Why,  you  know,  I  said,  that  the  eyes,  when 
a  person  directs  them  towards  objects  on  which 
the  light  of  day  is  no  longer  shining,  but  the 
moon  and  stars  only,  see  dimly,  and  are  nearly 
blind;  they  seem  to  have  no  clearness  of  vision 
in  them? 

Very  true. 

But  when  they  are  directed  towards  objects 
on  which  the  sun  shines,  they  see  clearly  and 
there  is  sight  in  them? 

Certainly. 

And  the  soul  is  like  the  eye:  when  resting 
upon  that  on  which  truth  and  being  shine,  the 
soul  perceives  and  understands  and  is  radiant 
with  intelligence;  but  when  turned  to  wards  ,the 
twilight  of  becoming  and  perishing,  then  she 
has  opinion  only,  and  goes  blinking  about,  and 
is  first  of  one  opinion  and  then  of  another,  and 
seems  to  have  no  intelligence? 

Just  so. 

Now,  that  which  imparts  truth  to  the  known 
and  the  power  of  knowing  to  the  knower  is 


what  I  would  have  you  term  the  idea  or  good, 
and  this  you  will  deem  to  be  the  cause  of  science, 
and  of  truth  in  so  far  as  the  latter  becomes  the 
subject  of  knowledge;  beautiful  too,  as  are  both 
truth  and  knowledge,  you  will  be  right  in  es 
teeming  this  other  nature  as  more  beautiful 
than  either;  /joa/  and,  as  in  the  previous  in 
stance,  light  and  sight  may  be  truly  said  to  be 
like  the  sun,  and  yet  not  to  be  the  sun,  so  in 
this  other  sphere,  science  and  truth  may  be 
deemed  to  be  like  the  good,  but  not  the  good; 
the  good  has  a  place  of  honour  yet  higher. 

What  a  wonder  of  beauty  that  must  be,  he 
said,  which  is  the  author  of  science  and  truth, 
and  yet  surpasses  them  in  beauty;  for  you  sure 
ly  cannot  mean  to  say  that  pleasure  is  the  good? 

God  forbid,  I  replied;  but  may  I  ask  you  to 
consider  the  image  in  another  point  of  view? 

Jn  what  point  of  view? 

You  would  say,  would  you  not,  that  the  sun 
is  not  only  the  author  of  visibility  in  all  visible 
things,  but  of  generation  and  nourishment  and 
growth,  though  he  himself  is  not  generation  ? 

Certainly. 

In  like  manner  the  good  may  be  said  to  be 
not  only  the  author  of  knowledge  to  all  things 
known,  but  of  their  being  and  essence,  and  yet 
the  good  is  not  essence,  but  far  exceeds  essence 
in  dignity  and  power. 

Glaucon  said,  with  a  ludicrous  earnestness: 
By  the  light  of  heaven,  how  amazing! 

Yes,  I  said,  and  the  exaggeration  may  be 
set  down  to  you;  for  you  made  me  utter  my 
fancies. 

And  pray  continue  to  utter  them;  at  any  rate 
let  us  hear  if  there  is  anything  more  to  be  said 
about  the  similitude  of  the  sun. 

Yes,  I  said,  there  is  a  great  deal  more. 

Then  omit  nothing,  however  slight. 

I  will  do  my  best,  I  said;  but  I  should  think 
that  a  great  deal  will  have  to  be  omitted. 

You  have  to  imagine,  then,  that  there  are  two 
ruling  powers,  and  that  one  of  them  is  set  over 
the  intellectual  world,  the  other  over  the  visible. 
I  do  not  say  heaven,  lest  you  should  fancy  that 
I  am  playing  upon  the  name  (oupavos,  oparos). 
May  I  suppose  that  you  have  this  distinction  of 
the  visible  and  intelligible  fixed  in  your  mind? 

I  have. 

Now  take  a  line  which  has  been  cut  into  two 
unequal  parts,  and  divide  each  of  them  again 
in  the  same  proportion,  and  suppose  the  two 
main  divisions  to  answer,  one  to  the  visible  and 
the  other  to  the  intelligible,  and  then  compare 
the  subdivisions  in  respect  o£  their  clearness 
and  want  of  clearness,  and  you  will  find  that 
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the  first  section  in  the  sphere  of  the  visible  con 
sists  of  images.  [510]  And  by  images  I  mean, 
in  the  first  place,  shadows,  and  in  the  second 
place,  reflections  in  water  and  in  solid,  smooth 
and  polished  bodies  and  the  like:  Do  you  un 
derstand? 

Yes,  I  understand. 

Imagine,  now,  the  other  section,  of  which  this 
is  only  the  resemblance,  to  include  the  animals 
which  we  see,  and  everything  that  grows  or  is 
made. 

Very  good. 

Would  you  not  admit  that  both  the  sections 
of  this  division  have  different  degrees  of  truth, 
and  that  the  copy  is  to  the  original  as  the  sphere 
of  opinion  is  to  the  sphere  of  knowledge  ? 

Most  undoubtedly. 

Next  proceed  to  consider  the  manner  in  which 
the  sphere  of  the  intellectual  is  to  be  divided. 

In  what  manner? 

Thus: — There  are  two  subdivisions,  in  the 
lower  of  which  the  soul  uses  the  figures  given 
by  the  former  division  as  images;  the  enquiry 
can  only  be  hypothetical,  and  instead  of  going 
upwards  to  a  principle  descends  to  the  other 
end;  in  the  higher  of  the  two,  the  soul  passes 
out  of  hypotheses,  and  goes  up  to  a  principle 
which  is  above  hypotheses,  making  no  use  of 
images  as  in  the  former  case,  but  proceeding 
only  in  and  through  the  ideas  themselves. 

I  do  not  quite  understand  your  meaning,  he 
said. 

Then  I  will  try  again;  you  will  understand 
me  better  when  I  have  made  some  preliminary 
remarks.  You  are  aware  that  students  of  geome 
try,  arithmetic,  and  the  kindred  sciences  assume 
the  odd  and  the  even  and  the  figures  and  three 
kinds  of  angles  and  the  like  in  their  several 
branches  of  science;  these  are  their  hypotheses, 
which  they  and  every  body  are  supposed  to 
know,  and  therefore  they  do  not  deign  to  give 
any  account  of  them  either  to  themselves  or 
others;  but  they  begin  with  them,  and  go  on 
until  they  arrive  at  last,  and  in  a  consistent  man 
ner,  at  their  conclusion  ? 

Yes,  he  said,  I  know. 

And  do  you  not  know  also  that  although  they 
make  use  of  the  visible  forms  and  reason  about 
them,  they  are  thinking  not  of  these,  but  of  the 
ideals  which  they  resemble;  not  of  the  figures 
which  they  draw,  but  of  the  absolute  square 
and  the  absolute  diameter,  and  so  on — the 
forms  which  they  draw  or  make,  and  which 
have  shadows  and  reflections  in  water  of  their 
own,  are  converted  by  them  into  images,  but 
they  are  really  seeking  to  behold  the  things 


themselves,  which  can  only  be  seen  with  the  eye 
of  the  mind? 

[511]  That  is  true. 

And  of  this  kind  I  spoke  as  the  intelligible, 
although  in  the  search  after  it  the  soul  is  com 
pelled  to  use  hypotheses;  not  ascending  to  a 
first  principle,  because  she  is  unable  to  rise 
above  the  region  of  hypothesis,  but  employing 
the  objects  of  which  the  shadows  below  are  re 
semblances  in  their  turn  as  images,  they  having 
in  relation  to  the  shadows  and  reflections  of 
them  a  greater  distinctness,  and  therefore  a 
higher  value. 

I  understand,  he  said,  that  you  are  speaking 
of  the  province  of  geometry  and  the  sister  arts. 

And  when  I  speak  of  the  other  division  of  the 
intelligible,  you  will  understand  me  to  speak  of 
that  other  sort  of  knowledge  which  reason  her 
self  attains  by  the  power  of  dialectic,  using  the 
hypotheses  not  as  first  principles,  but  only  as 
hypotheses — that  is  to  say,  as  steps  and  points 
of  departure  into  a  world  which  is  above  hypoth 
eses,  in  order  that  she  may  soar  beyond  them 
to  the  first  principle  of  the  whole;  and  clinging 
to  this  and  then  to  that  which  depends  on  this, 
by  successive  steps  she  descends  again  without 
the  aid  of  any  sensible  object,  from  ideas, 
through  ideas,  and  in  ideas  she  ends. 

I  understand  you,  he  replied;  not  perfectly, 
foryou  seem  to  me  to  be  describing  a  task  which 
is  really  tremendous;  but,  at  any  rate,  I  under 
stand  you  to  say  that  knowledge  and  being, 
which  the  science  of  dialectic  contemplates,  are 
clearer  than  the  notions  of  the  arts,  as  they  are 
termed,  which  proceed  from  hypotheses  only: 
these  are  also  contemplated  by  the  understand 
ing,  and  not  by  the  senses:  yet,  because  they 
start  from  hypotheses  and  do  not  ascend  to  a 
principle,  those  who  contemplate  them  appear 
to  you  not  to  exercise  the  higher  reason  upon 
them,  although  when  a  first  principle  is  added 
to  them  they  are  cognizable  by  the  higher  rea 
son.  And  the  habit  which  is  concerned  with  ge 
ometry  and  the  cognate  sciences  I  suppose  that 
you  would  term  understanding  and  not  rea 
son,  as  being  intermediate  between  opinion  and 
reason. 

You  have  quite  conceived  my  meaning,  I 
said;  and  now,  corresponding  to  these  four  di 
visions,  let  there  be  four  faculties  in  the  soul — 
reason  answering  to  the  highest,  understand 
ing  to  the  second,  faith  (or  conviction)  to  the 
third,  and  perception  of  shadows  to  the  last — 
and  let  there  be  a  scale  of  them,  and  let  us  sup 
pose  that  the  several  faculties  have  clearness  in 
the  same  degree  that  their  objects  have  truth. 
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I  understand,  he  replied,  and  give  my  assent, 
and  accept  your  arrangement. 

BOOK  VII 

[514]  AND  now,  I  said,  let  me  show  in  a  figure 
how  far  our  nature  is  enlightened  or  unenlight 
ened: — Behold!  human  beings  living  in  an  un 
derground  den,  which  has  a  mouth  open  towards 
the  light  and  reaching  all  along  the  den;  here 
they  have  been  from  their  childhood,  and  have 
their  legs  and  necks  chained  so  that  they  can 
not  move,  and  can  only  see  before  them,  being 
prevented  by  the  chains  from  turning  round 
their  heads.  Above  and  behind  them  a  fire  is 
blazing  at  a  distance,  and  between  the  fire  and 
the  prisoners  there  is  a  raised  way;  and  you 
will  see,  if  you  look,  a  low  wall  built  along  the 
way,  like  the  screen  which  marionette  players 
have  in  front  of  them,  over  which  they  show 
the  puppets. 

I  see. 

And  doyou.  see,  I  said,  men  passing  along  the 
wall  carrying  all  sorts  of  vessels,  [515]  and  stat 
ues  and  figures  of  animals  made  of  wood  and 
stone  and  various  materials,  which  appear  over 
the  wall?  Some  of  them  are  talking,  others  si 
lent. 

You  have  shown  me  a  strange  image,  and 
they  are  strange  prisoners. 

Like  ourselves,  I  replied;  and  they  see  only 
their  own  shadows,  or  the  shadows  of  one  an 
other,  which  the  fire  throws  on  the  opposite 
wall  of  the  cave? 

True,  he  said;  how  could  they  see  anything 
but  the  shadows  if  they  were  never  allowed  to 
move  their  heads? 

And  of  the  objects  which  are  being  carried  in 
like  manner  they  would  only  see  the  shadows? 

Yes,  he  said. 

And  if  they  were  able  to  converse  with  one 
another,  would  they  not  suppose  that  they  were 
naming  what  was  actually  before  them? 

Very  true. 

And  suppose  further  that  the  prison  had  an 
echo  which  came  from  the  other  side,  would 
they  not  be  sure  to  fancy  when  one  of  the  pass 
ers-by  spoke  that  the  voice  which  they  heard 
came  from  the  passing  shadow? 

No  question,  he  replied. 

To  them,  I  said,  the  truth  would  be  literally 
nothing  but  the  shadows  of  the  images. 

That  is  certain. 

And  now  look  again,  and  see  what  will  nat 
urally 'follow  if  the  prisoners  are  released  and 
disabused  of  their  error.  At  first,  when  any  of 


them  is  liberated  and  compelled  suddenly  to 
stand  up  and  turn  his  neck  round  and  walk 
and  look  towards  the  light,  he  will  suffer  sharp 
pains;  the  glare  will  distress  him,  and  he  will 
be  unable  to 'see  the  realities  of  which  in  his 
former  state  he  had  seen  the  shadows;  and  then 
conceive  some  one  saying  to  him,  that  what  he 
saw  before  was  an  illusion,  but  that  now,  when 
he  is  approaching  nearer  to  being  and  his  eye 
is  turned  towards  more  real  existence,  he  has  a 
clearer  vision — what  will  be  his  reply?  And 
you  may  further  imagine  that  his  instructor  is 
pointing  to  the  objects  as  they  pass  and  requir 
ing  him  to  name  them — will  he  not  be  per 
plexed?  Will  he  not  fancy  that  the  shadows 
which  he  formerly  saw  are  truer  than  the  ob 
jects  which  are  now  shown  to  him? 

Far  truer. 

And  if  he  is  compelled  to  look  straight  at  the 
light,  will  he  not  have  a  pain  in  his  eyes  which 
will  make  him  turn  away  to  take  refuge  in  the 
objects  of  vision  which  he  can  see,  and  which 
he  will  conceive  to  be  in  reality  clearer  than  the 
things  which  are  now  being  shown  to  him? 

True,  he  said. 

And  suppose  once  more,  that  he  is  reluctant 
ly  dragged  up  a  steep  and  rugged  ascent,  and 
held  fast  until  he  is  forced  into  the  presence  of 
the  sun  himself,  [516]  is  he  not  likely  to  be 
pained  and  irritated?  When  he  approaches  the 
light  his  eyes  will  be  dazzled,  and  he  will  not 
be  able  to  see  anything  at  all  of  what  are  now 
called  realities. 

Not  all  in  a  moment,  he  said. 

He  will  require  to  grow  accustomed  to  the 
sight  of  the  upper  world.  And  first  he  will  see 
the  shadows  best,  next  the  reflections  of  men 
and  other  objects  in  the  water,  and  then  the  ob 
jects  themselves;  then  he  will  gaze  upon  the 
light  of  the  moon  and  the  star  sand  the  spangled 
heaven;  and  he  will  see  the  sky  and  the  stars  by 
night  better  than  the  sun  or  the  light  of  the 
sun  by  day? 

Certainly. 

Last  of  all  he  will  be  able  to  see  the  sun,  and 
not  mere  reflections  of  him  in  the  water,  but 
he  will  see  him  in  his  own  proper  place,  and 
not  in  another;  and  he  will  contemplate  him  as 
he  is. 

Certainly. 

1  He  will  then  proceed  to  argue  that  this  is  he 
who  gives  the  season  and  the  years,  and  is  the 
guardian  of  all  that  is  in  the  visible  world,  and 
in  a  certain  way  the  cause  of  all  things  which 
he  and  his  fellows  have  been  accustomed  to  be 
hold? 
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Clearly,  he  said,  he  would  first  see  the  sun 
and  then  reason  about  him. 

And  when  he  remembered  his  old  habitation, 
and  the  wisdom  of  the  den  and  his  fellow- 
prisoners,  do  you  not  suppose  that  he  would 
felicitate  himself  on  the  change, and  pity  them? 

Certainly,  he  would. 

And  if  they  were  in  the  habit  of  conferring 
honours  among  themselves  on  those  who  were 
quickest  to  observe  the  passing  shadows  and 
to  remark  which  of  them  went  before,  and 
which  followed  after,  and  which  were  together; 
and  who  were  therefore  best  able  to  draw  con 
clusions  as  to  the  future,  do  you  think  that  he 
would  care  for  such  honours  and  glories,  or 
envy  the  possessors  of  them?  Would  he  not  say 
with  Homer, 

Better  to  be  the  poor  servant  of  a  poor  master, 

and  to  endure  anything,  rather  than  think  as 
they  do  and  live  after  their  manner? 

Yes,  he  said,  I  think  that  he  would  rather 
suffer  anything  than  entertain  these  false  no 
tions  and  live  in  this  miserable  manner. 

Imagine  once  more,  I  said,  such  an  one  com 
ing  suddenly  out  of  the  sun  to  be  replaced  in 
his  old  situation;  would  he  not  be  certain  to 
have  his  eyes  full  of  darkness? 

To  be  sure,  he  said. 

And  if  there  were  a  contest,  and  he  had  to 
compete  in  measuring  the  shadows  with  the 
prisoners  who  had  never  moved  out  of  the 
[$17]  den,  while  his  sight  was  still  weak,  and 
before  his  eyes  had  become  steady  (and  the  time 
which  would  be  needed  to  acquire  this  new 
habit  of  sight  might  be  very  considerable), 
would  he  not  be  ridiculous?  Men  would  say  of 
him  that  up  he  went  and  down  he  came  with 
out  his  eyes;  and  that  it  was  better  not  even  to 
think  of  ascending;  and  if  anyone  tried  to  loose 
another  and  lead  him  up  to  the  light,  let  them 
only  catch  the  offender,  and  they  would  put 
him  to  death. 

No  question,  he  said. 

-  This  entire  allegory,  I  said,  you  may  now 
append,  dear  Glaucon,  to  the  previous  argu 
ment;  the  prison-house  is  the  world  of  sight, 
the  light  of  the  fire  is  the  sun,  and  you  will  not 
misapprehend  me  if  you  interpret  the  journey 
upwards  to  be  the  ascent  of  the  soul  into  the 
intellectual  world  according  to  my  poor  be 
lief,  which,  at  your  desire,  I  have  expressed — 
whether  rightly  or  wrongly  God  knows.  But, 
whether  true  or  false,  my  opinion  is  that  in  the 
world  of  knowledge  the  idea  of  good  appears 
last  of  all,  and  is  seen  only  with  an  effort;  and, 


when  seen,  is  also  inferred  to  be  the  universal 
author  of  all  things  beautiful  and  right,  parent 
of  light  and  of  the  lord  of  light  in  this  visible 
world,  and  the  immediate  source  of  reason  and 
truth  in  the  intellectual;  and  that  this  is  the 
power  upon  which  he  who  would  act  rationally 
either  in  public  or  private  life  must  have  his  eye 
fixed. 

I  agree,  he  said,  as  far  as  I  am  able  to  under 
stand  you. 

Moreover,  I  said,  you  must  not  wonder  that 
those  who  attain  to  this  beatific  vision  are  un 
willing  to  descend  to  human  affairs;  for  their 
souls  are  ever  hastening  into  the  upper  world 
where  they  desire  to  dwell;  which  desire  of 
theirs  is  very  natural,  if  our  allegory  may  be 
trusted. 

Yes,  very  natural. 

And  is  there  anything  surprising  in  one  who 
passes  from  divine  contemplations  to  the  evE 
state  of  man,  misbehaving  himself  in  a  ridicu 
lous  manner;  if,  while  his  eyes  are  blinking 
and  before  he  has  become  accustomed  to  the 
surrounding  darkness,  he  is  compelled  to  fight 
in  courts  of  law,  or  in  other  places,  about  the 
images  or  the  shadows  of  images  of  justice,  and 
is  endeavouring  to  meet  the  conceptions  of 
those  who  have  never  yet  seen  absolute  justice? 

Anything  but  surprising,  he  replied. 

[518]  Any  one  who  has  common  sense  will 
remember  that  the  bewilderments  of  the  eyes 
are  of  two  kinds,  and  arise  from  two  causes,  ei 
ther  from  coming  out  of  the  light  or  from  going 
into  the  light,  which  is  true  of  the  mind's  eye, 
quite  as  much  as  of  the  bodily  eye;  and  he  who 
remembers  this  when  he  sees  any  one  whose 
vision  is  perplexed  and  weak,  will  not  be  too 
ready  to  laugh;  he  will  first  ask  whether  that 
soul  of  man  has  come  out  of  the  brighter  life, 
and  is  unable  to  see  because  unaccustomed  to 
the  dark,  or  having  turned  from  darkness  to 
the  day  is  dazzled  by  excess  of  light.  And  he 
will  count  the  one  happy  in  his  condition  and 
state  of  being,  and  he  will  pity  the  other;  or,  if 
he  have  a  mind  to  laugh  at  the  soul  which  comes 
from  below  into  the  light,  there  will  be  more 
reason  in  this  than  in  the  laugh  which  greets 
him  who  returns  from  above  out  of  the  light 
into  the  den. 

That,  he  said,  is  a  very  just  distinction. 

But  then,  if  I  am  right,  certain  professors  of 
education  must  be  wrong  when  they  say  that 
they  can  put  a  knowledge  into  the  soul  which 
was  not  there  before,  like  sight  into  blind  eyes. 

They  undoubtedly  say  this,  he  replied.    • 

Whereas,  our  argument  shows  that  the  power 
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and  capacity  o£  learning  exists  in  the  soul  al 
ready;  and  that  just  as  the  eye  was  unable  to 
turn  from  darkness  to  light  without  the  whole 
body,  so  too  the  instrument  of  knowledge  can 
only  by  the  movement  of  the  whole  soul  be 
turned  from  the  world  of  becoming  into  that 
of  being,  and  learn  by  degrees  to  endure  the 
sight  of  being,  and  of  the  brightest  and  best  of 
being,  or  in  other  words,  of  the  good. 

Very  true. 

And  must  there  not  be  some  art  which  will 
effect  conversion  in  the  easiest  and  quickest 
manner;  not  implanting  the  faculty  of  sight, 
for  that  exists  already,  but  has  been  turned  in 
the  wrong  direction,  and  is  looking  away  from 
the  truth? 

Yes,  he  said,  such  an  art  may  be  presumed. 
-  And  whereas  the  other  so-called  virtues  of 
the  soul  seern  to  be  akin  to  bodily  qualities,  for 
even  when  they  are  not  originally  innate  they 
can  be  implanted  later  by  habit  and  exercise, 
the  virtue  of  wisdom  more  than  anything  else 
contains  a  divine  element  which  always  re 
mains,  and  by  this  conversion  is  rendered  use 
ful  and  profitable;  /5/p7  or,  on  the  other  hand, 
hurtful  and  useless.  Did  you  never  observe  the 
narrow  intelligence  flashing  from  the  keen  eye 
of  a  clever  rogue — how  eager  he  is,  how  clearly 
his  paltry  soul  sees  the  way  to  his  end;  he  is  the 
reverse  of  blind,  but  his  keen  eye-sight  is  forced 
into  the  service  of  evil,  and  he  is  mischievous 
in  proportion  to  his  cleverness? 

Very  true,  he  said. 

But  what  if  there  had  been  a  circumcision  of 
such  natures  in  the  days  of  their  youth;  and 
they  had  been  severed  from  those  sensual  pleas 
ures,  such  as  eating  and  drinking,  which,  like 
leaden  weights,  were  attached  to  them  at  their 
birth,  and  which  drag  them  down  and  turn  the 
vision  of  their  souls  upon  the  things  that  are 
below — if,  I  say,  they  had  been  released  from 
these  impediments  and  turned  in  the  opposite 
direction,  the  very  same  faculty  in  them  would 
have  seen  the  truth  as  keenly  as  they  see  what 
their  eyes  are  turned  to  now. 

Very  likely. 

Yes,  I  said;  and  there  is  another  thing  which 
is  likely,  or  rather  a  necessary  inference  from 
what  has  preceded,  that  neither  the  uneducated 
and  uninformed  of  the  truth,  nor  yet  those  who 
never  make  an  end  of  their  education,  will  be 
able  ministers  of  State;  not  the  former,  because 
they  have  no  single  aim  of  duty  which  is  the 
rule  of  all  their  actions,  private  as  well  as  pub 
lic;  nor  the  latter,  because  they  will  not  act  at 
all  except  upon  compulsion,  fancying  that  they 


are  already  dwelling  apart  in  the  islands  of  the 
blest. 

Very  true,  he  replied. 

Then,  I  said,  the  business  of  us  who  are  the 
founders  of  the  State  will  be  to  compel  the  best 
minds  to  attain  that  knowledge  which  we  have 
already  shown  to  be  the  greatest  of  all — they 
must  continue  to  ascend  until  they  arrive  at  the 
good;  but  when  they  have  ascended  and  seen 
enough  we  must  not  allow  them  to  do  as  they 
do  now. 

What  do  you  mean? 

I  mean  that  they  remain  in  the  upper  world: 
but  this  must  not  be  allowed;  they  must  be  made 
to  descend  again  among  the  prisoners  in  the 
den,  and  partake  of  their  labours  and  honours, 
whether  they  are  worth  having  or  not. 

But  is  not  this  unjust?  he  said;  ought  we  to 
give  them  a  worse  life,  when  they  might  have 
a  better? 

You  have  again  forgotten,  niy  friend,  I  said, 
the  intention  of  the  legislator,  who  did  not  aim 
at  making  any  one  class  in  the  State  happy 
above  the  rest;  the  happiness  was  to  be  in  the 
whole  State,  and  he  held  the  citizens  together 
by  persuasion  and  necessity,  making  them  bene 
factors  of  the  State,  [520]  and  therefore  bene 
factors  of  one  another;  to  this  end  he  created 
them,  not  to  please  themselves,  but  to  be  his 
instruments  in  binding  up  the  State. 

True,  he  said,  I  had  forgotten. 

Observe,  Glaucon,that  there  will  be  no  injus 
tice  in  compelling  our  philosophers  to  have  a 
care  and  providence  of  others;  we  shall  explain 
to  them  that  in  other  States,  men  of  their  class 
are  not  obliged  to  share  in  the  toils  of  politics: 
and  this  is  reasonable,  for  they  grow  up  at  their 
own  sweet  will,  and  the  government  would 
rather  not  have  them.  Being  self-taught,  they 
cannot  be  expected  to  show  any  gratitude  for 
a  culture  which  they  have  never  received.  But 
we  have  brought  you  into  the  world  to  be  rulers 
of  the  hive,  kings  of  yourselves  and  of  the  other 
citizens,  and  have  educated  you  far  better  and 
more  perfectly  than  they  have  been  educated, 
and  you  are  better  able  to  share  in  the  double 
duty.  Wherefore  each  of  you,  when  his  turn 
comes,  must  go  down  to  the  general  under 
ground  abode,  and  get  the  habit  of  seeing  in  the 
dark.  When  you  have  acquired  the  habit,  you 
will  see  ten  thousand  times  better  than  the  in 
habitants  of  the  den,  and  you  will  know  what 
the  several  images  are,  and  what  they  represent, 
because  you  have  seen  the  beautiful  and  just 
and  good  in  their  truth.  And  thus  our  State 
which  is  also  yours  will  be  a  reality,  and  not  a 
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dream  only,  and  will  be  administered  in  a  spir 
it  unlike  that  of  other  States,  in  which  men  fight 
with  one  another  about  shadows  only  and  are 
distracted  in  the  struggle  for  power,  which  in 
their  eyes  is  a  great  good.  Whereas  the  truth  is 
that  the  State  in  which  the  rulers  are  most  re 
luctant  to  govern  is  always  the  best  and  most 
quiedy  governed,  and  the  State  in  which  they 
are  most  eager,  the  worst. 

Quite  true,  he  replied. 

And  will  our  pupils,  when  they  hear  this,  re 
fuse  to  take  their  turn  at  the  toils  of  State,  when 
they  are  allowed  to  spend  the  greater  part  of 
their  time  with  one  another  in  the  heavenly 
light? 

Impossible,  he  answered;  for  they  are  just 
men,  and  the  commands  which  we  impose  up 
on  them  are  just;  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
every  one  of  them  will  take  office  as  a  stern 
necessity,  and  not  after  the  fashion  of  our  pres 
ent  rulers  of  State. 

Yes,  my  friend,  I  said;  and  there  lies  the 
point.  You  must  contrive  for  your  future  rulers 
another  and  a  better  life  than  that  of  [521]  a 
ruler,  and  then  you  may  have  a  well-ordered 
State;  for  only  in  the  State  which  offers  this, 
will  they  rule  who  are  truly  rich,  not  in  silver 
and  gold,  but  in  virtue  and  wisdom,  which  are 
the  true  blessings  of  life.  Whereas  if  they  go  to 
the  administration  of  public  affairs,  poor  and 
hungering  after  their  own  private  advantage, 
thinking  that  hence  they  are  to  snatch  the  chief 
good,  order  there  can  never  be;  for  they  will  be 
fighting  about  office,  and  the  civil  and  domestic 
broils  which  thus  arise  will  be  the  ruin  of  the 
rulers  themselves  and  of  the  whole  State. 

Most  true,  he  replied. 

And  the  only  life  which  looks  down  upon  the 
life  of  political  ambition  is  that  of  true  philoso 
phy.  Do  you  know  of  any  other? 

Indeed,  I  do  not,  he  said. 

And  those  who  govern  ought  not  to  be  lovers 
of  the  task?  For,  if  they  are,  there  will  be  rival 
lovers,  and  they  will  fight. 

No  question. 

Who  then  are  those  whom  we  shall  compel 
to  be  guardians?  Surely  they  will  be  the  men 
who  are  wisest  about  affairs  of  State,  and  by 
whom  the  State  is  best  administered,  and  who 
at  the  same  time  have  other  honours  and  anoth 
er  and  a  better  life  than  that  of  politics? 

They  are  the  men,  and  I  will  choose  them,  he 
replied. 

And  now  shall  we  consider  in  what  way  such 
guardians  will  be  produced,  and  how  they  are 
to  be  brought  from  darkness  to  light — as  some 


are  said  to  have  ascended  from  the  world  be 
low  to  the  gods  ? 

By  all  means,  he  replied. 

The  process,  I  said,  is  not  the  turning  over 
of  an  oyster-shell,1  but  the  turning  round  of  a 
soul  passing  from  a  day  which  is  little  better 
than  night  to  the  true  day  of  being,  that  is,  the 
ascent  from  below,  which  we  affirm  to  be  true 
philosophy? 

Quite  so. 

And  should  we  not  enquire  what  sort  of 
knowledge  has  the  power  of  effecting  such  a 
change? 

Certainly. 

What  sort  of  knowledge  is  there  which  would 
draw  the  soul  from  becoming  to  being?  And 
another  consideration  has  just  occurred  to  me: 
You  will  remember  that  our  young  men  are  to 
be  warrior  athletes? 

Yes,  that  was  said. 

Then  this  new  kind  of  knowledge  must  have 
an  additional  quality? 

What  quality? 

Usefulness  in  war. 

Yes,  if  possible. 

There  were  two  parts  in  our  former  scheme 
of  education,  were  there  not? 

Just  so. 

There  was  gymnastic  which  presided  over 
the  growth  and  decay  of  the  body,  and  may 
therefore  be  regarded  as  having  to  do  with  gen 
eration  and  corruption  ? 

True. 

7522  J  Then  that  is  not  the  knowledge  which 
we  are  seeking  to  discover  ? 

No. 

But  what  do  you  say  of  music,  what  also  en 
tered  to  a  certain  extent  into  our  former  scheme? 

Music,  he  said,  as  you  will  remember,  was  the 
counterpart  of  gymnastic,  and  trained  the  guard 
ians  by  the  influences  of  habit,  by  harmony 
making  them  harmonious,  by  rhythm  rhythmi 
cal,  but  not  giving  them  science;  and  the  words, 
whether  fabulous  or  possibly  true,  had  kindred 
elements  of  rhythm  and  harmony  in  them.  But 
in  music  there  was  nothing  which  tended  to 
that  good  which  you  are  now  seeking. 

You  are  most  accurate,  I  said,  in  your  recol 
lection;  in  music  there  certainly  was  nothing 
of  the  kind.  But  what  branch  of  knowledge 
is  there,  my  dear  Glaucon,  which  is  of  the  de 
sired  nature;  since  all  the  useful  arts  were 

1  In  allusion  to  a  game  in  which  two  parties  fled 
or  pursued  according  as  an  oyster-shell  .which  was 
thrown  into  the  air  fell  with  the  dark  or  light  side 
uppermost. 
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reckoned  mean  by  us? 

Undoubtedly;  and  yet  if  music  and  gymnas 
tic  are  excluded,  and  die  arts  are  also  excluded, 
what  remains  ? 

Well,  I  said,  there  may  be  nothing  left  of 
our  special  subjects;  and  then  we  shall  have  to 
take  something  which  is  not  special,  but  of  uni 
versal  application. 

What  may  that  be? 

A  something  which  all  arts  and  sciences  and 
intelligences  use  in  common,  and  which  every 
one  first  has  to  learn  among  the  elements  of 
education. 

What  is  that? 

The  little  matter  of  distinguishing  one,  two, 
and  three — in  a  word,  number  and  calculation: 
— do  not  all  arts  and  sciences  necessarily  par 
take  of  them? 

Yes. 

Then  the  art  of  war  partakes  of  them? 

To  be  sure. 

Then  Palamedes,  whenever  he  appears  in 
tragedy,  proves  Agamemnon  ridiculously  un 
fit  to  be  a  general.  Did  you  never  remark  how 
he  declares  that  he  had  invented  number,  and 
had  numbered  the  ships  and  set  in  array  the 
ranks  of  the  army  at  Troy;  which  implies  that 
they  had  never  been  numbered  before,  and 
Agamemnon  must  be  supposed  literally  to  have 
been  incapable  of  counting  his  own  feet — how 
could  he  if  he  was  ignorant  of  number?  And  if 
that  is  true,  what  sort  of  general  must  he  have 
been? 

I  should  say  a  very  strange  one,  if  this  was  as 
you  say. 

Can  we  deny  that  a  warrior  should  have  a 
knowledge  of  arithmetic? 

Certainly  he  should,  if  he  is  to  have  the  small 
est  understanding  of  military  tactics,  or  indeed, 
I  should  rather  say,  if  he  is  to  be  a  man  at  all. 

I  should  like  to  know  whether  you  have  the 
same  notion  which  I  have  of  this  study? 

What  is  your  notion? 

'  It  appears  to  me  to  be  a  study  of  the  kind 
which  we  are  seeking,  and  which  leads  natural 
ly  to  reflection,  [523]  but  never  to  have  been 
rightly  used;  for  the  true  use  of  it  is  simply  to 
draw  the  soul  towards  beirig. 

Will  you  explain  your  meaning?  he' said. 

I  will  try,  I  said;  and  I  wish  you  Would  share  * 
the  enquiry  with  me,  and  say  "yes"  or  "no" 
when  I  attempt  to  distinguish  in  my  own  mind 
what  branches  of  knowledge  have  this  "attract 
ing  power,  .in  order  that  we  may  have  clearer 
proof  that  arithmetic  is,  as  I  suspect,  one  of 
them. 


Explain,  he  said. 

I  mean  to  say  that  objects  of  sense  are  of  two 
kinds;  some  of  them  do  not  invite  thought  be 
cause  the  sense  is  an  adequate  judge  of  them; 
while  in  the  case  of  other  objects  sense  is  so  un 
trustworthy  that  further  enquiry  is  imperative 
ly  demanded. 

You  are  clearly  referring,  he  said,  to  the  man 
ner  in  which  the  senses  are  imposed  upon  by 
distance,  and  by  painting  in  light  and  shade. 

No,  I  said,  that  is  not  at  all  my  meaning. 

Then  what  is  your  meaning? 

When  speakingof  uninviting  objects,  I  mean 
those  which  do  not  pass  from  one  sensation  to 
the  opposite;  inviting  objects  are  those  which 
do;  in  this  latter  case  the  sense  comingupon  the 
object,  whether  at  a  distance  or  near,  gives  no 
more  vivid  idea  of  anything  in  particular  than 
of  its  opposite.  An  illustration  will  make  my 
meaning  clearer: — here  are  three  fingers — a 
litde  finger,  a  second  finger,  and  a  middle  fin 
ger. 

Very  good. 

You  may  suppose  that  they  are  seen  quite 
close:  And  here  "comes  the  point. 

What  is  it? 

Each  of  them  equally  appears  a  finger,  wheth 
er  seen  in  the  middle  or  at  the  extremity,  wheth 
er  white  or  black,  or  thick  or  thin — it  makes  no 
difference;  a  finger  is  a  finger  all  the  same.  In 
these  cases  a  man  is  not  compelled  to  ask  of 
thought  the  question  what  is  a  finger?  for  the 
sight  never  intimates  to  the  mind  that  a  finger 
is  other  than  a  finger. 

True. 

And  therefore,  I  said,  as  we  might  expect, 
there  is  nothing  here  which  invites  or  excites 
intelligence. 

There  is  not,  hfe  said. 

But  is  this  equally  true  of  the  greatness  and 
smallness  of  the  fingers?  Can  sight  adequately 
perceive  them?  and  is  no  difference  made  by 
the  circumstance  that  one  of  the  fingers  is  in 
the  middle  and  another  at  the  extremity?  And 
in  like  manner  does  the  touch  adequately  per 
ceive  the  qualities  of  thickness  or  thinness,  of 
softness  or  hardness?  Arid  so  of  the  other  senses; 
do  they  give  perfect  intimations  of  such  mat 
ters?  [524]  Is  not  their  mode  of  operation  on 
this  -wise — the  sense  which  is  concerned  with 
the  quality  of  hardness  is  necessarily  concerned 
also  with  the  quality  of  softness,  and  only  inti 
mates  to  the  soul  that  the  same  thing  is  felt  to 
be  both  hard  and  soft  ? 

You  are  quite  righ't,  he  said. 

And  must  not  the  soul  be  perplexed  at  this 
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intimation  which  the  sense  gives  of  a  hard 
which  is  also  soft?  What,  again,  is  the  mean 
ing  of  light  and  heavy,  if  that  which  is  light  is 
also  heavy,  and  that  which  is  heavy,  light? 

Yes,  he  said,  these  intimations  which  the  soul 
receives  are  very  curious  and  require  to  be  ex 
plained. 

Yes,  I  said,  and  in  these  perplexities  the  soul 
naturally  summons  to  her  aid  calculation  and 
intelligence,  that  she  may  see  whether  the  sev 
eral  objects  announced  to  her  are  one  or  two. 

True. 

And  if  they  turn  out  to  be  two,  is  not  each  of 
them  one  and  different? 

Certainly. 

And  if  each  is  one,  and  both  are  two,  she  will 
conceive  the  two  as  in  a  state  of  division,  for  if 
they  were  undivided  they  could  only  be  con 
ceived  of  as  one? 

True. 

The  eye  certainly  did  see  both  small  and 
great,  but  only  in  a  confused  manner;  they  were 
not  distinguished. 

Yes. 

Whereas  the  thinking  mind,  intending  to 
light  up  the  chaos,  was  compelled  to  reverse 
the  process,  and  look  at  small  and  great  as  sep 
arate  and  not  confused. 

Very  true. 

Was  not  this  the  beginning  of  the  enquiry 
"What  is  great?"  and  "What  is  small?" 

Exactly  so. 

And  thus  arose  the  distinction  of  the  visible 
and  the  intelligible. 

Most  true. 

This  was  what  I  meant  when  I  spoke  of  im 
pressions  which  invited  the  intellect,  or  the  re 
verse — those  which  are  simultaneous  with  op 
posite  impressions,  invite  thought;  those  which 
are  not  simultaneous  do  not.  . 

I  understand,  he  said,  and  agree  with  you. 

And  to  which  class  do  unity  and  number  be 
long? 

I  do  not  know,  he  replied. 
</ Think  a  little  and  you  will  see  that  what  has 
preceded  will  supply  the  answer;  for  if  simple 
unity  could  beadequately  perceived  by  the  sight 
or  by  any  other  sense,  then,  as  we  were  saying 
in  the  case  of  the  finger,  there  would  be  nothing 
toattract  towards  being;  butwhen  thereis,some 
contradiction  always  present,  and  one  is  the  re 
verse  of  one  and  involves  the  conception  o£  plu 
rality,  then  thought  begins  to  be  aroused  within 
us,  and  the  soul  perplexed  and  wanting  to  arrive 
at  a  decision  asks  "What  is  absolute  unity?" 
This  is  the  way  in  which  the  study  of  the  one 


has  a  power  of  drawing  [52$]  and  converting 
the  mind  to  the  contemplation  of  true  being. 

And  surely,  he  said,  this  occurs  notably  in 
the  case  of  one;  for  we  see  the  same  thing  to  be 
both  one  and  infinite  in  multitude? 

Yes,  I  said;  and  this  being  true  of  one  must 
be  equally  true  of  all  number? 
Certainly. 

And  all  arithmetic  and  calculation  have  to  do 
with  number? 
Yes. 

And  they  appear  to  lead  the  mind  towards 
truth? 

Yes,  in  a  very  remarkable  manner. 
Then  this  is  knowledge  of  the  kind  for  which 
we  are  seeking,  having  a  double  use,  military 
and  philosophical;  for  the  man  of  war  must 
learn  the  art  of  number  or  he  will  not  know  how 
to  array  his  troops,  and  the  philosopher  also, 
because  he  has  to  rise  out  of  the  sea  of  change 
and  lay  hold  of  true  being,  and  therefore  he 
must  be  an  arithmetician. 
That  is  true. 

And  our  guardian  is  both  warrior  and  philos 
opher? 
Certainly. 

Then  this  is  a  kind  of  knowledge  which  leg 
islation  may  fitly  prescribe;  and  we  must  en 
deavour  to  persuade  those  who  are  to  be  the 
principal  men  of  our  State  to  go  and  learn 
arithmetic,  not  as  amateurs,  but  they  must  carry 
on  the  study  until  they  see  the  nature  of  num 
bers  with  the  mind  only;  nor  again,  like  mer 
chants  or  retail-traders,  with  a  view  to  buying 
or  selling,  but  for  the  sake  of  their  military 
use,  and  of  the  soul  herself;  and  because  this 
will  be  "the  easiest  way  for  her  to  pass  from  be 
coming  to  truth  and  being. 
That  is  excellent,  he  said. 
Yes,  I  said,  and  now  having  spoken  of  it,  I 
must  add  how  charming  the  science  is !  and  in 
how  many  ways  it  conduces  to  our  desired  end, 
if  pursued  in  the  spirit  of  a  philosopher,  and 
not  of  a  shopkeeper! 
How  do  you  mean  ? 

I  mean,  as  I  was  sayin'g,  that  arithmetic  has  a 
very  great  and  elevating  effect,  compelling  the 
soul  to  reason  about  abstract  number,  and  re 
belling  against  the  introduction  of  visible  or 
tangible  objects  into  the  argument.  You  know 
how  steadily  the  masters  of  the  art  repel  and 
ridicule  any  one  who  attempts  to  divide  abso 
lute  unity  when  he  is  calculating,  and  if,  you 
divide,  they  multiply,  taking  care  that  one  shall 
continue  one  and  not  become  lost  in  fractions. 
That  is  very 
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[526]  Now,  suppose  a  person  were  to  say 
to  them:  O  my  friends,  what  are  these  wonder 
ful  numbers  about  which  you  are  reasoning,  in 
which,  as  you  say,  there  is  a  unity  such  as  you 
demand,  and  each  unit  is  equal,  invariable,  in 
divisible — what  would  they  answer? 

They  would  answer,  as  I  should  conceive, 
that  they  were  speaking  of  those  numbers  which 
can  only  be  realized  in  thought. 

Then  you  see  that  this  knowledge  may  be 
truly  called  necessary,  necessitating  as  it  clear 
ly  does  the  use  of  the  pure  intelligence  in  the 
attainment  of  pure  truth? 

Yes;  that  is  a  marked  characteristic  of  it. 

And  have  you  further  observed,  that  those 
who  have  a  natural  talent  for  calculation  are 
generally  quick  at  every  other  kind  of  knowl 
edge;  and  even  the  dull,  if  they  have  had  an 
arithmetical  training,  although  they  may  de 
rive  no  other  advantage  from  it,  always  become 
much  quicker  than  they  would  otherwise  have 
been. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

And  indeed,  you  will  not  easily  find  a  more 
difficult  study,  and  not  many  as  difficult. 

You  will  not. 

And,  for  all  these  reasons,  arithmetic  is  a 
kind  of  knowledge  in  which  the  best  natures 
should  be  trained,  and  which  must  not  be  given 
up. 

I  agree. 

Let  this  then  be  made  one  of  our  subjects  of 
education.  And  next,  shall  we  enquire  whether 
the  kindred  science  also  concerns  us? 

You  mean  geometry? 

Exactly  so. 

Clearly,  he  said,  we  are  concerned  with  that 
part  of  geometry  which  relates  to  war;  for  in 
pitching  a  camp,  or  taking  up  a  position,  or 
closing  or  extending  the  lines  of  an  army,  or 
any  other  military  manoeuvre,  whether  in  ac 
tual  battle  or  on  a  march,  it  will  make  all  the 
difference  whether  a  general  is  or  is  not  a  ge 
ometrician. 

Yes,  I  said,  but  for  that  purpose  a  very  little 
of  either  geometry  or  calculation  will  be  enough ; 
the  question  relates  rather  to  the  greater  and 
more  advanced  part  of  geometry — whether  that 
tends  in  any  degree  to  make  more  easy  the  vi 
sion  of  the  idea  of  good;  and  thither,  as  I  was 
saying,  all  things  tend  which  compel  the  soul 
to  turn  her  gaze  towards  that  place,  where  is 
the  full  perfection  of  being,  which  she  ought, 
by  all  means,  to  behold. 

True,  he  said. 
,  Then  if  geometry  compels  us  to  view  being, 


it  concerns  us;  if  becoming  only,  it  does  not 
concern  us? 

[$2j]  Yes,  that  is  what  we  assert. 

Yet  anybody  who  has  the  least  acquaint 
ance  with  geometry  will  not  deny  that  such  a 
conception  of  the  science  is  in  flat  contradiction 
to  the  ordinary  language  of  geometricians. 

How  so? 

They  have  in  view  practice  only,  and  are  al 
ways  speaking,  in  a  narrow  and  ridiculous  man 
ner,  of  squaring  and  extending  and  applying 
and  the  like — they  confuse  the  necessities  of 
geometry  with  those  of  daily  life;  whereas 
knowledge  is  the  real  object  of  the  whole  science. 

Certainly,  he  said. 

Then  must  not  a  further  admission  be  made? 

What  admission? 

That  the  knowledge  at  which  geometry  aims 
is  knowledge  of  the  eternal,  and  not  of  aught 
perishing  and  transient. 

That,  he  replied,  may  be  readily  allowed,  and 
is  true. 

Then,  my  noble  friend,  geometry  will  draw 
the  soul  towards  truth,  and  create  the  spirit  of 
philosophy,  and  raise  up  that  which  is  now  un 
happily  allowed  to  fall  down. 

Nothing  will  be  more  likely  to  have  such  an 
effect. 

Then  nothing  should  be  more  sternly  laid 
down  than  that  the  inhabitants  of  your  fair  city 
should  by  all  means  learn  geometry.  Moreover 
the  science  has  indirect  effects,  which  are  not 
small. 

Of  what  kind?  he  said. 

There  are  the  military  advantages  of  which 
you  spoke,  I  said;  and  in  all  departments  of 
knowledge,  as  experience  proves,  any  one  who 
has  studied  geometry  is  infinitely  quicker  of 
apprehension  than  one  who  has  not. 

Yes  indeed,  he  said,  there  is  an  infinite  dif 
ference  between  them. 

Then  shall  we  propose  this  as  a  second  branch 
of  knowledge  which  our  youth  will  study  ? 

Let  us  do  so,  he  replied. 
•  And  suppose  we  make  astronomy  the  third — 
what  do  you  say? 

I  am  strongly  inclined  to  it,  he  said;  the  ob 
servation  of  the  seasons  and  of  months  and 
years  is  as  essential  to  the  general  as  it  is  to  the 
farmer  or  sailor. 

I  am  amused,!  said,  at  your  fear  of  the  world, 
which  makes  you  guard  against  the  appearance 
of  insisting  upon  useless  studies;  and  I  quite 
admit  the  difficulty  of  believing  that  in  every 
man  there  is  an  eye  of  the  soul  which,  when  by 
other  pursuits  lost  and  dimmed,  is  by  these 
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purified  and  re-Illumined;  and  is  more  precious 
far  than  ten  thousand  bodily  eyes,  for  by  it 
alone  is  truth  seen. Now  there  are  two  classes  of 
persons:  one  class  of  those  who  will  agree  with 
you  and  will  take  your  words  as  a  revelation; 
another  class  to  whom  they  will  be  utterly  un 
meaning,  [528]  and  who  will  naturally  deem 
them  to  be  idle  tales,  for  they  see  no  sort  of 
profit  which  is  to  be  obtained  from  them.  And 
therefore  you  had  better  decide  at  once  with 
which  of  the  two  you  are  proposing  to  argue. 
You  will  very  likely  say  with  neither,  and  that 
your  chief  aim  in  carrying  on  the  argument  is 
your  own  improvement;  at  the  same  time  you 
do  not  grudge  to  others  any  benefit  which  they 
may  receive. 

I  think  that  I  should  prefer  to  carry  on  the 
argument  mainly  on  my  own  behalf. 

Then  take  a  step  backward,  for  we  have  gone 
wrong  in  the  order  of  the  sciences. 

What  was  the  mistake?  he  said. 

After  plane  geometry,  I  said,  we  proceeded 
at  once  to  solids  in  revolution,  instead  of  taking 
solids  in  themselves;  whereas  after  the  second 
dimension  the  third,  which  is  concerned  with 
cubes  and  dimensions  of  depth,  ought  to  have 
followed. 

That  is  true,  Socrates;  but  so  little  seems  to 
be  known  as  yet  about  these  subjects. 

Why,  yes,  I  said,  and  for  two  reasons: — in 
the  first  place,  no  government  patronises  them; 
this  leads  to  a  want  of  energy  in  the  pursuit  of 
them,  and  they  are  difficult; in  the  second  place, 
students  cannot  learn  them  unless  they  have  a 
director.  But  then  a  director  can  hardly  be 
found,  and  even  if  he  could,  as  matters  now 
stand,  the  students,  who  are  very  conceited, 
would  not  attend  to  him.  That,  however,  would 
be  otherwise  if  the  whole  State  became  the  di 
rector  of  these  studies  and  gave  honour  to  them; 
then  disciples  would  want  to  come,  and-  there 
would  be  continuous  and  earnest  search,  and 
discoveries  would  be  made;  since  even  now,  dis 
regarded  as  they  are  by  the  world,  and  maimed 
of  their  fair  proportions,  and  although  none  of 
their  votaries  can  tell  the  use  of  them,  still  these 
studies  force  their  way  by  their  natural  charm, 
and  very  likely,  if  they  had  the  help  of  the 
State,  they  would  some  day  emerge  into  light. 

Yes,  he  said,  there  is  a  remarkable  charm  in 
them.  But  I  do  not  clearly  understand  the 
change  in  the  order.  First  you  began  with  a  ge 
ometry  of  plane  surfaces? 

Yes,  I  said. 

And  you  placed  astronomy  next,  and  then 
you  made  a  step  backward? 


Yes,  and  I  have  delayed  you  by  my  hurry; 
the  ludicrous  state  of  solid  geometry,  which,  in 
natural  order,  should  have  followed,  made  me 
pass  over  this  branch  and  go  on  to  astronomy, 
or  motion  of  solids. 

True,  he  said. 

Then  assuming  that  the  science  now  omitted 
would  come  into  existence  if  encouraged  by 
the  State,  let  us  go  on  to  astronomy,  which  will 
be  fourth. 

The  right  order,  he  replied.  And  now,  Soc 
rates,  as  you  rebuked  the  vulgar  manner  in 
which  I  praised  astronomy  before,  /52p7  my 
praise  shall  be  given  in  your  own  spirit.  For 
every  one,  as  I  think,  must  see  that  astronomy 
compels  the  soul  to  look  upwards  and  leads  us 
from  this  world  to  another. 

Every  one  but  myself,  I  said;  to  every  one 
else  this  may  be  clear,  but  not  to  me. 

And  what  then  would  you  say? 

I  should  rather  say  that  those  who  elevate 
astronomy  into  philosophy  appear  to  me  to 
make  us  look  downwards  and  not  upwards. 

What  do  you  mean?  he  asked. 

You,  I  replied,  have  in  your  mind  a  truly 
sublime  conception  of  our  knowledge  of  the 
things  above.  And  I  dare  say  that  if  a  person 
were  to  throw  his  head  back  and  study  the 
fretted  ceiling,  you  would  still  think  that  his 
mind  was  the  percipient,  and  not  his  eyes.  And 
you  are  very  likely  right,  and  I  may  be  a  simple 
ton:  but,  in  my  opinion,  that  knowledge  only 
which  is  of  being  and  of  the  unseen  can  make 
the  soul  look  upwards,  and  whether  a  man 
gapes  at  the  heavens  or  blinks  on  the  ground, 
seeking  to  learn  some  particular  of  sense,  I 
would  deny  that  he  can  learn,  for  nothing  of 
that  sort  is  matter  of  science;  his  soul  is  looking 
downwards,  not  upwards,  whether  his  way  to 
knowledge  is  by  water  or  by  land,  whether  he 
floats,  or  only  lies  on  his  back. 

I  acknowledge,  he  said,  the  justice  of  your  re 
buke.  Still,  I  should  like  to  ascertain  how  as 
tronomy  can  be  learned  in  any  manner  more 
conducive  to  that  knowledge  of  which  we  are 
speaking? 

I  will  tell  you,  I  said:  The  starry  heaven  which 
we  behold  is  wrought  upon  a  visible  ground, 
and  therefore,  although  the  fairest  and  most 
perfect  of  visible  things,  must  necessarily  be 
deemed  inferior  far  to  the  true  motions  of  ab 
solute  swiftness  and  absolute  slowness,  which 
are  relative  to  each  other,  and  carry  with  them 
that  which  is  contained  in  them,  in  the  true 
number  and  in  every  true  figure.  Now,  these 
are  to  be  apprehended  by  reason  and  intelli- 
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gence,  but  not  by  fight. 

True,  he  replied. 

The  spangled  heavens  should  be  used  as  a 
pattern  and  with  a  view  to  that  higher  knowl 
edge;  their  beauty  is  like  the  beauty  of  figures 
or  pictures  excellently  wrought  by  the  hand  of 
Daedalus,  or  some  other  great  artist,  which  we 
may  chance  to  behold;  any  geometrician  who 
saw  them  would  appreciate  the  exquisiteness 
of  their  workmanship,  but  he  would  never 
dream  of  thinking  that  in  them  he  could  find 
the  true  equal  or  the  true  double,  or  the  truth 
of  any  other  proportion.  [530] 

No,  he  replied,  such  an  idea  would  be  ridicu 
lous. 

And  will  not  a  true  astronomer  have  the  same 
feeling  when  he  looks  at  the  movements  of  the 
stars?  Will  he  not  think  that  heaven  and  the 
things  in  heaven  are  framed  by  the  Creator  of 
them  in  the  most  perfect  manner?  But  he  will 
never  imagine  that  the  proportions  of  night  and 
day,  or  of  both  to  the  month,  or  of  the  month 
to  the  year,  or  of  the  stars  to  these  and  to  one 
another,  and  any  other  things  that  are  material 
and  visible  can  also  be  eternal  and  subject  to  no 
deviation — that  would  be  absurd;  and  it  is 
equally  absurd  to  take  so  much  pains  in  investi 
gating  their  exact  truth. 

I  quite  agree,  though  I  never  thought  of  this 
before. 

Then,  I  said,  in  astronomy,  as  in  geometry, 
we  should  employ  problems,  and  let  the  heavens 
alone  if  we  would  approach  the  subject  in  the 
right  way  and  so  make  the  natural  gift  of  rea 
son  to  be  of  any  real  use. 

That,,  he  said,  is  a  work  infinitely  beyond  our 
present  astronomers. 

~  Yes,  I  said;  and  there  are  many  other  things 
which  must  also  have  a  similar  extension  given 
to  them,  if  our  legislation  is  to  be  of  any  value. 
But  can  you  tell  me  of  any  other  suitable  study? 

No,  he  said,  not  without  thinking. 

Motion^  I  said,  has  many  forms,  and  not  one 
only;  two  of  them  are  obvious  enough  even  to 
wits  no  better  than  ours;  and  there  are  others, 
as  I  imagine,  which  may  be  left  to  wiser  per 
sons. 

But  where  are  the  two?  * 

There  is  a  second,  I  said,  which  is  the  coun 
terpart  of  the  one  already  named. 

And  what  may  that  be? 
1  The  second,  I  said,  would  seem  relatively  to 
the  ears  to  be  what  the  first  is  to  the  eyes;  for  I 
conceive  that  as  tfe.e  eyes  are  designed  to  ,look 
up  at  the  stars,  s6  are  the  ears  to  hear  harmoni 
ous-  motions;  and  these  are  sister  sciences — ats 


the  Pythagoreans  say,  and  we,  Glaucon,  agree 
with  them? 

"Yes,  he  replied. 

But  this,  I  said,  is  a  laborious  study,  and  there 
fore  we  had  better  go  and  learn  of  them;  and 
they  will  tell  us  whether  there  are  any  other  ap 
plications  of  these  sciences.  At  the  same  time, 
we  must  not  lose  sight  of  our  own  higher  ob 
ject. 

What  is  that? 

There  is  a  perfection  which  all  knowledge 
ought  to  reach,  and  which  our  pupils  ought  al 
so  to  attain,  and  not  to  fall  short  of,  as  I  was 
saying  that  they  did  in  astronomy.  [531]  For 
in  the  science  of  harmony,  as  you  probably 
know,  the  same  thing  happens.  The  teachers  of 
harmony  compare  the  sounds  and  consonances 
which  are  heard  only,  and  their  labour,  like 
that  of  the  astronomers,  is  in  vain. 

Yes,  by  heaven!  he  said;  and  'tis  as  good  as  a 
play  to  hear  them  talking  about  their  condensed 
notes,  as  they  call  them;  they  put  their  ears  close 
alongside  of  the  strings  like  persons  catching  a 
sound  from  their  neighbour's  wall — one  set  of 
them  declaring  that  they  distinguish  an  inter 
mediate  note  and  have  found  the  least  interval 
which  should  be  the  unit  of  measurement;  the 
others  insisting  that  the  two  sounds  have  passed 
into  the  same — either  party  setting  their  ears 
before  their  understanding. 

You  mean,  I  said,  those  gentlemen  who  tease 
and  torture  the  strings  and  rack  them  on  the 
pegs  of  the  instrument:  I  might  carry  on  the 
metaphor  and  speak  after  their  manner  of  the 
blows  which  the  plectrum  gives,  and  make  ac 
cusations  against  the  strings,  both  of  backward 
ness  and  forwardness  to  sound;  but  this  would 
be  tedious,  and  therefore  I  will  only  say  that 
these  are  not  the  men,  and  that  I  am  referring 
to  the  Pythagoreans,  of  whom  I  was  just  now 
proposing  to  enquire  about  harmony.  For  they 
too  are  in  error,  like  the  astronomers;  they  in 
vestigate  the  numbers  of  the  harmonies  which 
are  heard,  but  they  never  attain  to  problems- 
that  is  to  say,  they  never  reach  the  natural  har 
monies  of  number,  ot  reflect  why  some  num 
bers  are  harmonious  and  others  not. 

That,  he  said,  is  a  thing  of  more  thari  mortal 
knowledge.  - 

A  thing;  I  replied,  which  I  would  rather  call 
useful;  that  is,  if  sought  after  with  a  view  to 
the  beautiful  and  good;  but  if  pursued  in  any 
other  spirit,  useless.  * ' : 

Very  true,  he  said. 

1  Now,  when  all  these  studies  reach  the  point 
of  inter-communion  and  connection  with  one 
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another,  and  come  to  be  considered  in  their 
mutual  affinities,  then,  I  think,  but  not  till  then, 
will  the  pursuit  of  them  have  a  value  for  our 
objects;  otherwise  there  is  no  profit  in  them. 

I  suspect  so;  but  you  are  speaking,  Socrates, 
of  a  vast  work. 

What  do  you  mean?  I  said;  the  prelude  or 

what?  Do  you  not  know  that  all  this  is  but  the 

prelude  to  the  actual  strain  which  we  have  to 

learn?  For  you  surely  would  not  regard  the 

"  skilled  mathematician  as  a  dialectician? 

Assuredly  not,  he  said;  I  have  hardly  ever 
known  a  mathematician  who  was  capable  of 
reasoning. 

But  do  you  imagine  that  men  who  are  un 
able  to  give  and  take  a  reason  will  have  the 
knowledge  which  we  require  of  them?  [532] 

Neither  can  this  be  supposed. 

And  so,  Glaucon,  I  said,  we  have  at  last  ar 
rived  at  the  hymn  of  dialectic.  This  is  that  strain 
which  is  of  the  intellect  only,  but  which  the 
facility  of  sight  will  nevertheless  be  found  to 
imitate;  for  sight,  as  you  may  remember,  was 
imagined  by  us  after  a  while  to  behold  the  real 
animals  and  stars,  and  last  of  all  the  sun  him 
self.  And  so  with  dialectic;  when  a  person  starts 
on  the  discovery  of  the  absolute  by  the  light  of 
reason  only,  and  without  any  assistance  of  sense, 
and  perseveres  until  by  pure  intelligence  he  ar 
rives  at  the  perception  of  the  absolute  good,  he 
at  last  finds  himself  at  the  end  of  the  intellec 
tual  world,  as  in  the  case  of  sight  at  the  end  of 
the  visible. 

Exactly,  he  said. 

Then  this  is  the  progress  which  you  call 
dialectic? 

True. 

But  the  release  of  the  prisoners  from  chains, 
and  their  translation  from  the  shadows  to  the 
images  and  to  the  light,  and  the  ascent  from  the 
underground  den  to  the  sun,  while  in  his  pres 
ence  they  are  vainly  trying  to  look  on  animals 
and  plants  and  the  light  of  the  sun,  but  are  able 
to  perceive  even  with  their  weak  eyes  the  im 
ages  in  the  water  [which  are  divine],  and  are 
the  shadows  of  true  existence  (not  shadows  of 
images  cast  by  a  light  of  fire,  which  compared 
with  the  sun  is  only  an  image) — this  power  of 
elevating  the  highest  principle  in  the  soul  to 
the  contemplation  of  that  which  is  best  in  exist 
ence,  with  which  we  may  compare  the  raising 
of  that  faculty  which  is  the  very  light  of  the 
body  to  the  sight  of  that  which  is  brightest  in 
the  material  and  visible  world — this  power  is 
given,as  I  was  saying,  by  all  that  study  and  pur- 
^  suit  of  the  arts  which  has  been  described. 


I  agree  in  what  you  are  saying,  he  replied, 
which  may  be  hard  to  believe,  yet,  from  another 
point  of  view,  is  harder  still  to  deny.  This  how 
ever  is  not  a  theme  to  be  treated  of  in  passing 
only,  but  will  have  to  be  discussed  again  and 
again.  And  so,  whether  our  conclusion  be  true 
or  false,  let  us  assume  all  this,  and  proceed  at 
once  from  the  prelude  or  preamble  to  the  chief 
strain,1  and  describe  that  in  like  manner.  Say, 
then,  what  is  the  nature  and  what  are  the  divi 
sions  of  dialectic,  and  what  are  the  paths  which 
lead  thither;  for  these  paths  will  also  lead  to  our 
final  rest. 

[533}  Dear  Glaucon,  I  said,  you  will  not  be 
able  to  follow  me  here,  though  I  would  do  my 
best,  and  you  should  behold  not  an  image  only 
but  the  absolute  truth,  according  to  my  notion. 
Whether  what  I  told  you  would  or  would  not 
have  been  a  reality  I  cannot  venture  to  say;  but 
you  would  have  seen  something  like  reality;  of 
that  I  am  confident. 

Doubtless,  he  replied. 

But  I  must  also  remind  you,  that  the  power 
of  dialectic  alone  can  reveal  this,  and  only  to 
one  who  is  a  disciple  of  the  previous  sciences. 

Of  that  assertion  you  may  be  as  confident  as 
of  the  last. 

And  assuredly  no  one  will  argue  that  there  is 
any  other  method  of  comprehending  by  any 
regular  process  all  true  existence  or  of  ascer 
taining  what  each  thing  is  in  its  own  nature; 
for  the  arts  in  general  are  concerned  with  the 
desires  or  opinions  of  men,  or  are  cultivated 
with  a  view  to  production  and  construction,  or 
for  the  preservation  of  such  productions  and 
constructions;  and  as  to  the  mathematical  sci- " 
ences  which,  as  we  were  saying,  have  some  ap 
prehension  of  true  being — geometry  and  the 
like — they  only  dream  about  being,  but  never 
can  they  behold  the  waking  reality  so  long  as 
they  leave  the  hypotheses  which  they  use  un- 
examined,  and  are  unable  to  give  an  account  of 
them.  For  when  a  man  knows  not  his  own  first 
principle,  and  when  the  conclusion  and  inter 
mediate  steps  are  also  constructed  out  of  he 
knows  not  what,  how  can  he  imagine  that  such 
a  fabric  of  convention  can  ever  become  sci 
ence? 

Impossible,  he  said. 

Then  dialectic,  and  dialectic  alone,  goes  di 
rectly  to,  the  first  principle  and  is  the  only  sci 
ence  which  does  away  with  hypotheses  in  order 
to  make  her  ground  secure;  the  eye  of  the  soul, 
which  is  literally  buried  in  an  outlandish  slough, 

1 A  play  upon  the  word  vtipos,  which  mean?  both 
"law"  and  "strain*" 
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is  by  her  gentle  aid  lifted  upwards;  and  she 
uses  as  handmaids  and  helpers  in  the  work  of 
conversion,  the  sciences  which  we  have  been 
discussing.  Custom  terms  them  sciences,  but 
they  ought  to  have  some  other  name,  implying 
greater  clearness  than  opinion  and  less  clear 
ness  than  science:  and  this,  in  our  previous 
sketch,  was  called  understanding.  But  why 
should  we  dispute  about  names  when  we  have 
realities  of  such  importance  to  consider? 

Why  indeed,  he  said,  when  any  name  will 
do  which  expresses  the  thought  of  the  mind 
with  clearness? 

At  any  rate,  we  are  satisfied,  as  before,  tohave 
four  divisions;  two  for  intellect  and  two  for 
opinion,  and  to  call  the  first  division  science, 
the  second  understanding,  the  third  belief,  and 
the  fourth  perception  of  shadows,  [534]  opin 
ion  being  concerned  with  becoming,  and  intel 
lect  with  being;  and  so  to  make  a  proportion: 
As  being  is  to  becoming,  so  is  pure  intellect  to 
opinion.  And  as  intellect  is  to  opinion,  so  is  sci 
ence  to  belief,  and  understanding  to  the  percep 
tion  of  shadows.  But  let  us  defer  the  further 
correlation  and  subdivision  of  the  subjects  of 
opinion  and  of  intellect,  for  it  will  be  a  long  en 
quiry,  many  times  longer  than  this  has  been. 

As  far  as  I  understand,  he  said,  I  agree. 

And  do  you  also  agree,  I  said,  in  describing 
the  dialectician  as  one  who  attains  a  conception 
of  the  essence  of  each  thing?  And  he  who  does 
not  possess  and  is  therefore  unable  to  impart 
this  conception,  in  whatever  degree  he  fails, 
may  in  that  degree  also  be  said  to  fail  in  intel 
ligence?  Will  you  admit  so  much? 

Yes,  he  said;  how  can  I  deny  it? 

And  you  would  say  the  same  of  the  concep 
tion  of  the  good?  Until  the  person  is  able  to  ab 
stract  and  define  rationally  the  idea  of  good, 
and  unless  he  can  run  the  gauntlet  of  all  ob 
jections,  and  is  ready  to  disprove  them,  not  by 
appeals  to  opinion,  but  to  absolute  truth,  never 
faltering  at  any  step  of  the  argument — unless 
he  can  do  all  this,  you  would  say  that  he  knows 
neither  the  idea  of  good  nor  any  other  good;  he 
apprehends  only  a  shadow,  if  anything  at  all, 
which  is  given  by  opinion  and  not  by  science 
— dreaming  and  slumbering  in  this  life,  before 
he  is  well  awake  here,  he  arrives  at  the  world 
below,  and  has  his  final  quietus. 

In  all  that  I  should  most  certainly  agree  with 
you. 

And  surely  you  would  not  have  the  children 
of  your  ideal  State,  whom  you  are  nurturing 
and  educating — if  the  ideal  ever  becomes  a  re 
ality — you  would  not  allow  the  future  rulers  to 


be  like  posts,1  having  no  reason  in  them,  and 
yet  to  be  set  in  authority  over  the  highest  mat 
ters? 

Certainly  not. 

Then  you  will  make  a  law  that  they  shall 
have  such  an  education  as  will  enable  them  to 
attain  the  greatest  skill  in  asking  and  answer 
ing  questions? 

Yes,  he  said,  you  and  I  together  will  make  it. 

Dialectic,  then,  as  you  will  agree,  is  the  cop 
ing-stone  of  the  sciences,  and  is  set  over  them; 
no  other  science  can  be  placed  higher — the  na 
ture  of  knowledge  can  no  further  go? 

I  agree,  he  said. 

[535]  But  to  whom  we  are  to  assign  these 
studies,  and  in  what  way  they  are  to  be  as 
signed,  are  questions  which  remain  to  be  con 
sidered. 

Yes,  clearly. 

You  remember,  I  said,  how  the  rulers  were 
chosen  before? 

Certainly,  he  said. 

The  same  natures  must  still  be  chosen,  and 
the  preference  again  given  to  the  surest  and  the 
bravest,  and,  if  possible,  to  the  fairest;  and,  hav 
ing  noble  and  generous  tempers,  they  should 
also  have  the  natural  gifts  which  will  facilitate 
their  education. 

And  what  are  these? 

Such  gifts  as  keenness  and  ready  powers  of 
acquisition;  for  the  mind  more  often  faints 
from  the  severity  of  study  than  from  the  se 
verity  of  gymnastics:  the  toil  is  more  entirely 
the  mind's  own,  and  is  not  shared  with  the 
body. 

Very  true,  he  replied. 

Further,  he  of  whom  we  are  in  search  should 
have  a  good  memory,  and  be  an  unwearied 
solid  man  who  is  a  lover  of  labour  in  any  line; 
or  he  will  never  be  able  to  endure  the  great 
amount  of  bodily  exercise  and  to  go  through  all 
the  intellectual  discipline  and  study  which  we 
require  of  him. 

Certainly,  he  said;  he  must  have  natural  gifts. 

The  mistake  at  present  is,  that  those  who 
study  philosophy  have  no  vocation,  and  this,  as 
I  was  before  saying,  is  the  reason  why  she  has 
fallen  into  disrepute:  her  true  sons  should  take 
her  by  the  hand  and  not  bastards. 

What  do  you  mean  ? 

In  the  first  place,  her  votary  should  not  have 
a  lame  or  halting  industry — I  mean,  that  he 
should  not  be  half  industrious  and  half  idle:  as, 
for  example,  when  a  man  is  a  lover  of  gymnas- 

1  Literally  "lines,"  probably  the  starting-point  of 


a  race-course. 
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tic  and  hunting,  and  all  other  bodily  exercises, 
but  a  hater  rather  than  a  lover  of  the  labour  of 
learning  or  listening  or  enquiring.  Or  the  oc 
cupation  to  which  he  devotes  himself  may  be 
of  an  opposite  kind,  and  he  may  have  the  other 
sort  of  lameness. 

Certainly,  he  said. 

And  as  to  truth,  I  said,  is  not  a  soul  equally 
to  be  deemed  halt  and  larne  which  hates  volun 
tary  falsehood  and  is  extremely  indignant  at 
herself  and  others  when  they  tell  lies,  but  is 
patient  of  involuntary  falsehood,  and  does  not 
mind  wallowing  like  a  swinish  beast  in  the  mire 
of  ignorance,  and  has  no  shame  at  being  de 
tected? 

To  be  sure. 

[536]  And,  again,  in  respect  of  temperance, 
courage,  magnificence,  and  every  other  virtue, 
should  we  not  carefully  distinguish  between 
the  true  son  and  the  bastard?  for  where  there 
is  no  discernment  of  such  qualities  states  and 
individuals  unconsciously  err;  and  the  state 
makes  a  ruler,  and  the  individual  a  friend,  of 
one  who,  being  defective  in  some  part  of  virtue, 
is  in  a  figure  lame  or  a  bastard. 

That  is  very  true,  he  said. 

All  these  things,  then,  will  have  to  be  care 
fully  considered  by  us;  and  if  only  those  whom 
we  introduce  to  this  vast  system  of  education 
and  training  are  sound  in  body  and  mind,  jus 
tice  herself  will  have  nothing  to  say  against  us, 
and  we  shall  be  the  saviours  of  the  constitution 
and  of  the  State;  but,  if  our  pupils  are  men  of 
another  stamp,  the  reverse  will  happen,  and  we 
shall  pour  a  still  greater  flood  of  ridicule  on 
philosophy  than  she  has  to  endure  at  present. 

That  would  not  be  creditable. 

Certainly  not,  I  said;  and  yet  perhaps,  in  thus 
turning  jest  into  earnest  I  am  equally  ridicu 
lous. 

In  what  respect? 

I  had  forgotten,  I  said,  that  we  were  not  seri 
ous,  and  spoke  with  too  much  excitement.  For 
when  I  saw  philosophy  so  undeservedly  tram 
pled  under  foot  of  men  I  could  not  help  feeling 
a  sort  of  indignation  at  the  authors  of  her  dis 
grace:  and  my  anger  made  me  too  vehement. 

Indeed!  I  was  listening,  and  did  not  think  so. 

But  I,  who  am  the  speaker,  felt  that  I  was. 
And  now  let  me  remind  you  that,  although  in 
our  former  selection  we  chose  old  men,  we 
must  not  do  so  in  this.  Solon  was  under  a  de 
lusion  when  he  said  that  a  man  when  he  grows 
old  may  learn  many  things — for  he  can  no  more 
learn  much  than  he  can  run  much;  youth  is  the 
time  for  any  extraordinary  toil. 


Of  course. 

And,  therefore,  calculation  and  geometry  and 
all  the  other  elements  of  instruction,  which  are 
a  preparation  for  dialectic,  should  be  presented 
to  the  mind  in  childhood;  not,  however,  under 
any  notion  of  forcing  our  system  of  education. 

Why  not? 

Because  a  freeman  ought  not  to  be  a  slave  in 
the  acquisition  of  knowledge  of  any  kind.  Bod 
ily  exercise,  when  compulsory,  does  no  harm  to 
the  body;  but  knowledge  which  is  acquired 
under  compulsion  obtains  no  hold  on  the  mind. 

Very  true. 

Then,  my  good  friend,  I  said,  do  not  use  com 
pulsion,  but  let  early  education  be  a  sort  of 
amusement;  [537]  you  will  then  be  better  able 
to  find  out  the  natural  bent. 

That  is  a  very  rational  notion,  he  said. 

Do  you  remember  that  the  children,  too, 
were  to  be  taken  to  see  the  battle  on  horseback; 
and  that  if  there  were  no  danger  they  were  to 
be  brought  close  up  and,  like  young  hounds, 
have  a  taste  of  blood  given  them? 

Yes,  I  remember. 

The  same  practice  may  be  followed,  I  said, 
in  all  these  things — labours,  lessons,  dangers — 
and  he  who  is  most  at  home  in  all  of  them 
ought  to  be  enrolled  in  a  select  number. 

At  what  age? 

At  the  age  when  the  necessary  gymnastics 
are  over:  the  period  whether  of  two  or  three 
years  which  passes  in  this  sort  of  training  is 
useless  for  any  other  purpose;  for  sleep  and 
exercise  are  unpropitious  to  learning;  and  the 
trial  of  who  is  first  in  gymnastic  exercises  is  one 
of  the  most  important  tests  to  which  our  youth 
are  subjected. 

Certainly,  he  replied. 

After  that  time  those  who  are  selected  from 
the  class  of  twenty  years  old  will  be  promoted 
to  higher  honour,  and  the  sciences  which  they 
learned  without  any  order  in  their  early  educa 
tion  will  now  be  brought  together,  and  they 
will  be  able  to  see  the  natural  relationship  of 
them  to  one  another  and  to  true  being.  „ 

Yes,  he  said,  that  is  the  only  kind  of  knowl 
edge  which  takes  lasting  root. 

Yes,  I  said;  and  the  capacity  for  such  knowl 
edge  is  the  great  criterion  of  dialectical  talent: 
the  comprehensive  mind  is  always  the  dialecti 
cal. 

I  agree  with  you,  he  said. 
These,  I  said,  are  the  points  which  you  must 
consider;  and  those  who  have  most  of  this  com 
prehension,  and  who  are  more  steadfast  in  their 
learning,  and  in  their  military  and  other  ar> 
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pointed  duties,  when  they  have  arrived  at  the 
age  of  thirty  will  have  to  be  chosen  by  you  out 
of  the  select  class,  and  elevated  to  higher  hon 
our;  and  you  will  have  to  prove  them  by  the 
help  of  dialectic,  in  order  to  learn  which  of 
them  is  able  to  give  up  the  use  of  sight  and  the 
other  senses,  and  in  company  with  truth  to  at 
tain  absolute  being:  And  here,  my  friend,  great 
caution  is  required. 

Why  great  caution? 

Do  you  not  remark,  I  said,  how  great  is  the 
evil  which  dialectic  has  introduced? 

What  evil?  he  said. 

The  students  of  the  art  are  filled  with  law 
lessness. 

Quite  true,  he  said. 

Do  you  think  that  there  is  anything  so  very 
unnatural  or  inexcusable  in  their  case?  or  will 
you  make  allowance  for  them? 

In  what  way  make  allowance? 

I  want  you,  I  said,  by  way  of  parallel,  to  im 
agine  a  supposititious  son  who  is  brought  up  in 
great  wealth;  [538]  he  is  one  of  a  great  and  nu 
merous  family,  and  has  many  flatterers.  When 
he  grows  up  to  manhood,  he  learns  that  his  al 
leged  are  not  his  real  parents;  but  who  the  real 
are  he  is  unable  to  discover.  Can  you  guess  how 
he  will  be  likely  to  behave  towards  his  flatterers 
and  his  supposed  parents,  first  of  all  during  the 
period  when  he  is  ignorant  of  the  false  relation, 
and  then  again  when  he  knows?  Or  shall  I 
guess  for  you? 

If  you  please. 

Then  I  should  say,  that  while  he  is  ignorant 
of  the  truth  he  will  be  likely  to  honour  his 
father  and  his  mother  and  his  supposed  rela 
tions  more  than  the  flatterers;  he  will  be  less  in 
clined  to  neglect  them  when  in  need,  or  to  do 
or  say  anything  against  them;  and  he  will  be 
less  willing  to  disobey  them  in  any  important 
matter. 

He  will. 

But  when  he  has  made  the  discovery,  I  should 
imagine  that  he  would  diminish  his  honour 
and  regard  for  them,  and  would  become  more 
devoted  to  the  flatterers;  their  influence  over 
him  would  greatly  increase;  he  would  now  live 
after  their  ways,  and  openly  associate  with  them, 
and,  unless  he  were  of  an  unusually  good  dispo 
sition,  he  Would  trouble  himself  no  more  about 
his  supposed  parents  or  other  relations. 

Well,  all  that  is  very  probable.  But  how  is  the 
image  applicable  to  the  disciples  of  philosophy  ? 

In  this  way:  you  know  that  there  are  certain 
principles  about  justice  and  honour,  which  were 
taught  us  in  childhood,  and  under  their  pa^ 


rental  authority  we  have  been  brought  up,  obey 
ing  and  honouring  them. 

That  is  true. 

There  are  also  opposite  maxims  and  habits 
of  pleasure  which  flatter  and  attract  the  soul, 
but  do  not  influence  those  of  us  who  have  any 
sense  of  right,  and  they  continue  to  obey  and 
honour  the  maxims  of  their  fathers. 

True. 

Now,  when  a  man  is  in  this  state,  and  the 
questioning  spirit  asks  what  is  fair  or  honour 
able,  and  he  answers  as  the  legislator  has  taught 
him,  and  then  arguments  many  and  diverse  re 
fute  his  words,  until  he  is  driven  into  believing 
that  nothing  is  honourable  any  more  than  dis 
honourable,  or  just  and  good  any  more  than 
the  reverse,  and  so  of  all  the  notions  which  he 
most  valued,  do  you  think  that  he  will  still  hon 
our  and  obey  them  as  before? 

Impossible. 

And  when  he  ceases  to  think  them  honour 
able  and  natural  as  heretofore,  [539]  and  he 
fails  to  discover  the  true,  can  he  be  expected  to 
pursue  any  life  other  than  that  which  flatters 
his  desires? 

He  cannot. 

And  from  being  a  keeper  of  the  law  he  is 
converted  into  a  breaker  of  it? 

Unquestionably. 

Now  all  this  is  very  natural  in  students  of 
philosophy  such  as  I  have  described,  and  also, 
as  I  was  just  now  saying,  most  excusable. 

Yes,  he  said;  and,  I  may  add,  pitiable. 

Therefore,  that  your  feelings  may  not  be 
moved  to  pity  about  our  citizens  who  are  now 
thirty  years  of  age,  every  care  must  be  taken  in 
introducing  them  to  dialectic. 

Certainly. 

There  is  a  danger  lest  they  should  taste  the 
dear  delight  too  early;  for  youngsters,  as  you 
may  have  observed,  when  they  first  get  the  taste 
in  their  mouths,  argue  for  amusement,  and  are 
always  contradicting  and  refuting  others  in 
imitation  of  those  who  refute  them;  like  puppy- 
dogs,  they  rejoice  in  pulling  and  tearing  at  all 
who  come  near  them. 

Yes,  he  said,  there  is  nothing  which  they  like 
better. 

And  when  they  have  made  many  conquests 
and  received  defeats  at  the  hands  of  many,  they 
violently  and  speedily  get  into  a  way  of  not  be 
lieving  anything  which  they  believed  before, 
and  hence,  not  only  they,  but  philosophy  and 
all  that  relates  to  it  is  apt  to  have  a  bad  name 
with  the  rest  of  the  world. 

Too  true,  he  said. 


THE  REPUBLIC  VIII 


401 


But  when  a  man  begins  to  get  older,  he  will 
no  longer  be  guilty  of  such  insanity;  he  will 
imitate  the  dialectician  who  is  seeking  for  truth, 
and  not  the  eristic,  who  is  contradicting  for  the 
sake  of  amusement;  and  the  greater  moderation 
of  his  character  will  increase  instead  of  dimin 
ishing  the  honour  of  the  pursuit. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

And  did  we  not  make  special  provision  for 
this,  when  we  said  that  the  disciples  of  philos 
ophy  were  to  be  orderly  and  steadfast,  not,  as 
now,  any  chance  aspirant  or  intruder? 

Very  true. 

Suppose,  I  said,  the  study  of  philosophy  to 
take  the  place  of  gymnastics  and  to  be  con 
tinued  diligently  and  earnestly  and  exclusively 
for  twice  the  number  of  years  which  were 
passed  in  bodily  exercise — will  that  be  enough? 

Would  you  say  six  or  four  years?  he  asked. 

Say  five  years,  I  replied;  at  the  end  of  the 
time  they  must  be  sent  down  again  into  the  den 
and  compelled  to  hold  any  military  or  other  of 
fice  which  young  men  are  qualified  to  hold:  in 
this  way  they  will  get  their  experience  of  life, 
and  there  will  be  an  opportunity  of  trying 
whether,  when  they  are  drawn  all  manner  of 
ways  by  temptation,  they  will  stand  firm  or 
flinch. 

[540]  And  how  long  is  this  stage  of  their 
lives  to  last? 

Fifteen  years,  I  answered;  and  when  they 
have  reached  fifty  years  of  age,  then  let  those 
who  still  survive  and  have  distinguished  them 
selves  in  every  action  of  their  lives  and  in  every 
branch  of  knowledge  come  at  last  to  their  con 
summation;  the  time  has  now  arrived  at  which 
they  must  raise  the  eye  of  the  soul  to  the  uni 
versal  light  which  lightens  all  things,  and  be 
hold  the  absolute  good;  for  that  is  the  pattern 
according  to  which  they  are  to  order  the  State 
and  the  lives  of  individuals,  and  the  remainder 
of  their  own  lives  also;  making  philosophy  their 
chief  pursuit,  but,  when  their  turn  comes,  toil 
ing  also  at  politics  and  ruling  for  the  public 
good,  not  as  though  they  were  performing  some 
heroic  action,  but  simply  as  a  matter  of  duty; 
and  when  they  have  brought  up  in  each  gener 
ation  others  like  themselves  and  left  them  in 
their  place  to  be  governors  of  the  State,  then 
they  will  depart  to  the  Islands  of  the  Blest  and 
dwell  there;  and  the  city  will  give  them  public 
memorials  and  sacrifices  and  honour  them,  if 
the  Pythian  oracle  consent,  as  demigods,  but  if 
not,  as  in  any  case  blessed  and  divine. 

You  are  a  sculptor,  Socrates,  and  have  made 
statues  of  our  governors  faultless  in  beauty. 


Yes,  I  said,  Glaucon,  and  of  our  governesses 
too;  for  you  must  not  suppose  that  what  I  have 
been  saying  applies  to  men  only  and  not  to 
women  as  far  as  their  natures  can  go. 

There  you  are  right,  he  said,  since  we  have 
made  them  to  share  in  all  things  like  the  men. 

Well,  I  said,  and  you  would  agree  (would 
you  not?)  that  what  has  been  said  about  the 
State  and  the  government  is  not  a  mere  dream, 
and  although  difficult  not  impossible,  but  only 
possible  in  the  way  which  has  been  supposed; 
that  is  to  say,  when  the  true  philosopher  kings 
are  born  in  a  State,  one  or  more  of  them,  despis 
ing  the  honours  of  this  present  world  which 
they  deem  mean  and  worthless,  esteeming  above 
all  things  right  and  the  honour  that  springs 
from  right,  and  regarding  justice  as  the  greatest 
and  most  necessary  of  all  things,  whose  minis 
ters  they  are,  and  whose  principles  will  be  ex 
alted  by  them  when  they  set  in  order  their  own 
city? 

How  will  they  proceed? 

They  will  begin  by  sending  out  into  the  coun 
try  all  the  inhabitants  of  the  city  who  are  more 
than  ten  years  old,  and  will  take  possession  of 
their  children,  who  will  be  unaffected  by  the 
habits  of  their  parents;  these  they  will  train  in 
their  own  habits  and  laws,  I  mean  in  the  laws 
which  we  have  given  them:  and  in  this  way  the 
State  and  constitution  of  which  we  were  speak 
ing  will  soonest  and  most  easily  attain  happi 
ness,  and  the  nation  which  has  such  a  constitu 
tion  will  gain  most. 

Yes,  that  will  be  the  best  way.  And  I  think, 
Socrates,  that  you  have  very  well  described 
how,  if  ever,  such  a  constitution  might  come  in 
to  being. 

Enough  then  of  the  perfect  State,  and  of  the 
man  who  bears  its  image — there  is  no  difficulty 
in  seeing  how  we  shall  describe  him. 

There  is  no  difficulty,  he  replied;  and  I  agree 
with  you  in  thinking  that  nothing  more  need 
be  said. 

BOOK  VIII 

[543]  AND  so,  Glaucon,  we  have  arrived  at  the 
conclusion  that  in  the  perfect  State  wives  and 
children  are  to  be  in  common;  and  that  all  edu 
cation  and  the  pursuits  of  war  and  peace  are 
also  to  be  common,  and  the  best  philosophers 
and  the  bravest  warriors  are  to  be  their  kings? 

That,  replied  Glaucon,  has  been  acknowl 
edged. 

Yes,  I  said;  and  we  have  further  acknowL 
edged  that  the  governorsy  when  appointed 
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themselves.,  will  take  their  soldiers  and  place 
them  in  houses  such  as  we  were  describing, 
which  are  common  to  all,  and  contain  nothing 
private,  or  individual;  and  about  their  prop 
erty,  you  remember  what  we  agreed? 

Yes,  I  remember  that  no  one  was  to  have  any 
o£  the  ordinary  possessions  o£  mankind;  they 
were  to  be  warrior  athletes  and  guardians,  re 
ceiving  from  the  other  citizens,  in  lieu  of  an 
nual  payment,  only  their  maintenance,  and  they 
were  to  take  care  of  themselves  and  of  the 
whole  State. 

True,  I  said;  and  now  that  this  division  of 
our  task  is  concluded,  let  us  find  the  point  at 
which  we  digressed,  that  we  may  return  into 
the  old  path. 

There  is  no  difficulty  in  returning;  you  im 
plied,  then  as  now,  that  you  had  finished  the 
description  of  the  State:  you  said  that  such  a 
State  was  good,  and  that  the  man  was  good 
who  answered  to  it,  although,  [544]  as  now 
appears,  you  had  more  excellent  things  to  relate 
both  of  State  and  man.  And  you  said  further, 
that  if  this  was  the  true  form,  then  the  others 
were  false;  and  of  the  false  forms,  you  said, 
as  I  remember,  that  there  were  four  principal 
ones,  and  that  their  defects,  and  the  defects  of 
the  individuals  corresponding  to  them,  were 
worth  examining.  When  we  had  seen  all  the 
individuals,  and  finally  agreed  as  to  who  was 
the  best  and  who  was  the  worst  of  them,  we 
were  to  consider  whether  the  best  was  not 
also  the  happiest,  and  the  worst  the  most 
miserable.  I  asked  you  what  were  the  four  forms 
of  government  of  which  you  spoke,  and  then 
Polemarchus  and  Adeimantus  put  in  their 
word;  and  you  began  again,  and  have  found 
your  way  to  the  point  at  which  we  have  now 
arrived. 

Your  recollection,  I  said,  is  most  exact. 

Then,  like  a  wrestler,  he  replied,  you  must 
put  yourself  again  in  the  same  position;  and  let 
me  ask  the  same  questions,  and  do  you  give 
me  the  same  answer  which  you  were  about  to 
give  me  then. 

Yes,  if  I  can,  I  will,  I  said. 

I  shall  particularly  wish  to  hear  what  were 
the  four  constitutions  of  which  you  were  speak 
ing. 

That  question,  I  said,  is  easily  answered:  the 
four  governments  of  which  I  spoke,  so  far 
as  they  have  distinct  names,  are,  first,  those 
of  Crete  and  Sparta,  which  are  generally  ap 
plauded;  what  is  termed  oligarchy  comes  next; 
this  is  not  equally  approved,  and  is  a  form  of 
government  which  teems  with  evils:  thirdly, 


democracy,  which  naturally  follows  oligarchy, 
although  very  different:  and  lastly  comes  tyr 
anny,  great  and  famous,  which  differs  from 
them  all,  and  is  the  fourth  and  worst  disorder 
of  a  State.  I  do  not  know,  do  you?  of  any  other 
constitution  which  can  be  said  to  have  a  dis 
tinct  character.  There  are  lordships  and  prin 
cipalities  which  are  bought  and  sold,  and  some 
other  intermediate  forms  of  government.  But 
these  are  nondescripts  and  may  be  found 
equally  among  Hellenes  and  among  barbarians. 

Yes,  he  replied,  we  certainly  hear  of  many 
curious  forms  of  government  which  exist 
among  them. 

Do  you  know,  I  said,  that  governments  vary 
as  the  dispositions  of  men  vary,  and  that  there 
must  be  as  many  of  the  one  as  there  are  of  the 
other?  For  we  cannot  suppose  that  States  are 
made  of  "oak  and  rock,"  and  not  out  of  the  hu 
man  natures  which  are  in  them,  and  which  in  a 
figure  turn  the  scale  and  draw  other  things 
after  them? 

Yes,  he  said,  the  States  are  as  the  men  are; 
they  grow  out  of  human  characters. 

Then  if  the  constitutions  of  States  are  five, 
the  dispositions  of  individual  minds  will  also 
be  five? 

Certainly. 

Him  who  answers  to  aristocracy,  and  whom 
we  rightly  call  just  and  good,  [545]  we  have 
already  described. 

We  have. 

Then  let  us  now  proceed  to  describe  the  in 
ferior  sort  of  natures,  being  the  contentious  and 
ambitious,  who  answer  to  the  Spartan  polity; 
also  the  oligarchical,  democratical,  and  tyran 
nical.  Let  us  place  the  most  just  by  the  side  of 
the  most  unjust,  and  when  we  see  them  we 
shall  be  able  to  compare  the  relative  happiness 
or  unhappiness  of  him  who  leads  a  life  of  pure 
justice  or  pure  injustice.  The  enquiry  will  then 
be  completed.  And  we  shall  know  whether  we 
ought  to  pursue  injustice,  as  Thrasymachus 
advises,  or  in  accordance  with  the  conclusions 
of  the  argument  to  prefer  justice. 

Certainly,  he  replied,  we  must  do  as  you  say. 

Shall  we  follow  our  old  plan,  which  we 
adopted  with  a  view  to  clearness,  of  taking  the 
State  first  and  then  proceeding  to  the  individ 
ual,  and  begin  with  the  government  of  hon 
our? — I  know  of  no  name  for  such  a  govern 
ment  other  than  timocracy,  or  perhaps  timarchy . 
We  will  compare  with  this  the  like  character 
in  the  individual;  and,  after  that,  consider  oli 
garchical  man;  and  then  again  we  will  turn 
our  attention  to  democracy  and  the  democrat- 
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leal  man;  and  lastly,  we  will  go  and  view  the 
city  of  tyranny,  and  once  more  take  a  look  into 
the  tyrant's  soul,  and  try  to  arrive  at  a  satisfac 
tory  decision. 

That  way  of  viewing  and  judging  of  the 
matter  will  be  very  suitable. 

First,  then,  I  said,  let  us  enquire  how  timoc- 
racy  (the  government  of  honour)  arises  out  of 
aristocracy  (the  government  of  the  best).  Clear 
ly,  all  political  changes  originate  in  divisions  of 
the  actual  governing  power;  a  government 
which  is  united,  however  small,  cannot  be 
moved. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

In  what  way,  then,  will  our  city  be  moved, 
and  in  what  manner  will  the  two  classes  of  aux 
iliaries  and  rulers  disagree  among  themselves 
or  with  one  another?  Shall  we,  after  the  man 
ner  of  Homer,  pray  the  Muses  to  tell  us  "how 
discord  first  arose?"  Shall  we  imagine  them  in 
solemn  mockery,  to  play  and  jest  with  us  as  if 
we  were  children,  and  to  address  us  in  a  lofty 
tragic  vein,  making  believe  to  be  in  earnest? 
How  would  they  address  us  ? 
[546]  After  this  manner: — A  city  which  is 
thus  constituted  can  hardly  be  shaken;  but, 
seeing  that  everything  which  has  a  beginning 
has  also  an  end,  even  a  constitution  such  as 
yours  will  not  last  for  ever,  but  will  in  time  be 
dissolved.  And  this  is  the   dissolution: — In 
plants  that  grow  in  the  earth,  as  well  as  in 
animals  that  move  on  the  earth's  surface,  fer 
tility  and  sterility  of  soul  and  body  occur  when 
the  circumferences  of  the  circles  of  each  are 
completed,  which  in  short-lived  existences  pass 
over  a  short  space,  and  in  long-lived  ones  over 
a  long  space.  But  to  the  knowledge  of  human 
fecundity  and  sterility  all  the  wisdom  and  edu 
cation  of  your  rulers  will  not  attain;  the  laws 
which  regulate  them  will  not  be  discovered  by 
an  intelligence  which  is  alloyed  with  sense,  but 
will  escape  them,  and  they  will  bring  children 
into  the  world  when  they  ought  not.  Now  that 
which  is  of  divine  birth  has  a  period  which  is 
contained  in  a  perfect  number,1  but  the  period 
of  human  birth  is  comprehended  in  a  number 
in  which  first  increments  by  involution  and 
evolution  [or  squared  and  cubed]  obtaining 
three  intervals  and  four  terms  of  like  and  un 
like,  waxing  and  waning  numbers,  make  all 
the  terms  commensurable  and  agreeable  to  one 

1 A  cyclical  number,  such  as  6,  which  is  equal  to 
the  sum  of  its  divisors  i,  2,  3,  so  that  when  the 
circle  or  time  represented  by  6  is  completed,  the 
lesser  times  or  rotations  represented  by  I,  2,  3  are 
also  completed. 


another.2  The  base  of  these  (3)  with  a  third 
added  (4)  when  combined  with  five  (20)  and 
raised  to  the  third  power  furnishes  two  har 
monies;  the  first  a  square  which  is  a  hundred 
times  as  great  (400=4X100),*  and  the  other 
a  figure  having  one  side  equal  to  the  former, 
but  oblong,  consisting  of  a  hundred  numbers 
squared  upon  rational  diameters  of  a  square 
(i.e.  omitting  fractions),  the  side  of  which  is 
five  (7X7=49X  100=4900), each  of  them  be 
ing  less  by  one  (than  the  perfect  square  which 
includes  the  fractions,  sc.  50)  or  less  by*  two 
perfect  squares  of  irrational  diameters  (of  a 
square  the  side  of  which  is  five=50-+ 50= 
100);  and  a  hundred  cubes  of  three  (27X100 
=2700-1-4900-1-400=8000).  Now  this  num 
ber  represents  a  geometrical  figure  which  has 
control  over  the  good  and  evil  of  births.  For 
when  your  guardians  are  ignorant  of  the  law 
of  births,  and  unite  bride  and  bridegroom  out 
of  season,  the  children  will  not  be  goodly  or 
fortunate.  And  though  only  the  best  of  them 
will  be  appointed  by  their  predecessors,  still 
they  will  be  unworthy  to  hold  their  fathers' 
places,  and  when  they  come  into  power  as 
guardians,  they  will  soon  be  found  to  fail  in 
taking  care  of  us,  the  Muses,  first  by  under 
valuing  music;  which  neglect  will  soon  extend 
to  gymnastic;  and  hence  the  young-men  of  your 
State  will  be  less  cultivated.  In  the  succeeding 
generation  rulers  will  be  appointed  who  have 
lost  the  guardian  power  of  testing  the  metal 
of  your  different  races,  which,  like  Hesiod's, 
are  of  gold  and  silver  and  brass  and  iron.  [547] 
And  so  iron  will  be  mingled  with  silver,  and 
brass  with  gold,  and  hence  there  will  arise  dis 
similarity  and  inequality  and  irregular  ity,  which 
always  and  in  all  places  are  causes  of  hatred  and 
war.  This  the  Muses  affirm  to  be  the  stock  from 
which  discord  has  sprung,  wherever  arising; 
and  this  is  their  answer  to  us. 

Yes,  and  we  may  assume  that  they  answer 
truly. 

Why,  yes,  I  said,  of  course  they  answer  truly; 
how  can  the  Muses  speak  falsely? 

And  what  do  the  Muses  say  next? 

When  discord  arose,  then  the  two  races  were 

2  Probably  the  numbers  3,  4,  5,  6  of  which  the 
three  first==the  sides  of  the  Pythagorean  triangle. 
The  terms  will  then  be  3*,  4*,  5*,  which  together 
=63=2i6. 

3  Or  the  first  a  square  which  is  100  X  100=10,000. 
The  whole  number  will  then  be  i7,5oo=a  square 
of  100,  and  an  oblong  of  100  by  75. 

4  Or,  "consisting  of  two  numbers  squared  upon 
irrational  diameters,"  &c.=ioo, 
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drawn  different  ways:  the  iron  and  brass  fell  to 
acquiring  money  and  land  and  houses  and  gold 
and  silver;  but  the  gold  and  silver  races,  not 
wanting  money  but  having  the  true  riches  in 
their  own  nature,  inclined  towards  virtue  and 
the  ancient  order  of  things.  There  was  a  battle 
between  them,  and  at  last  they  agreed  to  dis 
tribute  their  land  and  houses  among  individual 
owners;  and  they  enslaved  their  friends  and 
maintainers,  whom  they  had  formerly  pro 
tected  in  the  condition  of  freemen,  and  made 
of  them  subjects  and  servants;  and  they  them 
selves  were  engaged  in  war  and  in  keeping  a 
watch  against  them. 

I  believe  that  you  have  righdy  conceived  the 
origin  of  the  change. 

And  the  new  government  which  thus  arises 
will  be  of  a  form  intermediate  between  oli 
garchy  and  aristocracy? 

Very  true. 

Such  will  be  the  change,  and  after  the  change 
has  been  made,  how  will  they  proceed?  Clearly, 
the  new  State,  being  in  a  mean  between  oli 
garchy  and  the  perfect  State,  will  partly  follow 
one  and  partiy  the  other,  and  will  also  have 
some  peculiarities. 

True,  he  said. 

In  the  honour  given  to  rulers,  in  the  absti 
nence  of  the  warrior  class  from  agriculture, 
handicrafts,  and  trade  in  general,  in  the  institu 
tion  of  common  meals,  and  in  the  attention 
paid  to  gymnastics  and  military  training — in 
all  these  respects  this  State  will  resemble  the 
former. 

True. 

But  in  the  fear  of  admitting  .philosophers  to 
power,  because  they  are  no  longer  to  be  had 
simple  and  earnest,  but  are  made  up  of  mixed 
elements;  and  in  turning  from  them  to  pas 
sionate,  and  less  complex  characters,  [548]  who 
are  by  nature  fitted  for  war  rather  than  peace; 
and  in  the  value  set  by  them  upon  military 
stratagems  and  contrivances,  and  in  the  waging 
of  everlasting  wars — this  State  ,will  be  for  the 
most  part  peculiar. 

Yes. 

Yes,  I  said;  and  men  of  this  stamp  will  be 
covetous  of  money,  like  those  who  live  in  oli 
garchies;  they  will  have  a  fierce  secret  longing 
after  gold  and  silver,  whkh  they  will  hoard  in 
dark  places,  having  magazines  and  treasuries 
of  their  own  for  the  deposit  and  concealment 
of  them;  also  casdes  which  are  just  nests  for 
their  eggs,  and  in  which  they  will  spend  large 
sums  on  their  wives,  or  on  any  others  whom 
they  "please. 


That  is  most  true,  he  said. 

And  they  are  miserly  because  they  have  no 
means  of  openly  acquiring  the  money  which 
they  prize;  they  will  spend  that  which  is  an 
other  man's  on  the  gratification  of  their  de 
sires,  stealing  their  pleasures  and  running  away 
like  children  from  the  law,  their  father:  they 
have  been  schooled  not  by  gentle  influences  but 
by  force,  for  they  have  neglected  her  who  is  the 
true  Muse,  the  companion  of  reason  and  phi 
losophy,  and  have  honoured  gymnastic  more 
than  music. 

Undoubtedly,  he  said,  the  form  of  govern 
ment  which  you  describe  is  a  mixture  of  good 
and  evil. 

Why,  there  is  a  mixture,!  said; but  one  thing, 
and  one  thing  only,  is  predominandy  seen — 
the  spirit  of  contention  and  ambition;  and  these 
are  due  to  the  prevalence  of  the  passionate  or 
spirited  element. 

Assuredly,  he  said. 

Such  is  the  origin  and  such  the  character  of 
this  State,  which  has  been  described  in  oudine 
only;  the  more  perfect  execution  was  not  re 
quired,  for  a  sketch  is  enough  to  show  the  type 
of  the  most  perfectly  just  and  most  perfectly 
unjust;  and  to  go  through  all  the  States  and  aU 
the  characters  of  men,  omitting  none  of  them, 
would  be  an  interminable  labour. 

Very  true,  he  replied. 

Now  what  man  answers  to  this  form  of  gov 
ernment — how  did  he  come  into  being,  and 
what  is  he  like? 

I  think,  said  Adeimantus,  that  in  the  spirit 
of  contention  which  characterises  him,  he  is  not 
unlike  our  friend  Glaucon. 

Perhaps,  I  said,  he  may  be  like  him  in  that 
one  point;  but  there  are  other  respects  in  which 
he  is  very  different.  ,. 

In  what  respects  ? 

He  should  have  more  of  self-assertion  and  be 
less  cultivated,  and  yet  a  friend  of  culture;  [549] 
and  he  should  be  a  good  listener,  but  no  speak 
er.  Such  a  person  is  apt  to  be  rough  with  slaves, 
unlike  the,  educated  man,  who  is  too  proud  for 
that;  and  he  will  also  be  courteous  to  freemen, 
and  remarkably  obedient  to  authority;  he  is  a 
lover  of  power  and  a  lover  of  honour;  claiming 
to  be  a  ruler,  not  because  he  is  eloquent,  or  on 
any  ground  of  that  sort,  but  because  he  is  a 
soldier  and  has  performed  feats  of  arms;  he  is 
also  a  lover  of  gymnastic  exercises  and  of  the 
chase. 

Yes,  that  is  the  type  of  character  which  an 
swers  to  timocracy. 

Such  an  one  will  despise  riches  only  when  he 
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is  young;  but  as  he  gets  older  he  will  be  more 
and  more  attracted  to  them,  because  he  has  a 
piece  of  the  avaricious  nature  in  him,  and  is  not 
single-minded  towards  virtue,  having  lost  his 
best  guardian. 

Who  was  that?  said  Adeimantus. 

Philosophy,  I  said,  tempered  with  music, 
who  comes  and  takes  her  abode  in  a  man,  and 
is  the  only  saviour  of  his  virtue  throughout  life. 

Good,  he  said. 

Such,  I  said,  is  the  tirnocratical  youth,  and  he 
is  like  the  tirnocratical  State. 

Exactly. 

His  origin  is  as  follows: — He  is  often  the 
young  son  of  a  brave  father,  who  dwells  in  an 
ill-governed  city,  of  which  he  declines  the  hon 
ours  and  offices,  and  will  not  go  to  law,  or  exert 
himself  in  any  way,  but  is  ready  to  waive  his 
rights  in  order  that  he  may  escape  trouble. 

And  how  does  the  son  come  into  being? 

The  character  of  the  son  begins  to  develop 
when  he  hears  his  mother  complaining  that  her 
husband  has  no  place  in  the  government,  of 
which  the  con  sequence  is  that  she  has  no  preced 
ence  among  other  women.  Further,  when  she 
sees  her  husband  not  very  eager  about  money, 
and  instead  of  battling  and  railing  in  the  law 
courts  or  assembly,  taking  whatever  happens  to 
him  quiedy;  and  when  she  observes  that  his 
thoughts  always  centre  in  himself,  while  he 
treats  her  with  very  considerable  indifference, 
she  is  annoyed,  and  says  to  her  son  that  his  fa 
ther  is  only  half  a  man  and  far  too  easy-going: 
adding  all  the  other  complaints  about  her  own 
ill-treatment  which  women  are  so  fond  of  re 
hearsing. 

Yes,  said  Adeimantus,  they  give  us  plenty  of 
them,  and  their  complaints  are  so  like  them 
selves. 

And  you  know,  I  said,  that  the  old  servants 
also,  who  are  supposed  to  be  attached  to  the 
family,  from  time  to  time  talk  privately  in  the 
same  strain  to  the  son;  and  if  they  see  any  one 
who  owes  money  to  his  father,  or  is  wronging 
him  in  any  way,  and  he  fails  to  prosecute  them, 
[550]  tneY  te^  tne  y°^th  that  when  he  grows 
up  he  must  retaliate  upon  people  of  this  sort, 
and  be  more  of  a  man  than  his  father.  He  has 
only  to  walk  abroad  and  he  hears  and  sees  the 
same  sort  of  thing:  those  who  do  their  own 
business  in  the  city  are  called  simpletons,  and 
held  in  no  esteem,  while  the  busy-bodies  are 
honoured  and  applauded.  The  result  is  that  the 
young  man,  hearing  and  seeing  all  these  things 
— hearing,  too,  the  words  of  his 'father,  and 
having  a  nearer  view  of  his  way  of  life,  and 


making  comparisons  of  him  and  others — is 
drawn  opposite  ways:  while  his  father  is  water 
ing  and  nourishing  the  rational  principle  in  his 
soul,  the  others  are  encouraging  the  passionate 
and  appetitive;  and  he  being  not  originally  of 
a  bad  nature,  but  having  kept  bad  company,  is 
at  last  brought  by  their  joint  influence  to  a  mid 
dle  point,  and  gives  up  the  kingdom  which  is 
within  him  to  the  middle  principle  of  conten 
tiousness  and  passion,  and  becomes  arrogant 
and  ambitious. 

You  seem  to  me  to  have  described  his  origin 
perfectly. 

Then  we  have  now,  I  said,  the  second  form 
of  government  and  the  second  type  of  charac 
ter? 

We  have. 

Next,  let  us  look  at  another  man  who,  as 
Aeschylus  says, 

Is  set  over  against  another  State; 

or  rather,  as  our  plan  requires,  begin  with  the 
State. 

By  all  means. 

I  believe  that  oligarchy  follows  next  in  order. 

And  what  manner  of  government  do  you 
term  oligarchy? 

A  government  resting  on  a  valuation  of  prop 
erty,  in  which  the  rich  have  power  and  the  poor 
man  is  deprived  of  it. 

I  understand,  he  replied. 

Ought  I  not  to  begin  by  describing  how  the 
change  from  timocracy  to  oligarchy  arises? 

Yes. 

Well,  I  said,  no  eyes  are  required  in  order  to 
see  how  the  one  passes  into  the  other. 

How? 

The  accumulation  of  gold  in  the  treasury  of 
private  individuals  is  the  ruin  of  timocracy; 
they  invent  illegal  modes  of  expenditure;  for 
what  do  they  or  their  wives  care  about  the  law  ? 

Yes,  indeed. 

And  then  one,  seeing  another  grow  rich, 
seeks  to  rival  him,  and  thus  the  great  mass  of 
the  citizens  become  lovers  of  money. 

Likely  enough. 

And  so  they  grow  richer  and  richer,  and  the 
more  they  think  of  making  a  fortune  the  less 
they  think  of  virtue;  for  when  riches  and  vir 
tue  are  placed  together  in  the  scales  of  the  bal 
ance,  the  one  always  rises  as  the  other  falls. 

True. 

[551]  And  in  proportion  as  riches  and  rich 
men  are  honoured  in  the  State,  virtue  and  the 
virtuous  are  dishonoured. 

Clearly. 
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And  what  is  honoured  is  cultivated,  and  that 
which  has  no  honour  is  neglected. 

That  is  obvious. 

And  so  at  last,  instead  of  loving  contention 
and  glory,  men  become  lovers  of  trade  and 
money;  they  honour  and  look  up  to  the  rich 
man,  and  make  a  ruler  of  him,  and  dishonour 
the  poor  man. 

They  do  so. 

They  next  proceed  to  make  a  law  which  fixes 
a  sum  of  money  as  the  qualification  of  citizen 
ship;  the  sum  is  higher  in  one  place  and  lower 
in  another,  as  the  oligarchy  is  more  or  less  ex 
clusive;  and  they  allow  no  one  whose  property 
falls  below  the  amount  fixed  to  have  any  share 
in  the  government.  These  changes  in  the  con 
stitution  they  effect  by  force  of  arms,  if  intimi 
dation  has  not  already  done  their  work. 

Very  true. 

And  this,  speaking  generally,  is  the  way  in 
which  oligarchy  is  established. 

Yes,  he  said;  but  what  are  the  characteristics 
of  this  form  of  government,  and  what  are  the 
defects  of  which  we  were  speaking?1 

First  of  all,  I  said,  consider  the  nature  of  the 
qualification.  Just -think  what  would  happen  if 
pilots  were  to  be  chosen  according  to  their 
property,  and  a  poor  man  were  refused  permis 
sion  to  steer,  even  though  he  were  a  better  pi 
lot? 

You  mean  that  they  would  shipwreck? 

Yes;  and  is  not  this  true  of  the  government 
of  anything? 

I  should  imagine  so. 

Except  a  city? — or  would  you  include  a  city? 

Nay,  he  said,  the  case  of  a  city  is  the  strong 
est  of  all,  inasmuch  as  the  rule  of  a  city  is  the 
greatest  and  most  difficult  of  all. 

This,  then,  will  be  the  first  great  defect  of 
oligarchy  ? 

Clearly. 

And  here  is  another  defect  which  is  quite  as 
bad. 

What  defect? 

The  inevitable  division:  such  a  State  is  not 
one,  but  two  States,  the  one  of  poor,  the  other 
of  rich  men;  and  they  are  living  on  the  same 
spot  and  always  conspiring  against  one  an 
other. 

That,  surely,  is  at  least  as  bad. 

Another  discreditable  feature  is,  that,  for  a 
like  reason,  they  are  incapable  of  carrying  on 
any  war.  Either  they  arm  the  multitude,  and 
then  they  are  more  afraid  of  them  than  of  the 
enemy;  or,  if  they  do  not  call  them  out  in  the 

1Cf.344- 


hour  of  battle,  they  are  oligarchs  indeed,  few  to 
fight  as  they  are  few  to  rule.  And  at  the  same 
time  their  fondness  for  money  makes  them  un 
willing  to  pay  taxes. 

How  discreditable! 

And,  as  we  said  before,  under  such  a  consti 
tution  the  same  persons  have  too  many  callings 
— they  are  husbandmen,  [552]  tradesmen,  war 
riors,  all  in  one.  Does  that  look  well  ? 

Anything  but  well. 

There  is  another  evil  which  is,  perhaps,  the 
greatest  of  all,  and  to  which  this  State  first  be 
gins  to  be  liable. 

What  evil? 

A  man  may  sell  all  that  he  has,  and  another 
may  acquire  his  property;  yet  after  the  sale  he 
may  dwell  in  the  city  of  which  he  is  no  longer 
a  part,  being  neither  trader,  nor  artisan,  nor 
horseman,  nor  hoplite,  but  only  a  poor,  helpless 
creature. 

Yes,  that  is  an  evil  which  also  first  begins  in 
this  State. 

The  evil  is  certainly  not  prevented  there;  for 
oligarchies  have  both  the  extremes  of  great 
wealth  and  utter  poverty. 

True. 

But  think  again:  In  his  wealthy  days,  while 
he  was  spending  his  money,  was  a  man  of  this 
sort  a  whit  more  good  to  the  State  for  the  pur 
poses  of  citizenship?  Or  did  he  only  seem  to  be 
a  member  of  the  ruling  body,  although  in  truth 
he  was  neither  ruler  nor  subject,  but  just  a 
spendthrift? 

As  you  say,  he  seemed  to  be  a  ruler,  but  was 
only  a  spendthrift. 

May  we  not  say  that  this  is  the  drone  in  the 
house  who  is  like  the  drone  in  the  honeycomb, 
and  that  the  one  is  the  plague  of  the  city  as  the 
other  is  of  the  hive? 

Just  so,  Socrates. 

And  God  has  made  the  flying  drones,  Adei- 
mantus,  all  without  stings,  whereas  of  the  walk 
ing  drones  he  has  made  some  without  stings 
but  others  have  dreadful  stings;  of  the  stingless 
class  are  those  who  in  their  old  age  end  as  pau 
pers;  of  the  stingers  come  all  the  criminal  class, 
as  they  are  termed. 

Most  true,  he  said. 

Clearly  then,  whenever  you  see  paupers  in  a 
State,  somewhere  in  that  neighbourhood  there 
are  hidden  away  thieves,  and  cut-purses  and 
robbers  of  temples,  and  all  sorts  of  male 
factors. 

Clearly. 

Well,  I  said,  and  in  oligarchical  States  do  you 
not  find  paupers? 


THE  REPUBLIC  VIII 


407 


Yes,  he  said;  nearly  everybody  is  a  pauper 
who  Is  not  a  ruler. 

And  may  we  be  so  bold  as  to  affirm  that  there 
are  also  many  criminals  to  be  found  in  them, 
rogues  who  have  stings,  and  whom  the  authori 
ties  are  careful  to  restrain  by  force? 

Certainly,  we  may  be  so  bold. 

The  existence  of  such  persons  is  to  be  attrib 
uted  to  want  of  education,  ill-training,  and  an 
evil  constitution  of  the  State? 

True. 

Such,  then,  is  the  form  and  such  are  the  evils 
of  oligarchy;  and  there  may  be  many  other 
evils. 

Very  likely. 

[553]  Then  oligarchy,  or  the  form  of  gov 
ernment  in  which  the  rulers  are  elected  for 
their  wealth,  may  now  be  dismissed. Let  us  next 
proceed  to  consider  the  nature  and  origin  of  the 
individual  who  answers  to  this  State. 

By  all  means. 

Does  not  the  timocratical  man  change  into 
the  oligarchical  on  this  wise? 

How? 

A  time  arrives  when  the  representative  of 
timocracy  has  a  son:  at  first  he  begins  by  emu 
lating  his  father  and  walking  in  his  footsteps, 
but  presently  he  sees  him  of  a  sudden  founder 
ing  against  the  State  as  upon  a  sunken  reef,  and 
he  and  all  that  he  has  is  lost;  he  may  have  been 
a  general  or  some  other  high  officer  who  is 
brought  to  trial  under  a  prejudice  raised  by  in 
formers,  and  either  put  to  death,  or  exiled,  or 
deprived  of  the  privileges  of  a  citizen,  and  all 
his  property  taken  from  him. 

Nothing  more  likely. 

And  the  son  has  seen  and  known  all  this — he 
is  a  ruined  man,  and  his  fear  has  taught  him  to 
knock  ambition  and  passion  headforemost  from 
his  bosom's  throne;  humbled  by  poverty  he 
takes  to  money-making  and  by  mean  and  mi 
serly  savings  and  hard  work  gets  a  fortune  to 
gether.  Is  not  such  an  one  likely  to  seat  the  con 
cupiscent  and  covetous  element  on  the  vacant 
throne  and  to  suffer  it  to  play  the  great  king 
within  him,  girt  with  tiara  and  chain  and  scimi 
tar? 

Most  true,  he  replied. 

And  when  he  has  made  reason  and  spirit  sit 
down  on  the  ground  obediently  on  either  side 
of  their  sovereign,  and  taught  them  to  know 
their  place,  he  compels  the  one  to  think  only  of 
how  lesser  sums  may  be  turned  into  larger  ones, 
and  will  not  allow  the  other  to  worship  and  ad 
mire  anything  but  riches  and  rich  men,  or  to  be 
ambitious  of  anything  so  much  as  the  acquisi 


tion  of  wealth  and  the  means  of  acquiring  it. 

Of  all  changes,  he  said,  there  is  none  so 
speedy  or  so  sure  as  the  conversion  of  the  am 
bitious  youth  into  the  avaricious  one. 

And  the  avaricious,  I  said,  is  the  oligarchical 
youth? 

Yes,  he  said;  at  any  rate  the  individual  out  of 
whom  he  came  is  like  the  State  out  of  which 
oligarchy  came. 

Let  us  then  consider  whether  there  is  any 
likeness  between  them. 

[554]  Very  good. 

First,  then,  they  resemble  one  another  in  the 
value  which  they  set  upon  wealth? 

Certainly. 

Also  in  their  penurious,  laborious  character; 
the  individual  only  satisfies  his  necessary  appe 
tites,  and  confines  his  expenditure  to  them;  his 
other  desires  he  subdues,  under  the  idea  that 
they  are  unprofitable. 

True. 

He  is  a  shabby  fellow,  who  saves  something 
out  of  everything  and  makes  a  purse  for  him 
self;  and  this  is  the  sort  of  man  whom  the  vul 
gar  applaud.  Is  he  not  a  true  image  of  the  State 
which  he  represents  ? 

He  appears  to  me  to  be  so;  at  any  rate  money 
is  highly  valued  by  him  as  well  as  by  the  State. 

You  see  that  he  is  not  a  man  of  cultivation,  I 
said. 

I  imagine  not,  he  said;  had  he  been  educated 
he  would  never  have  made  a  blind  god  direc 
tor  of  his  chorus,  or  given  him  chief  honour. 

Excellent!  I  said.  Yet  consider:  Must  we  not 
further  admit  that  owing  to  this  want  of  cul 
tivation  there  will  be  found  in  him  drone-like 
desires  as  of  pauper  and  rogue,  which  are  for 
cibly  kept  down  by  his  general  habit  of  life? 

True. 

Do  you  know  where  you  will  have  to  look  if 
you  want  to  discover  his  rogueries? 

Where  must  I  look? 

You  should  see  him  where  he  has  some  great 
opportunity  of  acting  dishonestly,  as  in  the 
guardianship  of  an  orphan. 

Aye. 

It  will  be  clear  enough  then  that  in  his  ordi 
nary  dealings  which  give  him  a  reputation  for 
honesty  he  coerces  his  bad  passions  by  an  en 
forced  virtue;  not  making  them  see  that  they 
are  wrong,  or  taming  them  by  reason,  but  by 
necessity  and  fear  constraining  them,  and  be 
cause  he  trembles  for  his  possessions. 

To  be  sure. 

Yes,  indeed,  my  dear  friend,  but  you  will 
find  that  the  natural  desires  of  the  drone  com- 
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monly  exist  in  him  all  the  same  whenever  he 
has  to  spend  what  Is  not  his  own. 

Yes,  and  they  will  be  strong  in  him  too. 

The  man,  then,  will  be  at  war  with  himself; 
he  will  be  two  men,  and  not  one;  but,  in  gen 
eral,  his  better  desires  will  be  found  to  prevail 
over  his  inferior  ones. 

True. 

For  these  reasons  such  an  one  will  be  more 
respectable  than  most  people;  yet  the  true  vir 
tue  of  a  unanimous  and  harmonious  soul  will 
flee  far  away  and  never  come  near  him. 

I  should  expect  so, 

[555]  And  surely,  the  miser  individually 
will  be  an  ignoble  competitor  in  a  State  for  any 
prize  of  victory,  or  other  object  of  honourable 
ambition;  he  will  not  spend  his  money  in  the 
contest  for  glory;  so  afraid  is  he  of  awakening 
his  expensive  appetites  and  inviting  them  to 
help  and  join  in  the  struggle;  in  true  oligarchi 
cal  fashion  he  fights  with  a  small  part  only  of 
his  resources,  and  the  result  commonly  is  that 
he  loses  the  prize  and  saves  his  money. 

Very  true. 

Can  we  any  longer  doubt,  then,  that  the  mi 
ser  and  money-maker  answers  to  the  oligarchi 
cal  State? 

There  can  be  no  doubt. 

Next  comes  democracy;  of  this  the  origin  and 
nature  have  still  to  be  considered  by  us;  and 
then  we  will  enquire  into  the  ways  of  the  dem 
ocratic  man,  and  bring  him  up  for  judgment. 

That,  he  said,  is  our  method. 

Well,  I  said,  and  how  does  the  change  from 
oligarchy  into  democracy  arise?  Is  it  not  on  this 
wise? — The  good  at  which  such  a  State  aims  is 
to  become  as  rich  as  possible,  a  desire  which  is 
insatiable? 

What  then? 

The  rulers,  being  aware  that  their  power 
rests  upon  their  wealth,  refuse  to  curtail  by  law 
the  extravagance  of  the  spendthrift  youth  be 
cause  they  gain  by  their  ruin;  they  take  interest 
from  them  and  buy  up  their  estates  and  thus  in 
crease  their  own  wealth  and  importance? 

To  be  sure. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  love  of  wealth 
and  the  spirit  of  moderation  cannot  exist  to 
gether  in  citizens  of  the  same  State  to  any  con 
siderable  extent;  one  or  the  other  will  be  disre 
garded. 

That  is  tolerably  clear. 

And  in  oligarchical  States,  from  the  general 
spread  of  carelessness  and  extravagance,  men 
of  good  family  have  often  been  reduced  to 
beggary? 


Yes,  often. 

And  still  they  remain  in  the  city;  there  they 
are,  ready  to  sting  and  fully  armed,  and  some 
of  them  owe  money,  some  have  forfeited  their 
citizenship;  a  third  class  are  in  both  predica 
ments;  and  they  hate  and  conspire  against  those 
who  have  got  their  property,  and  against  every 
body  else,  and  are  eager  for  revolution. 

That  is  true. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  men  of  business, 
stooping  as  they  walk,  and  pretending  not  even 
to  see  those  whom  they  have  already  ruined,  in 
sert  their  sting — that  is,  their  money — into 
some  one  else  who  is  not  on  his  guard  against 
them,  and  recover  the  parent  sum  many  times 
over  multiplied  into  a  family  of  children:  and 
so  they  make  drone  and  pauper  to  abound  in 
the  State. 

1556]  Yes,  he  said,  there  are  plenty  of  them 
— that  is  certain. 

The  evil  blazes  up  like  a  fire;  and  they  will 
not  extinguish  it,  either  by  restricting  a  man's 
use  of  his  own  property,  or  by  another  remedy: 

What  other? 

One  which  is  the  next  best,  and  has  the  ad 
vantage  of  compelling  the  citizens  to  look  to 
their  characters: — Let  there  be  a  general  rule 
that  every  one  shall  enter  into  voluntary  con 
tracts  at  his  own  risk,  and  there  will  be  less  of 
this  scandalous  money-making,  and  the  evils 
of  which  we  were  speaking  will  be  greatly 
lessened  in  the  State. 

Yes,  they  will  be  gready  lessened. 

At  present  the  governors,  induced  by  the  mo 
tives  which  I  have  named,  treat  their  subjects 
badly;  while  they  and  their  adherents,  especial 
ly  the  young  men  of  the  governing  class,  are 
habituated  to  lead  a  life  of  luxury  and  idleness 
both  of  body  and  mind;  they  do  nothing,  and 
are  incapable  of  resisting  either  pleasure  or 
pain. 

Very  true. 

They  themselves  care  only  for  making  mon 
ey,  and  are  as  indifferent  as  the  pauper  to  the 
cultivation  of  virtue. 

Yes,  quite  as  indifferent. 

Such  is  the  state  of  affairs  which  prevails 
among  them.  And  often  rulers  and  their  sub 
jects  may  come  in  one  another's  way,  whether 
on  a  pilgrimage  or  a  march,  as  fellow-soldiers 
or  fellow-sailors;  aye  and  they  may  observe  the 
behaviour  of  each  other  in  the  very  moment  of 
danger — for  where  danger  is,  there  is  no  fear 
that  the  poor  will  be  despised  "by  the  rich — and 
very  likely  the  wiry  sunburnt  poor  man  may  be 
placed  in  batde  at  the  side  of  a  wealthy  one  who 
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has  never  spoilt  his  complexidn  and  has  plenty 
of  superfluous  flesh — when  he  sees  such  an  one 
puffing  and  at  his  wit's  end,  how  can  he  avoid 
drawing  the  conclusion  that  men  like  him  are 
only  rich  because  no  one  has  the  courage  to  de 
spoil  them?  And  when  they  meet  in  private 
will  not  people  be  saying  to  one  another  "Our 
warriors  are  not  good  for  much"? 

Yes,  he  said,  I  am  quite  aware  that  this  is 
their  way  of  talking. 

And,  as  in  a  body  which  is  diseased  the  addi 
tion  of  a  touch  from  without  may  bring  on  ill 
ness,  and  sometimes  even  when  there  is  no  ex 
ternal  provocation  a  commotion  may  arise  with 
in — in  the  same  way  wherever  there  is  weak 
ness  in  the  State  there  is  also  likely  to  be  illness, 
of  which  the  occasions  may  be  very  slight,  the 
one  party  introducing  from  without  their  oli 
garchical,  the  other  their  democratical  allies, 
and  then  the  State  falls  sick,  and  is  at  war  with 
herself;  [$$j]  and  may  be  at  times  distracted, 
even  when  there  is  no  external  cause. 

Yes,  surely. 

And  then  democracy  comes  into  being  aft 
er  the  poor  have  conquered  their  opponents, 
slaughtering  some  and  banishing  some,  while 
to  the  remainder  they  give  an  equal  share'  of 
freedom  and  power;  and  this  is  the  form  of 
government  in  which  the  magistrates  are  com 
monly  elected  by  lot. 

Yes,  he  said,  that  is  the  nature  -of  democracy, 
whether  the  revolution  has  been  effected  by 
arms,  or  whether  fear  has  caused  the  opposite 
party  to  withdraw. 

And  now  what  is  their  manner  of  life,  and 
what  sort  of  a  government  have  they?  for  as 
the  government  is,  such  will  be  the  man. 

Clearly,  he  said. 

In  the  first  place,  are  they  not  free;  and  is  not 
the  city  full  of  freedom  and  frankness — a  man 
may  say  and  do  what  he  likes? 

'Tis  said  so,  he  replied. 

And  where  freedom  is,  the  individual  is 
clearly  able  to  order  for  himself  his  own  life  as 
he  pleases? 

Clearly. 

Then  in  this  kind  of  State  there  will  be  the 
greatest  variety  of  human  natures  ? 

There  will. , 

.  This,  then,  seems  likely  to  be  the  fairest  of 
States,  being  like  an  embroidered  robe  which  is 
spangled  with  every  sort  of  flower.  And  just  as 
women  and  children  think  a  variety  of  colours 
to  be  of  all  things  most  charming;  so  there  are 
many  men  to  whom  this  State,  which  is  span 
gled  with  the  manners  and  characters  of  man 


kind,  will  appear  to  be  the  fairest  of  States* 

Yes. 

Yes,  my  good  Sir,  and  there  will  be  no  better 
in  which  to  look  for  a  government. 

Why? 

Because  of  the  liberty  which  reigns  there — 
they  have  a  complete  assortment  of  constitu 
tions;  and  he  who  has  a  mind  to  establish  a 
State,  as  we  have  been  doing,  must  go  to  a  de 
mocracy  as  he  would  to  a  bazaar  at  which  they 
sell  them,  and  pick  out  the  one  that  suits  him; 
then,  when  he  has  made  his  choice,  he  may 
found  his  State. 

He  will  be  sure  to  have  patterns  enough. 

And  there  being  no  necessity,  I  said,  for  you 
to  govern  in  this  State,  even  if  you  have  the 
capacity,  or  to  be  governed,  unless  you  like,  or 
go  to  war  when  the  rest  go  to  war,  or  to  be  at 
peace  when  others  are  at  peace,  unless  you  are 
so  disposed — there  being  no  necessity  also,  ber 
cause  some  law  forbids  you  to  hold  office  or  be 
a  dicast,  [558]  that  you  should  not  hold  office 
or  be  a  dicast,  if  you  have  a  fancy — is  not  this  a 
way  of  life  which  for  the  moment  is  supremely 
delightful? 

For  the  moment,  yes. 

And  is  not  their  humanity  to  the  condemned 
in  some  cases  quite  charming?  Have  you  not 
observed  how,  in  a  democracy,  many  persons, 
although  they  have  been  sentenced  to  death  or 
exile,  just  stay  where  they  are  and  walk  about 
the  world — the  gentleman  parades  like  a  hero, 
and  nobody  sees  or  cares  ? 

Yes,  he  replied,  many  and  many  a  one. 

See  too,  Isaid,  the  forgiving  spirit  of  democ 
racy,  and  the  "don't  care"  about  trifles,  and  the 
disregard  which  she  shows  of  all  the  fine  prin 
ciples  which  we  solemnly  laid  down  at  the 
foundation  of  the  city — as  when  we  said  that, 
except  in  the  case  of  some  rarely  gifted  nature, 
there  never  will  be  a  good  man  who  has  not 
from  his  childhood  been  used  to  play  amid 
things  of  beauty  and  make  of  them  a  joy  and  a 
study — how  grandly  does  she  trample  all  these 
fine  notions  of  ours  under  her  feet,  never  giv 
ing  a  thought  to  the  pursuits  which  make  a 
statesman,  and  promoting  to  honour  any  one 
who  professes  to  be  the  people's  friend. 

Yes,  she  is  of  a  noble  spirit. 

These  and  other  kindred  characteristics  are 
proper  to  democracy,  which  is  a  charming  form 
of  government,  i ull  of  variety  and, disorder, and 
dispensing  a  sort  of  equality  to  equals  and  un~ 
equals  alike. 

We  know  her  well. 

Consider  now,  I  said,  what  manner  pf  man 
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the  Individual  Is,  or  rather  consider,  as  in  the 
case  of  the  state,  how  he  comes  into  being. 

Very  good,  he  said. 

Is  not  this  the  way — he  is  the  son  of  the  mi 
serly  and  oligarchical  father  who  has  trained 
him  in  his  own  habits? 

Exactly. 

And,  like  his  father,  he  keeps  under  by  force 
the  pleasures  which  are  of  the  spending  and  not 
of  the  getting  sort,  being  those  which  are  called 
unnecessary? 

Obviously. 

Would  you  like,  for  the  sake  of  clearness,  to 
distinguish  which  are  the  necessary  and  which 
are  the  unnecessary  pleasures? 

I  should. 

Are  not  necessary  pleasures  those  of  which 
we  cannot  get  rid,  and  of  which  the  satisfaction 
is  a  benefit  to  us?  And  they  are  rightly  so,  be 
cause  we  are  framed  by  nature  to  desire  hoth 
what  is  beneficial  and  what  is  necessary,  and 
cannot  help  it. 

[559]  True. 

We  are  not  wrong  therefore  in  calling  them 
necessary? 

We  are  not. 

And  the  desires  of  which  a  man  may  get  rid, 
if  he  takes  pains  from  his  youth  upwards — of 
which  the  presence,  moreover,  does  no  good, 
and  in  some  cases  the  reverse  of  good — shall 
we  not  be  right  in  saying  that  all  these  are  un 
necessary? 

Yes,  certainly. 

Suppose  we  select  an  example  of  either  kind, 
in  order  that  we  may  have  a  general  notion  of 
them? 

Very  good. 

Will  not  the  desire  of  eating,  that  is,  of  sim 
ple  food  and  condiments,  in  so  far  as  they  are 
required  for  health  and  strength,  be  of  the 
necessary  class  ? 

That  is  what  I  should  suppose. 

The  pleasure  of  eating  is  necessary  in  two 
ways;  it  does  us  good  and  it  is  essential  to  the 
continuance  of  life? 

Yes. 

But  the  condiments  are  only  necessary  in  so 
far  as  they  are  good  for  health? 

Certainly. 

And  the  desire  which  goes  beyond  this,  of 
more  delicate  food,  or  other  luxuries,  which 
might  generally  be  got  rid  of,  if  controlled  and 
trained  in  youth,  and  is  hurtful  to  the  body,  and 
hurtful  to  the  soul  in  the  pursuit  of  wisdom 
and  virtue,  may  be  rightly  called  unnecessary? 

Very  true. 


May  we  not  say  that  these  desires  spend,  and 
that  the  others  make  money  because  they  con 
duce  to  production? 

Certainly. 

And  of  the  pleasures  of  love,  and  all  other 
pleasures,  the  same  holds  good? 

True. 

And  the  drone  of  whom  we  spoke  was  he 
who  has  surfeited  in  pleasures  and  desires  of 
this  sort,  and  was  the  slave  of  the  unnecessary 
desires,  whereas  he  who  was  subject  to  the 
necessary  only  was  miserly  and  oligarchical? 

Very  true. 

Again,  let  us  see  how  the  democratical  man 
grows  out  of  the  oligarchical:  the  following,  as 
I  suspect,  is  commonly  the  process. 

What  is  the  process? 

When  a  young  man  who  has  been  brought 
up  as  we  were  just  now  describing,  in  a  vulgar 
and  miserly  way,  has  tasted  drones'  honey  and 
has  come  to  associate  with  fierce  and  crafty  na 
tures  who  are  able  to  provide  for  him  all  sorts 
of  refinements  and  varieties  of  pleasure — then, 
as  you  may  imagine,  the  change  will  begin  of 
the  oligarchical  principle  within  him  into  the 
democratical  ? 

Inevitably. 

And  as  in  the  city  like  was  helping  like,  and 
the  change  was  effected  by  an  alliance  from 
without  assisting  one  division  of  the  citizens, 
so  too  the  young  man  is  changed  by  a  class  of 
desires  coming  from  without  to  assist  the  de 
sires  within  him,  that  which  is  akin  and  alike 
again  helping  that  which  is  akin  and  alike? 

Certainly. 

And  if  there  be  any  ally  which  aids  the  oli 
garchical  principle  within  him,  whether  the  in 
fluence  of  a  father  or  of  kindred,  advising  or  re 
buking  him,  [560]  then  there  arises  in  his  soul 
a  faction  and  an  opposite  faction,  and  he  goes 
to  war  with  himself. 

It  must  be  so. 

And  there  are  times  when  the  democratical 
principle  gives  way  to  the  oligarchical,  and 
some  of  his  desires  die,  and  others  are  ban 
ished;  a  spirit  of  reverence  enters  into  the 
young  man's  soul  and  order  is  restored. 

Yes,  he  said,  that  sometimes  happens. 

And  then,  again,  after  the  old  desires  have 
been  driven  out,  fresh  ones  spring  up,  which 
are  akin  to  them,  and  because  he  their  father 
does  not  know  how  to  educate  them,  wax  fierce 
and  numerous. 

Yes,  he  said,  that  is  apt  to  be  the  way. 

They  draw  him  to  his  old  associates,  and 
holding  secret  intercourse  with  them,  breed 
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and  multiply  in  him. 

Very  true. 

At  length  they  seize  upon  die  citadel  of  the 
young  man's  soul,  which  they  perceive  to  be 
void  of  all  accomplishments  and  fair  pursuits 
and  true  words,  which  make  their  abode  in  the 
minds  of  men  who  are  dear  to  the  gods,  and  are 
their  best  guardians  and  sentinels. 

None  better. 

False  and  boastful  conceits  and  phrases  mount 
upwards  and  take  their  place. 

They  are  certain  to  do  so. 

And  so  the  young  man  returns  into  the  coun 
try  of  the  lotus-eaters,  and  takes  up  his  dwell 
ing  there  in  the  face  of  all  men;  and  if  any  help 
be  sent  by  his  friends  to  the  oligarchical  part  of 
him,  the  aforesaid  vain  conceits  shut  the  gate 
of  the  king's  fastness;  and  they  will  neither  al 
low  the  embassy  itself  to  enter,  nor  if  private 
advisers  offer  the  fatherly  counsel  of  the  aged 
will  they  listen  to  them  or  receive  them.  There 
is  a  battle  and  they  gain  the  day,  and  then 
modesty,  which  they  call  silliness,  is  ignomini- 
ously  thrust  into  exile  by  them,  and  temper 
ance,  which  they  nickname  unmanliness,  is 
trampled  in  the  mire  and  cast  forth;  they  per 
suade  men  that  moderation  and  orderly  ex 
penditure  are  vulgarity  and  meanness,  and  so, 
by  the  help  of  a  rabble  of  evil  appetites,  they 
drive  them  beyond  the  border. 

Yes,  with  a  will. 

And  when  they  have  emptied  and  swept 
clean  the  soul  of  him  who  is  now  in  their  power 
and  who  is  being  initiated  by  them  in  great 
mysteries,  the  next  thing  is  to  bring  back  to 
their  house  insolence  and  anarchy  and  waste 
and  impudence  in  bright  array  having  garlands 
on  their  heads,  and  a  great  company  with  them, 
hymning  their  praises  and  calling  them  by 
sweet  names;  [561]  insolence  they  term  breed 
ing,  and  anarchy  liberty,  and  waste  magnifi 
cence,  and  impudence  courage.  And  so  the 
young  man  passes  out  of  his  original  nature, 
which  was  trained  in  the  school  of  necessity, 
into  the  freedom  and  libertinism  of  useless  and 
unnecessary  pleasures. 

Yes,  he  said,  the  change  in  him  is  visible 
enough. 

After  this  he  lives  on,  spending  his  money 
and  labour  and  time  on  unnecessary  pleasures 
quite  as  much  as  on  necessary  ones;  but  if  he 
be  fortunate,  and  is  not  too  much  disordered  in 
his  wits,  when  years  have  elapsed,  and  the  hey 
day  of  passion  is  over — supposing  that  he  then 
re-admits  into  the  city  some  part  of  the  exiled 
virtues,  and  does  not  wholly  give  himself  up  to 


their  successors — in  that  case  he  balances  his 
pleasures  and  lives  in  a  sort  of  equilibrium, 
putting  the  government  of  himself  into  the 
hands  of  the  one  which  comes  first  and  wins 
the  turn;  and  when  he  has  had  enough  of  that, 
then  into  the  hands  of  another;  he  despises 
none  of  them  but  encourages  them  all  equally. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

Neither  does  he  receive  or  let  pass  into  the 
fortress  any  true  word  of  advice;  if  any  one 
says  to  him  that  some  pleasures  are  the  satis 
factions  of  good  and  noble  desires,  and  others 
of  evil  desires,  and  that  he  ought  to  use  and 
honour  some  and  chastise  and  master  the  oth 
ers — whenever  this  is  repeated  to  him  he  shakes 
his  head  and  says  that  they  are  ail  alike,  and 
that  one  is  as  good  as  another. 

Yes,  he  said;  that  is  the  way  with  him.    „ 

Yes,  I  said,  he  lives  from  day  to  day  indulg 
ing  the  appetite  of  the  hour;  and  sometimes  he 
is  lapped  in  drink  and  strains  of  the  flute;  then 
he  becomes  a  water-drinker,  and  tries  to  get 
thin;  then  he  takes  a  turn  at  gymnastics;  some 
times  idling  and  neglecting  everything,  then 
once  more  living  the  life  of  a  philosopher;  often 
he  is  busy  with  politics,  and  starts  to  his  feet 
and  says  and  does  whatever  comes  into  his 
head;  and,  if  he  is  emulous  of  any  one  who  is  a 
warrior,  off  he  is  in  that  direction,  or  of  men  of 
business,  once  more  in  that.  His  life  has  neither 
law  nor  order;  and  this  distracted  existence  he 
terms  joy  and  bliss  and  freedom;  and  so  he  goes 
on. 

Yes,  he  replied,  he  is  all  liberty  and  equality. 

Yes,  I  said;  his  life  is  motley  and  manifold 
and  an  epitome  of  the  lives  of  many — he  an 
swers  to  the  State  which  we  described  as  fair 
and  spangled.  And  many  a  man  and  many  a 
woman  will  take  him  for  their  pattern,  and 
many  a  constitution  and  many  an  example  of 
manners  is  contained  in  him. 
•  Just  so. 

[562]  Let  him  then  be  set  over  against  de 
mocracy;  he  may  truly  be  called  the  democratic 
man. 

Let  that  be  his  place,  he  said. 

Last  of  all  comes  the  most  beautiful  of  all, 
man  and  State  alike,  tyranny  and  the  tyrant; 
these  we  have  now  to  consider. 

Quite  true,  he  said. 

Say  then,  my  friend,  In  what  manner  does 
tyranny  arise? — that  it  has  a  democratic  origin 
is  evident. 

Clearly. 

And  does  not  tyranny  spring  from  democ 
racy  in  the  same  manner  as  democracy  from 
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oligarchy — I  mean,  after  a  sort? 

How? 

The  good  which  oligarchy  proposed  to  itself 
and  the  means  by  which  it  was  maintained  was 
excess  of  wealth — am  I  not  right? 

Yes. 

And  the  insatiable  desire  of  wealth  and  the 
neglect  of  all  other  things  for  the  sake  of  money- 
getting  was  also  the  ruin  of  oligarchy? 

True. 

And  democracy  has  her  own  good,  of  which 
the  insatiable  desire  brings  her  to  dissolution? 

What  good? 

Freedom,  I  replied;  which,  as  they  tell  you 
in  a  democracy,  is  the  glory  of  the  State — and 
that  therefore  in  a  democracy  alone  will  the 
freeman  of  nature  deign  to  dwell. 

Yes;  the  saying  is  in  everybody's  mouth. 

I  was  going  to  observe,  that  the  insatiable  de 
sire  of  this  and  the  neglect  of  other  things  intro 
duces  the  change  in  democracy,  which  occa 
sions  a  demand  for  tyranny. 

How  so? 

When  a  democracy  which  is  thirsting  for 
freedom  has  evil  cup-bearers  presiding  over  the 
feast,  and  has  drunk  too  deeply  of  the  strong 
wine  of  freedom,  then,  unless  her  rulers  are 
very  amenable  and  give  a  plentiful  draught, 
she  calls  them  to  account  and  punishes  them, 
and  says  that  they  are  cursed  oligarchs. 

Yes,  he  replied,  a  very  common  occurrence, 

Yes,  I  said;  and  loyal  citizens  are  insultingly 
termed  by  her  slaves  who  hug  their  chains  and 
men  of  naught;  she  would  have  subjects  who 
are  like  rulers,  and  rulers  who  are  like  subjects: 
these  are  men  after  her  own  heart,  whom  she 
praises  and  honours  both  in  private  and  public. 
Now,  in  such  a  State,  can  liberty  have  any  lim 
it? 

Certainly  not. 

By  degrees  the  anarchy  finds  a  way  into  pri 
vate  houses,  and  ends  by  getting  among  the 
animals  and  infecting  them. 

How  do  you  mean? 

I  mean  that  the  father  grows  accustomed  to 
descend  to  the  level  of  his  sons  and  "to  fear 
them,,  and  the  son  is  ©n  a  level  with  his  father, 
he  having  no  respect  or  reverence  for  .either  of 
his  parents;  and  this  is  his  freedom,  and  the 
metic  is  equal  with  the  citizen  and  the  citizen 
with  the  metic,  [563]  and  the  stranger  is  quite 
as  good,  as  either.  '  , 

Yes,  he  said,  that  is  the  way. 

And  these  are  not  the  only  evils,  I  said — 
there  are  several  lesser  ones;  In  such  a  state  of 
society  the  master  £eaj§  m$  flavors  ,his  schok 


ars,  and  the  scholars  despise  their  masters  and 
tutors;  young  and  old  are  all  alike;  and  the 
young  man  is  on  a  level  with  the  old,  and  is 
ready  to  compete  with  him  in  word  or  deed; 
and  old  men  condescend  to  the  young  and  are 
full  of  pleasantry  and  gaiety;  they  are  loth  to 
be  thought  morose  and  authoritative,  and  there 
fore  they  adopt  the  manners  of  the  young. 

Quite  true,  he  said. 

.  The  last  extreme  of  popular  liberty  is  when 
the  slave  bought  with  money,  whether  male  or 
female,  is  just  as  free  as  his  or  her  purchaser; 
nor  must  I  forget  to  tell  of  the  liberty  and 
equality  of  the  two  sexes  in  relation  to  each 
other. 

Why  not,  as  Aeschylus  says,  utter  the  word 
which  rises  to  our  lips? 

That  is  what  I  am  doing,  I  replied;  and  I 
must  add  that  no  one  who  does  not  know 
would  believe,  how  much  greater  is  the  liberty 
which  the  animals  who  are  under  the  dominion 
of  man  have  in  a  democracy  than  in  any  other 
State:  for  truly,  the  she-dogs,  as  the  proverb 
says,  are  as  good  as  their  she-mistresses,  and  the 
horses  and  asses  have  a  way  of  marching  along 
with  all  the  rights  and  dignities  of  freemen; 
and  they  will  run  at  any  body  who  comes  in 
their  way  if  he  does  not  leave  the  road  clear  for 
them:  and  all  things  are  just  ready  to  burst  with 
liberty. 

When  I  take  a  country  walk,  he  said,  I  often 
experience  what  you  describe.  You  and  I  have 
dreamed  the  same  thing. 

And  above  all,  I  said,  and  as  the  result  of  all, 
see  how  sensitive  the  citizens  become;  they 
chafe  impatiently  at  the  least  touch  of  authority 
and  at  length,  as  you  know,  they  cease  to  care 
even  for  the  laws,  written  or  unwritten;  they 
will  have  no  one  over  them. 

Yes,  he  said,  I  know  it  too  well. 

Such,  my  frieiid,  I  said,  is  the  fair  and  glori 
ous  beginning  out  of  which  springs  tyranny. 
,    Glorious  indeed,  he  said.  But  what  is  the 
next  step? 

The  ruin  of  oligarchy  is  the  ruin  of  democ 
racy;  the  same  disease  magnified  and  intensi 
fied  by  liberty  overmasters  democracy-r-the 
truth  being  that  the  excessive  increase  of  any 
thing  often  causes  a  [564]  reaction  in  the  op 
posite  direction;  and  this  is  the  case  not  only  in 
the  seasons  and  in  vegetable  and  animal  life, 
but  above  all  in  forms  of  government. 

True. 

The  excess  of  liberty,  whether  in  States  or 
individuals^  §££rn§  only  to  pass  into  excess  of 
slavery. 
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Yes,  the  natural  order. 

And  so  tyranny  naturally  arises  out  o£  de 
mocracy,  and  the  most  aggravated  form  of 
tyranny  and  slavery  out  of  the  most  extreme 
form  of  liberty? 

As  we  might  expect. 

That,  however,  was  not,  as  I  believe,  your 
question — you  rather  desired  to  know  what  is 
that  disorder  which  is  generated  alike  in  oli 
garchy  and  democracy,  and  is  the  ruin  of  both? 

Just  so,  he  replied. 

Well,  I  said,  I  meant  to  refer  to  the  class  of 
idle  spendthrifts,  of  whom  the  more  courageous 
are  the  leaders  and  the  more  timid  the  follow 
ers,  the  same  whom  we  were  comparing  to 
drones,  some  stingless,and  others  having  stings. 

A  very  just  comparison. 

These  two  classes  are  the  plagues  of  every 
city  in  which  they  are  generated,  being  what 
phlegm  and  bile  are  to  the  body.  And  the  good 
physician  and  lawgiver  of  the  State  ought,  like 
the  wise  bee-master,  to  keep  them  at  a  distance 
and  prevent,  if  possible,  their  ever  coming  in; 
and  if  they  have  anyhow  found  a  way  in,  then 
he  should  have  them  and  their  cells  cut  out  as 
speedily  as  possible. 

Yes,  by  all  means,  he  said. 

Then,  in  order  that  we  may  see  clearly  what 
we  are  doing,  let  us  imagine  democracy  to  be 
divided,  as  indeed  it  is,  into  three  classes;  for  in 
the  first  place  freedom  creates  rather  more 
drones  in  the  democratic  than  there  were  in  the 
oligarchical  State. 

That  is  true. 

And  in  the  democracy  they  are  certainly  more 
intensified. 

How  so? 

Because  in  the  oligarchical  State  they  are  dis 
qualified  and  driven  from  office,  and  therefore 
they  cannot  train  or  gather  strength;  whereas 
in  a  democracy  they  are  almost  the  entire  rul 
ing  power,  and  while  the  keener  sort  speak  and 
act,  the  rest  keep  buzzing  about  the  bema  and 
do  not  suffer  a  word  to  be  said  on  the  other 
side;  hence  in  democracies  almost  everything 
is  managed  by  the  drones. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

Then  there  is  another  class  which  is  always 
being  severed  from  the  mass. 

What  is  that? 

They  are  the  orderly  class,  which  in  a  nation 
of  traders  is  sure  to  be  the  richest. 

Naturally  so. 

They  are  the  most  squeezable  persons  and 
yield  the  largest  amount  of  money  to  the  drones. 

Why,  he  said,  there  is  little  to  be  squeezed 


out  of  people  who  have  little. 

And  this  is  called  the  wealthy  class,  and  the 
drones  feed  upon  them. 

[565]  That  is  pretty  much  the  case,  he  said. 

The  people  are  a  third  class,  consisting  of 
those  who  work  with  their  own  hands;  they  are 
not  politicians,  and  have  not  much  to  live  upon. 
This,  when  assembled,  is  the  largest  and  most 
powerful  class  in  a  democracy. 

True,  he  said;  but  then  the  multitude  is  sel 
dom  willing  to  congregate  unless  they  get  a 
little  honey. 

And  do  they  not  share?  I  said.  Do  not  their 
leaders  deprive  the  rich  of  their  estates  and  dis 
tribute  them  among  the  people;  at  the  same 
time  taking  care  to  reserve  the  larger  part  for 
themselves? 

Why,  yes,  he  said,  to  that  extent  the  people 
do  share. 

And  the  persons  whose  property  is  taken 
from  them  are  compelled  to  defend  themselves 
before  the  people  as  they  best  can? 

What  else  can  they  do? 

And  then,  although  they  may  have  no  desire 
of  change,  the  others  charge  them  with  plotting 
against  the  people  and  being  friends  of  oli 
garchy? 

True. 

And  the  end  is  that  when  they  see  the  peo 
ple,  not  of  their  own  accord,  but  through  igno 
rance,  and  because  they  are  deceived  by  inform 
ers,  seeking  to  do  them  wrong,  then  at  last 
they  are  forced  to  become  oligarchs  in  reality; 
they  do  not  wish  to  be,  but  the  sting  of  the 
drones  torments  them  and  breeds  revolution  in 
them. 

That  is  exactly  the  truth. 

Then  come  impeachments  and  judgments 
and  trials  of  one  another. 

True. 

The  people  have  always  some  champion 
whom  they  set  over  them  and  nurse  into  great 
ness. 

Yes,  that  is  their  way. 

This  and  no  other  is  the  root  from  which  a 
tyrant  springs;  when  he  first  appears  above 
ground  he  is  a  protector. 

Yes,  that  is  quite  clear. 

How  then  does  a  protector  begin  to  change 
into  a  tyrant?  Clearly  when  he  does  what  the 
man  is  said  to  do  in  the  tale  of  the  Arcadian 
temple  of  Lycaean  Zeus. 

What  tale? 

The  tale  is  that  he  who  has  tasted  the  entrails 
of  a  single  human  victim  minced  up  with  the 
entrails  of  other  victims  is  destined  to  become 
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a  wolf.  Did  you  never  hear  it? 

Oyes. 

And  the  protector  of  the  people  is  like  him; 
having  a  mob  entirely  at  his  disposal,  he  is  not 
restrained  from  shedding  the  blood  of  kins 
men;  by  the  favourite  method  of  false  accusa 
tion  he  brings  them  into  court  and  murders 
them,  making  the  life  of  man  to  disappear,  and 
with  unholy  tongue  and  lips  tasting  the  blood 
of  his  fellow  citizen;  some  he  kills  and  others 
he  banishes,  at  the  same  time  hinting  at  the 
abolition  of  debts  and  partition  of  lands:  and 
after  this,  [566]  what  will  be  his  destiny  ?  Must 
he  not  either  perish  at  the  hands  of  his  enemies, 
or  from  being  a  man  become  a  wolf — that  is,  a 
tyrant? 

Inevitably. 

This,  I  said,  is  he  who  begins  to  make  a  party 
against  the  rich? 

The  same. 

After  a  while  he  is  driven  out,  but  comes 
back,  in  spite  of  his  enemies,  a  tyrant  full 
grown. 

That  is  clear. 

And  if  they  are  unable  to  expel  him,  or  to 
get  him  condemned  to  death  by  a  public  ac 
cusation,  they  conspire  to  assassinate  him. 

Yes,  he  said,  that  is  their  usual  way. 

Then  comes  the  famous  request  for  a  body 
guard,  which  is  the  device  of  all  those  who 
have  got  thus  far  in  their  tyrannical  career — 
"Let  not  the  people's  friend/'  as  they  say,  "be 
lost  to  them." 

Exactly. 

The  people  readily  assent;  all  their  fears  are 
for  him — they  have  none  for  themselves. 

Very  true. 

And  when  a  man  who  is  wealthy  and  is  also 
accused  of  being  an  enemy  of  the  people  sees 
this,  then,  my  friend,  as  the  oracle  said  to 
Croesus:  "By  pebbly  Hermus*  shore  he  flees 
and  rests  not,  and  is  not  ashamed  to  be  a  cow 
ard."1 

And  quite  right  too,  said  he,  for  if  he  were, 
he  would  never  be  ashamed  again. 

But  if  he  is  caught  he  dies. 

Of  course. 

And  he,  the  protector  of  whom  we  spoke,  is 
to  be  seen,  not  "larding  the  plain"  with  his 
bulk,  but  himself  the  overthrower  of  many, 
standing  up  in  the  chariot  of  State  with  the 
reins  in  his  hand,  no  longer  protector,  but 
tyrant  absolute. 

No  doubt,  he  said. 

And  now  let  us  consider  the  happiness  of  the 

1  Herodotus,  i.  55. 


man,  and  also  of  the  State  in  which  a  creature 
like  him  is  generated. 

Yes,  he  said,  let  us  consider  that. 

At  first,  in  the  early  days  of  his  power,  he  is 
full  of  smiles,  and  he  salutes  every  one  whom 
he  meets — he  to  be  called  a  tyrant,  who  is 
making  promises  in  public  and  also  in  private! 
liberating  debtors,  and  distributing  land  to  the 
people  and  his  followers,  and  wanting  to  be  so 
kind  and  good  to  every  one! 

Of  course,  he  said. 

But  when  he  has  disposed  of  foreign  enemies 
by  conquest  or  treaty,  [567]  and  there  is  noth 
ing  to  fear  from  them,  then  he  is  always  stir 
ring  up  some  war  or  other,  in  order  that  the 
people  may  require  a  leader. 

To  be  sure. 

Has  he  not  also  another  object,  which  is  that 
they  may  be  impoverished  by  payment  of  taxes, 
and  thus  compelled  to  devote  themselves  to 
their  daily  wants  and  therefore  less  likely  to 
conspire  against  him? 

Clearly. 

And  if  any  of  them  are  suspected  by  him  of 
having  notions  of  freedom,  and  of  resistance 
to  his  authority,  he  will  have  a  good  pretext 
for  destroying  them  by  placing  them  at  the 
mercy  of  the  enemy;  and  for  all  these  reasons 
the  tyrant  must  be  always  getting  up  a  war. 

He  must. 

Now  he  begins  to  grow  unpopular. 

A  necessary  result. 

Then  some  of  those  who  joined  in  setting 
him  up,  and  who  are  in  power,  speak  their 
minds  to  him  and  to  one  another,  and  the 
more  courageous  of  them  cast  in  his  teeth  what 
is  being  done. 

Yes,  that  may  be  expected. 

And  the  tyrant,  if  he  means  to  rule,  must  get 
rid  of  them;  he  cannot  stop  while  he  has  a 
friend  or  an  enemy  who  is  good  for  anything. 

He  cannot. 

And  therefore  he  must  look  about  him  and 
see  who  is  valiant,  who  is  high-minded,  who  is 
wise,  who  is  wealthy;  happy  man,  he  is  the 
enemy  of  them  all,  and  must  seek  occasion 
against  them  whether  he  will  or  no,  until  he 
has  made  a  purgation  of  the  State. 

Yes,  he  said,  and  a  rare  purgation. 

Yes,  I  said,  not  the  sort  of  purgation  which 
the  physicians  make  of  the  body;  for  they  take 
away  the  worse  and  leave  the  better  part,  but 
he  does  the  reverse. 

If  he  is  to  rule,  I  suppose  that  he  cannot  help 
himself. 

What  a  blessed  alternative,  I  said; — to  be 
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compelled  to  dwell  only  with  the  many  bad, 
and  to  be  by  them  hated,  or  not  to  live  at  all! 

Yes,  that  is  the  alternative. 

And  the  more  detestable  his  actions  are  to 
the  citizens  the  more  satellites  and  the  greater 
devotion  in  them  will  he  require? 

Certainly. 

And  who  are  the  devoted  band,  and  where 
will  he  procure  them? 

They  will  flock  to  him,  he  said,  of  their  own 
accord,  if  he  pays  them. 

By  the  dog!  I  said,  here  are  more  drones,  of 
every  sort  and  from  every  land. 

Yes,  he  said,  there  are. 

But  will  he  not  desire  to  get  them  on  the 
spot? 

How  do  you  mean? 

He  will  rob  the  citizens  of  their  slaves;  he 
will  then  set  them  free  and  enrol  them  in  his 
body-guard. 

To  be  sure,  he  said;  and  he  will  be  able  to 
trust  them  best  of  all. 

What  a  blessed  creature,  I  said,  must  this 
tyrant  be;  he  has  put  to  death  the  others  and 
has  these  for  his  trusted  friends.  [568] 

Yes,  he  said;  they  are  quite  of  his  sort. 

Yes,  I  said,  and  these  are  the  new  citizens 
whom  he  has  called  into  existence,  who  admire 
him  and  are  his  companions,  while  the  good 
hate  and  avoid  him. 

Of  course. 

Verily,  then,  tragedy  is  a  wise  thing  and 
Euripides  a  great  tragedian. 

Why  so? 

Why,  because  he  is  the  author  of  the  preg 
nant  saying, 

Tyrants  are  wise  by  living  with  the  wise; 

and  he  clearly  meant  to  say  that  they  are  the 
wise  whom  the  tyrant  makes  his  companions. 

Yes,  he  said,  and  he  also  praises  tyranny  as 
godlike;  and  many  other  things  of  the  same 
kind  are  said  by  him  and  by  the  other  poets. 

And  therefore,  I  said,  the  tragic  poets  being 
wise  men  will  forgive  us  and  any  others  who 
live  after  our  manner  if  we  do  not  receive  them 
into  our  State,  because  they  are  the  eulogists  of 
tyranny. 

Yes,  he  said,  those  who  have  the  wit  will 
doubtless  forgive  us. 

But  they  will  continue  to  go  to  other  cities 
and  attract  mobs,  and  hire  voices  fair  and  loud 
and  persuasive,  and  draw  the  cities  over  to 
tyrannies  and  democracies. 

Very  true. 

Moreover,  they  are  paid  for  this  and  receive 


honour — the  greatest  honour,  as  might  be  ex 
pected,  from  tyrants,  and  the  next  greatest  from 
democracies;  but  the  higher  they  ascend  our 
constitution  hill,  the  more  their  reputation  fails, 
and  seems  unable  from  shortness  of  breath  to 
proceed  further. 

True. 

But  we  are  wandering  from  the  subject:  Let 
us  therefore  return  and  enquire  how  the  tyrant 
will  maintain  that  fair  and  numerous  and  vari 
ous  and  ever-changing  army  of  his. 

If,  he  said,  there  are  sacred  treasures  in  the 
city,  he  will  confiscate  and  spend  them;  and  in 
so  far  as  the  fortunes  of  attainted  persons  may 
suffice,  he  will  be  able  to  diminish  the  taxes 
which  he  would  otherwise  have  to  impose  up 
on  the  people. 

And  when  these  fail? 

Why,  clearly,  he  said,  then  he  and  his  boon 
companions,  whether  male  or  female,  will  be 
maintained  out  of  his  father's  estate. 

You  mean  to  say  that  the  people,  from  whom 
he  has  derived  his  being,  will  maintain  him 
and  his  companions? 

Yes,  he  said;  they  cannot  help  themselves. 

But  what  if  the  people  fly  into  a  passion,  and 
aver  that  a  grown-up  son  ought  not  to  be  sup 
ported  by  his  father,  but  that  the  father  should 
be  supported  by  the  son?  [569]  The  father  did 
not  bring  him  into  being,  or  settle  him  in  life, 
in  order  that  when  his  son  became  a  man  he 
should  himself  be  the  servant  of  his  own  serv 
ants  and  should  support  him  and  his  rabble  of 
slaves  and  companions;  but  that  his  son  should 
protect  him,  and  that  by  his  help  he  might  be 
emancipated  from  the  government  of  the  rich 
and  aristocratic,  as  they  are  termed.  And  so  he 
bids  him  and  his  companions  depart,  just  as 
any  other  father  might  drive  out  of  the  house 
a  riotous  son  and  his  undesirable  associates. 

By  heaven,  he  said,  then  the  parent  will  dis 
cover  what  a  monster  he  has  been  fostering  in 
his  bosom;  and,  when  he  wants  to  drive  him 
out,  he  will  find  that  he  is  weak  and  his  son 
strong. 

Why,  you  do  not  mean  to  say  that  the  tyrant 
will  use  violence?  What!  beat  his  father  if  he 
opposes  him? 

Yes,  he  will,  having  first  disarmed  him. 

Then  he  is  a  parricide,  and  a  cruel  guardian 
of  an  aged  parent;  and  this  is  real  tyranny, 
about  which  there  can  be  no  longer  a  mistake: 
as  the  saying  is,  the  people  who  would  escape 
the  smoke  which  is  the  slavery  of  freemen,  has 
fallen  into  the  fire  which  is  the  tyranny  of 
slaves.  Thus  liberty,  getting  out  of  all  order  and 
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reason,  passes  into  the  harshest  and  bitterest 
form  of  slavery. 

True,  he  said. 

Very  well;  and  may  we  not  rightly  say  that 
we  have  sufficiently  discussed  the  nature  of 
tyranny,  and  the  manner  of  the  transition  from 
democracy  to  tyranny? 

Yes,  quite  enough,  he  said. 

BOOK  IX 

[yji]  LAST  of  all  comes  the  tyrannical  man; 
about  whom  we  have  once  more  to  ask,  how  is 
he  formed  out  of  the  democratical?  and  how 
does  he  live,  in  happiness  or  in  misery? 

Yes?  he  said,  he  is  the  only  one  remaining. 

There  is,  however,  I  said,  a  previous  ques 
tion  which  remains  unanswered. 

What  question? 

I  do  not  think  that  we  have  adequately  der 
termined  the  nature  and  number  of  the  appe 
tites,  and  until  this  is  accomplished  the  enquiry 
will  always  be  confused. 

Well,  he  said,  it  is  not  too  late  to  supply  the 
omission. 

Very  true,  I  said;  and  observe  the  point 
which  I  want  to  understand:  Certain  of  the  un 
necessary  pleasures  and  appetites  I  conceive  to 
be  unlawful;  every  one  appears  to  have  them, 
but  in  some  persons  they  are  controlled  by  the 
laws  and  by  reason,  and  the  better  desires  pre 
vail  over  them — either  they  are  wholly  ban 
ished  or  they  become  few  and  weak;  while  in 
the  case  of  others  they  are  stronger,  and  there 
are  more  of  them. 

Which  appetites  do  you  mean? 

I  mean  those  which  are  awake  when  the 
reasoning  and  human  and  ruling  power  is 
asleep;  then  the  wild  beast  within  us,  gorged 
with  meat  or  drink,  starts  up  and  having  shak 
en  off  sleep,  goes  forth  to  satisfy  his  desires; 
and  there  is  no  conceivable  folly  or  crime — not 
excepting  incest  or  any  other  unnatural  union, 
or  parricide,  or  the  eating  of  forbidden  food — 
which  at  such  a  time,  when  he  has  parted  com 
pany  with  all  shame  and  sense,  a  man  may  not 
be  ready  to  commit. 

Most  true,  he  said. 

But  when  a  man's  pulse  is  healthy  and  tem 
perate,  and  when  before  going  to  sleep  he  has 
awakened  his  rational  powers,  and  fed  them  on 
.noble  thoughts  and  enquiries,  collecting  him 
self  in  meditation;  after  having  first  indulged 
his  appetites  neither  too  much  nor  too  little, 
but  just  enough  to  lay  them,  to  sleep,  and  pre 
vent  them  and  their  enjoyments  and  pains  from 


interfering  with  the  [572]  higher  principle — 
which  he  leaves  in  the  solitude  of  pure  abstrac 
tion,  free  to  contemplate  and  aspire  to  the 
knowledge  of  the  unknown,  whether  in  past, 
present,  or  future:  when  again  he  has  allayed 
the  passionate  element,  if  he  has  a  quarrel 
against  anyone — I  say,  when,  after  pacify  ing  the 
two  irrational  principles,  he  rouses  up  the  third, 
which  is  reason,  before  he  takes  his  rest,  then, 
as  you  know,  he  attains  truth  most  nearly,  and 
is  least  likely  to  be  the  sport  of  fantastic  and 
lawless  visions. 

I  quite  agree. 

In  saying  this  I  have  been  running  into  a 
digression;  but  the  point  which  I  desire  to  note 
is  that  in  all  of  us,  even  in  good  men,  there  is  a 
lawless  wild-beast  nature,  which  peers  out  hi 
sleep.  Pray,  consider  whether  I  am  right,  and 
you  agree  with  me. 

Yes,  I  agree. 

And  now  remember  the  character  which  we 
attributed  to  the  democratic  man.  He  was  sup 
posed  from  his  youth  upwards  to  have  been 
trained  under  a  miserly  parent,  who  encour 
aged  the  saving  appetites  in  him,  but  discoun 
tenanced  the  unnecessary,  which  aim  only  at 
amusement  and  ornament? 

True. 

And  then  he  got  into  the  company  of  a  more 
refined,  licentious  sort  of  people,  and  taking  to 
all  their  wanton  ways  rushed  into  the  opposite 
extreme  from  an  abhorrence  oi;  his  father's 
meanness.  At  last,  being  a  better  man  than  his 
corruptors,  he  was  drawn  in  both  directions 
until  he  halted  midway  and  led  a  life,  not  of 
vulgar  and  slavish  passion,  but  of  what  he 
deemed  moderate  indulgence  in  various  pleas 
ures.  After  this  manner  the  democrat  was  gen 
erated  out  of  the  oligarch? 

Yes,  he  said;  that  was  our  view  of  him,  and 
is  so  still . 

And  now,  I  said,  years  will  have  passed  away, 
and  you  must  conceive  this  man,  such  as  he  is, 
to  have  a  son,  who  is  brought  up  in  his  father's 
principles. 

I  can  imagine  him. 

Then  you  must  further  imagine  the  same 
thing  to  happen  to  the  son  which  has  already 
happened  to  the  father: — he  is  drawn  into  a 
perfectly  lawless  life,  which  by  his  seducers  is 
termed  perfect  liberty;  and  his  father  and 
friends  take  part  with  his  moderate  desires,  and 
the  opposite  parly  assist  the  opposite  ones.  As 
soon  as  these  dire  magicians  and  tyrant-makers 
find  that  they  are  losing  /57_?7  their  hold  on 
him,  they  contrive  to  implant  in  him  a  master 
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passion,  to  be  lord  over  his  idle  and  spend 
thrift  lusts — a  sort  of  monstrous  winged  drone 
— that  is  the  only  image  which  will  adequately 
describe  him. 

Yes,  he  said,  that  is  the  only  adequate  image 
of  him. 

And  when  his  other  lusts,  amid  clouds  of 
incense  and  perfumes  and  garlands  and  wines, 
and  all  the  pleasures  of  a  dissolute  life,  now  let 
loose,  come  buzzing  around  him,  nourishing 
to  the  utmost  the  sting  of  desire  which  they  im 
plant  in  his  drone-like  nature,  then  at  last  this 
lord  of  the  soul,  having  Madness  for  the  captain 
of  his  guard,  breaks  out  into  a  frenzy;  and  if  he 
finds  in  himself  any  good  opinions  or  appetites 
in  process  of  formation,  and  there  is  in  him  any 
sense  of  shame  remaining,  to  these  better  prin 
ciples  he  puts  an  end,  and  casts  them  forth  until 
he  has  purged  away  temperance  and  brought 
in  madness  to  the  full. 

Yes,  he  said,  that  is  the  way  in  which  the  ty 
rannical  man  is  generated. 

And  is  not  this  the  reason  why  of  old  love 
has  been  called  a  tyrant? 

I  should  not  wonder. 

Further,  I  said,  has  not  a  drunken  man  also 
the  spirit  of  a  tyrant? 

He  has. 

And  you  know  that  a  man  who  is  deranged 
and  not  right  in  his  mind,  will  fancy  that  he 
is  able  to  rule,  not  only  over  men,  but  also  over 
the  gods? 

That  he  will. 

And  the  tyrannical  man  in  the  true  sense  of 
the  word  comes  into  being  when,  either  under 
the  influence  of  nature,  or  habit,  or  both,  he 
becomes  drunken,  lustful,  passionate?  O  my 
friend,  is  not  that  so? 

Assuredly. 

Such  is  the  man  and  such  is  his  origin.  And 
next,  how  does  he  live? 

Suppose,  as  people  facetiously  say,  you  were 
to  tell  me. 

I  imagine,  I  said,  at  the  next  step  in  his 
progress,  that  there  will  be  feasts  and  carous 
als  and  revellings  and  courtesans,  and  all  that 
sort  of  thing;  Love  is  the  lord  of  the  house 
within  him,  and  orders  all  the  concerns  of  his 
soul. 

That  is  certain. 

Yes;  and  every  day  and  every  night  desires 
grow  up  many  and  formidable,  and  their  de 
mands  are  many. 

They  are  indeed,  he  said. 

His  revenues,  if  he  has  any,  are 'soon  spent. 

True. 


Then  comes  debt  and  the  cutting  down  of 
his  property. 

Of  course. 

When  he  has  nothing  left,  must  not  his  de 
sires,  crowding  in  the  nest  like  young  ravens, 
/~5/^7  be  crying  aloud  for  food;  and  he,  goaded 
on  by  them,  and  especially  by  Love  himself, 
who  is  in  a  manner  the  captain  of -them,  is  in  a 
frenzy,  and  would  fain  discover  whom  he  can 
defraud  or  despoil  of  his  property,  in  order 
that  he  may  gratify  them? 

Yes,  that  is  sure  to  be  the  case. 

He  must  have  money,  no  matter  how,  if  he 
is  to  escape  horrid  pains  and  pangs. 

He  must. 

And  as  in  himself  there  was  a  succession  of 
pleasures,  and  the  new  got  the  better  of  the  old 
and  took  away  their  rights,  so  he  being  younger 
will  claim  to  have  more  than  his  father  and  his 
mother,  and  if  he  has  spent  his  own  share  of 
the  property,  he  will  take  a  slice  of  theirs. 

No  doubt  he  will. 

And  if  his  parents  will  not  give  way,  then  he 
will  try  first  of  all  to  cheat  and  deceive,  them. 

Very  true. 

And  if  he  fails,  then  he  will  use  force  and 
plunder  them. 

Yes,  probably. 

And  if  the  old  man  and  woman  fight  for 
their  "own,  what  then,  my  friend?  Will  the 
creature  feel  any  compunction  at  tyrannizing 
over  them? 

Nay,  he  said,  I  should  not  feel  at  all  comfort 
able  about  his  parents. 

But,  O  heavens!  Adeimantus,  on  account  of 
some  new-fangled  love  of  a  harlot,  who  is  any 
thing  but  a  necessary  connection,  can  you  be 
lieve  that  he  would  strike  the  mother  who  is 
his  ancient  friend  and  necessary  to  his  very 
existence,  and  would  place  her  under  the  au 
thority  of  the  other,  when  she  is  brought  under 
the  same  roof  with  her;  or  that,  under  like  cir 
cumstances,  he  would  do  the  same  to  his 
withered  old  father,  first  and  most  indispensable 
of  friends,  for  the  sake  of  some  newly-found 
blooming  youth  who  is  the  reverse  of  indis 
pensable? 

Yes,  indeed,  he  said;  I  believe  that  he  would. 

Truly,  then,  I  said,  a  tyrannical  son  is  a  bless 
ing  to  his  father  and  mother. 

He  is  indeed,  he  replied. 

He  first  takes  their  property,  and  when  that 
fails,  and  pleasures  are  beginning  to  swarm  ,in 
the  hive  of  his  soul,  then  he  breaks  into  a  house, 
or  steals  the  garments  of  some  nightly  wayfarer; 
next  he  proceeds  to  clear  a  temple.  Meanwhile 
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the  old  opinions  which  he  had  when  a  child, 
and  which  gave  judgment  about  good  and  evil, 
are  overthrown  by  those  others  which  have  just 
been  emancipated,  and  are  now  the  body-guard 
of  love  and  share  his  empire.  These  in  his  demo 
cratic  days,  when  he  was  still  subject  to  the 
laws  and  to  his  father,  were  only  let  loose  in 
the  dreams  of  sleep.  But  now  that  he  is  under 
the  dominion  of  Love,  he  becomes  always  and 
in  waking  reality  what  he  was  then  very  rarely 
and  in  a  dream  only;  he  will  commit  the  foulest 
murder,  or  eat  forbidden  food,  or  be  guilty  of 
any  other  horrid  act.  [575]  Love  is  his  tyrant, 
and  lives  lordly  in  him  and  lawlessly,  and  being 
himself  a  king,  leads  him  on,  as  a  tyrant  leads 
a  State,  to  the  performance  of  any  reckless  deed 
by  which  he  can  maintain  himself  and  the  rab 
ble  of  his  associates,  whether  those  whom  evil 
communications  have  brought  in  from  without, 
or  those  whom  he  himself  has  allowed  to  break 
loose  within  him  by  reason  of  a  similar  evil 
nature  in  himself.  Have  we  not  here  a  picture 
of  his  way  of  life? 

Yes,  indeed,  he  said. 

And  if  there  are  only  a  few  of  them  in  the 
State,  and  the  rest  of  the  people  are  well  dis 
posed,  they  go  away  and  become  the  body 
guard  or  mercenary  soldiers  of  some  other  ty 
rant  who  may  probably  want  them  for  a  war; 
and  if  there  is  no  war,  they  stay  at  home  and  do 
many  little  pieces  of  mischief  in  the  city. 

What  sort  of  mischief? 

For  example,  they  are  the  thieves,  burglars, 
cut-purses,  footpads,  robbers  of  temples,  man- 
stealers  of  the  community;  or  if  they,  are  able 
to  speak  they  turn  informers,  and  bear  false 
witness,  and  take  bribes. 

A  small  catalogue  of  evils,  even  if  the  per 
petrators  of  them  are  few  in  number. 

Yes,  I  said;  but  small  and  great  are  compara 
tive  terms,  and  all  these  things,  in  the  misery 
and  evil  which  they  inflict  upon  a  State,  do  not 
come  within  a  thousand  miles  of  the  tyrant; 
when  this  noxious  class  and  their  followers 
grow  numerous  and  become  conscious  of  their 
strength,  assisted  by  the  infatuation  of  the  peo 
ple,  they  choose  from  among  themselves  the 
one  who  has  most  of  the  tyrant  in  his  own  soul, 
and  him  they  create  their  tyrant. 

Yes,  he  said,  and  he  will  be  the  most  fit  to 
be  a  tyrant. 

If  the  people  yield,  well  and  good;  but  if 
they  resist  him,  as  he  began  by  beating  his  own 
father  and  mother,  so  now,  if  he  has  the  power, 
he  beats  them,  and  will  keep  his  dear  old  father 
land  or  motherland,  as  the  Cretans  say,  in  sub 


jection  to  his  young  retainers  whom  he  has  in 
troduced  to  be  their  rulers  and  masters.  This 
is  the  end  of  his  passions  and  desires. 

Exactly. 

When  such  men  are  only  private  individuals 
and  before  they  get  power,  this  is  their  char 
acter;  they  associate  entirely  with  their  own 
flatterers  orready  tools;  or  if  they  want  any  thing 
from  anybody,  they  in  their  turn  are  equally 
ready  to  bow  down  before  them:  [$j6]  they 
profess  every  sort  of  affection  for  them;  but 
when  they  have  gained  their  point  they  know 
them  no  more. 

Yes,  truly. 

They  are  always  either  the  masters  or  serv 
ants  and  never  the  friends  of  anybody;  the  ty 
rant  never  tastes  of  true  freedom  or  friendship. 

Certainly  not. 

And  may  we  not  rightly  call  such  men 
treacherous? 

No  question. 

Also  they  are  utterly  unjust,  if  we  were  right 
in  our  notion  of  justice? 

Yes,  he  said,  and  we  were  perf  ectly  right. 

Let  us  then  sum  up  in  a  word,  I  said,  the 
character  of  the  worst  man:  he  is  the  waking 
reality  of  what  we  dreamed. 

Most  true. 

And  this  is  he  who  being  by  nature  most  of 
a  tyrant  bears  rule,  and  the  longer  he  lives  the 
more  of  a  tyrant  he  becomes. 

That  is  certain,  said  Glaucon,  taking  his 
turn  to  answer. 

And  will  not  he  who  has  been  shown  to  be 
the  wickedest,  be  also  the  most  miserable?  and 
he  who  has  tyrannized  longest  and  most,  most 
continually  and  truly  miserable;  although  this 
may  not  be  the  opinion  of  men  in  general? 

Yes,  he  said,  inevitably. 

And  must  not  the  tyrannical  man  be  like  the 
tyrannical  State,  and  the  democratical  man  like 
the  democratical  State;  and  the  same  of  the 
others? 

Certainly. 

And  as  State  is  to  State  in  virtue  and  happi 
ness,  so  is  man  in  relation  to  man? 

To  be  sure. 

Then  comparing  our  original  city,  which 
was  under  a  king,  and  the  city  which  is  under  a 
tyrant,  how  do  they  stand  as  to  virtue? 

They  are  the  opposite  extremes,  he  said,  for 
one  is  the  very  best,  the  other  the  very  worst. 

There  can  be  no  mistake,  I  said,  as  to  which 
is  which,  and  therefore  I  will  at  once  enquire 
whether  you  would  arrive  at  a  similar  decision 
about  their  relative  happiness  and  misery.  And 
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here  we  must  not  allow  ourselves  to  be  panic- 
striken  at  the  apparition  of  the  tyrant,  who  is 
only  a  unit  and  may  perhaps  have  a  few  re 
tainers  about  him;  but  let  us  go  as  we  ought 
into  every  corner  of  the  city  and  look  all  about, 
and  then  we  will  give  our  opinion. 

A  fair  invitation,  he  replied;  and  I  see,  as 
every  one  must,  that  a  tyranny  is  the  wretchedest 
form  of  government,  and  the  rule  of  a  king  the 
happiest. 

And  in  estimating  the  men  too,  may  I  not 
fairly  make  a  like  request,  [$Jj]  that  I  should 
have  a  judge  whose  mind  can  enter  into  and  see 
through  human  nature?  he  must  not  be  like  a 
child  who  looks  at  the  outside  and  is  dazzled 
at  the  pompous  aspect  which  the  tyrannical  na 
ture  assumes  to  the  beholder,  but  let  him  be 
one  who  has  a  clear  insight.  May  I  suppose  that 
the  judgment  is  given  in  the  hearing  of  us  all 
by  one  who  is  able  to  judge,  and  has  dwelt  in 
the  same  place  with  him,  and  been  present  at 
his  daily  life  and  known  him  in  his  family  rela 
tions,  where  he  may  be  seen  stripped  of  his 
tragedy  attire,  and  again  in  the  hour  of  public 
danger — he  shall  tell  us  about  the  happiness 
and  misery  of  the  tyrant  when  compared  with 
other  men? 

That  again,  he  said,  is  a  very  fair  proposal. 

Shall  I  assume  that  we  ourselves  are  able  and 
experienced  judges  and  have  before  now  met 
with  such  a  person?  We  shall  then  have  some 
one  who  will  answer  our  enquiries. 

By  all  means. 

Let  me  ask  you  not  to  forget  the  parallel  of 
the  individual  and  the  State;  bearing  this  in 
mind,  and  glancing  in  turn  from  one  to  the 
other  of  them,  will  you  tell  me  their  respective 
conditions? 

What  do  you  mean?  he  asked. 

Beginning  with  the  State,  I  replied,  would 
you  say  that  a  city  which  is  governed  by  a  ty 
rant  is  free  or  enslaved? 

No  city,  he  said,  can  be  more  completely  en 
slaved. 

And  yet,  as  you  see,  there  are  freemen  as 
well  as  masters  in  such  a  State? 

Yes,  he  said,  I  see  that  there  are-— a  few;  but 
the  people,  speaking  generally,  and  the  best 
of  them  are  miserably  degraded  and  enslaved. 

Then  if  the  man  is  like  the  State,  I  said,  must 
not  the  same  rule  prevail?  his  soul  is  full  of 
meanness  and  vulgarity — the  best  elements  in 
him  are  enslaved;  and  there  is  a  small  ruling 
part,  which  is  also  the  worst  and  maddest. 

Inevitably. 

And  would  you  say  that  the  soul  of  such  an 


one  is  the  soul  of  a  freeman,  or  of  a  slave? 

He  has  the  soul  of  a  slave,  in  my  opinion. 

And  the  State  which  is  enslaved  under  a  ty 
rant  is  utterly  incapable  of  acting  voluntarily? 

Utterly  incapable. 

And  also  the  soul  which  is  under  a  tyrant  (I 
am  speaking  of  the  soul  taken  as  a  whole)  is 
least  capable  of  doing  what  she  desires;  there 
is  a  gadfly  which  goads  her,  and  she  is  full  of 
trouble  and  remorse? 

Certainly. 

And  is  the  city  which  is  under  a  tyrant  rich  or 
poor? 

Poor. 

/57$7  And  the  tyrannical  soul  must  be  al 
ways  poor  and  insatiable? 

True. 

And  must  not  such  a  State  and  such  a  man 
be  always  full  of  fear  ? 

Yes,  indeed. 

Is  there  any  State  in  which  you  will  find  more 
of  lamentation  and  sorrow  and  groaning  and 
pain? 

Certainly  not. 

And  is  there  any  man  in  whom  you  will  find 
more  of  this  sort  of  misery  than  in  the  tyranni 
cal  man,  who  is  in  a  fury  of  passions  and  de 
sires? 

Impossible. 

Reflecting  upon  these  and  similar  evils,  you 
held  the  tyrannical  State  to  be  the  most  miser 
able  of  States? 

And  I  was  right,  he  said. 

Certainly,  I  said.  And  when  you  see  the  same 
evils  in  the  tyrannical  man,  what  do  you  say  of 
him? 

I  say  that  he  is  by  far  the  most  miserable  of 
all  men. 

There,  I  said,  I  think  that  you  are  beginning 
to  go  wrong. 

What  do  you  mean? 

I  do  not  think  that  he  has  as  yet  reached  the 
utmost  extreme  of  misery. 

Then  who  is  more  miserable? 

One  of  whom  I  am  about  to  speak. 

Who  is  that? 

He  who  is  of  a  tyrannical  nature,  and  instead 
of  leading  a  private  life  has  been  cursed  with 
the  further  misfortune  of  being  a  public  tyrant. 

From  what  has  been  said,  I  gather  that  you 
are  right. 

Yes,  I  replied,  but  in  this  high  argument  you 
should  be  a  little  more  certain,  and  should  not 
conjecture  only;  for  of  all  questions,  this  re 
specting  good  and  evil  is  the  greatest. 

Very  true,  he  said.. 
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Let  me  then  offer  you  an  illustration,  which 
may,  I  think,  throw  a  light  upon  this  subject. 

What  is  your  illustration? 

The  case  of  rich  individuals  in  cities  who 
possess  many  slaves,  from  them  you  may  form 
an  idea  of  the  tyrant's  condition,  for  they  both 
have  slaves;  the  only  difference  is  that  he  has 
more  slaves. 

Yes,  that  is  the  difference. 

You  know  that  they  live  securely  and  have 
nothing  to  apprehend  from  their  servants? 
•   What  should  they  fear? 

Nothing.  But  do  you  observe  the  reason  of 
this? 

Yes;  the  reason  is,  that  the  whole  city  is 
leagued  together  for  the  protection  of  each  in 
dividual. 

Very  true,  I  said.  But  imagine  one  of  these 
owners,  the  master  say  of  some  fifty  slaves, 
together  with  his  family  and  property  and 
slaves,  carried  off  by  a  god  iato  the  wilderness, 
where  there  are  no  freemen  to  help  him — will 
he  not  be  in  an  agony  of  fear  lest  he  and  his 
wife  and  children  should  be  put  to  death  by  his 
slaves? 

[579]  Yes,  he  said,  he  will  be  in  the  utmost 
fear. 

The  time  has  arrived  when  he  will  be  com 
pelled  to  flatter  divers  of  his  slaves,  and  make 
many  promises  to  them  of  freedom  and  other 
things^  much  against  his  will — he  will  have  to 
ca j  ole  his  own  servants . 

Yes,  he  said,  that  will  be  the  only  way  of 
saving  himself. 

And  suppose  the  same  god,  who  carried  him 
away,  to  surround  him  with  neighbours  who 
will  not  Buffer  one  man  to  be  the  master  of  an 
other,  and  who,  if  they  could  catch  the  offender, 
would  take  his  life?  : 

His  case  will  be  still  worse,  if  you  suppose 
him  to  be  everywhere  surrounded  and  watched 
by  enemies. 

And  is  not  this  the  sort  of  prison  in  which 
the  tyrant  will  be,  bound — he  who  being  by 
nature  such  as-  we  have  described,  is  full  of  all 
sorts  of  fears  and  lusts?  His  soul  is 'dainty  and 
greedy^  and  yet  alone,  of  all  men, in  the  city,  he 
is1  never  allowed  to  go  on  a  journey,  or  to  see  the 
things  which  other  freemen  desire  to  see,  but 
he  lives  in  his  hole  like  a  woman  hidden  hi  the 
house,  and  is  jealous  of  any  other  citizen  who 
goes  iatprfpreign  parts  and  sees  anything  of 
ifgerest.  , ,  ,  .;  '  • 

>M,yery  true,,  he  said*         ~*  ,  f        , 

And  amid  evils  such  "as  these  will  not  he  who 
is  ill-governed  in  his  own  person — the  tyranni 


cal  man,  I  mean — whom  you  just  now  decided 
to  be  the  most  miserable;of  all — will  not  he  be 
yet  more  miserable  when,  instead  of  leading  a 
private  life,  he  is  constrained  by  fortune  to  be 
a  public  tyrant?  He  has, to  be  master  of  others 
when  he  is  Aot  master  of  himself :  he-is  like  a  dis 
eased  or  paralytic  man  who  is  compelled  to  pass 
his  life,  not  in  retirement,  but  fighting  and  com 
bating  with  other  men. 

Yes,  he  said,  the  similitude  is  most  exact.    , 
(  Is  not  his  case  utterly  miserable?  and  does 
not  the  actual  tyrant  lead  a  worse  life  than  he 
whose  life  you  determined  to  be  the  worst? 

Certainly. 

He  who  is  the  real  tyrant,  whatever  men  may 
think,  is  the  real  slave,  and  is  obliged  to  prac 
tise  the  greatest  adulation  and  servility,  and  to 
be  the  flatterer  of  the  vilest  of  mankind.  He  has 
desires  which  he  is  utterly  unable  to  satisfy, 
and  has  more  wants  thaa  any  one,  and  is  truly 
poor,  if  you  know  how  to  inspect  the  whole 
soul  of  him;  all  his  life  long  he  is  beset  with 
fear  and  is  full  of  convulsions,  and  distractions, 
even  as  the  State  which  he  resembles :  and  surely 
the  resemblance  holds? , 

Very  true,  he  said.  -•  , 

[5%°]  Moreover,  as  we  were  saying  before, 
he  grows  worse  from  having  power:  he  be 
comes  and  is  of  necessity  more  jealous,  more 
faithless,  more  unjust,  more  friendless,  more 
impious,  than  he  was  at  first;  he  is  the  purveyor 
and  cherisher  of  every  sort  of  vice,  and  the  con 
sequence  is  that  he  is  supremely  miserable,  and 
that  he  make's  everybody  else  as  miserable  as 
himself.  ,  ,  ,» 

No  man  of  any  sense  will  dispute  your  wbrds. 

Come  then,  I  said,  and  as  the  general  umpire 
in  theatrical  contests  proclaims  the  result,  do 
you  also  decide,  who  in  your,  opinion 'is,  first  in 
the  scale  of  happiness,  and  who  second,  and  in 
what  order  the  others  follow:  there  are  fivq,of 
them  in  all — they  are  the  royal,  timocrgtical,. 
oligarchical,  democratical,  tyrannical. 

The  decision  will  be  easily  given,  he  replied; 
they  shall  be  choruses  coming  on  the,  stage*  and 
I  must  judge  them  in  the  order  in  which  they 
enter,  by  the  criterion  of  virtue  and  vice,  happi 
ness  and  misery.  f  •  :  : 

Need  we  hire  a  herald,  or  shall  I  announce, 
that  the  son  of  Alston  [the  best]  has  decided 
that  fat  best  and  justest  is  also  the  happiest, 
and  that  this  is  he  who  is  the  most  royal  man? 
and  king  over  himself;  afnd  that  the  worst  and 
most  unjust  man  is  also  the  most  miserable,  3nd» 
that  this  is  he  who  being  the  greatest  tyrant  of 
himself  is  also  the  greatest  tyrant  of  his  State? 
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Make  the  proclamation  yourself,  he  said. 

And  shall  I  add,  "whether  seen  or  unseen  by 
gods  and  men" ? 

Let  the  words  be  added. 

Then  this,  I  said,  will  be  our  first  proof;  and 
there  is  another,  which  may  also  have  some 
weight. 

What  is  that? 

The  second  proof  is  derived  from  the  nature 
of  the  soul:  seeing  that  the  individual  soul,  like 
the  State,  has  been  divided  by  us  into  three 
principles,  the  division  may,  I  think,  furnish  a 
new  demonstration. 

Of  what  nature? 

It  seems  to  me  that  to  these  three  principles 
three  pleasures  correspond;  also  three  desires 
and  governing  powers. 

How  do  you  mean  ?  he  said. 

There  is  one  principle  with  which,  as  we 
were  saying,  a  man  learns,  another  with  which 
he  is  angry;  the  third,  having  many  forms,  has 
no  special  name,  but  is  denoted  by  the  general 
term  appetitive,  from  the  extraordinary  strength 
and  vehemence  of  the  desires  of  eating  and 
drinking  and  the  other  sensual  appetites  which 
are  the  main  elements  of  it;  [581]  also  money- 
loving,  because  such  desires  are  generally  satis 
fied  by  the  help  of  money. 

That  is  true,  he  said. 

If  we  were  to  say  that  the  loves  and  pleasures 
of  this  third  part  were  concerned  with  gain,  we 
should  then  be  able  to  fall  back  on  a  single  no 
tion;  and  might  truly  and  intelligibly  describe 
this  part  of  the  soul  as  loving  gain  or  money. 

I  agree  with  you. 

Again:,  is  not  the  passionate  element  wholly 
set  on  ruling  and  conquering  and  getting  fame? 

True. 

Suppose  we  call  it  the  contentious  or  ambi 
tious — would  the  term  be  suitable? 

Extremely  suitable. 

On  the  other  hand,  every  one  sees  that  the 
principle  of  knowledge  is  wholly  directed  to 
the  truth,  and  cares  less  than  either  of  the  others 
for  gain  or  fame. 

Far  less. 

"Lover  of  wisdom,"  "lover  of  knowledge," 
are  titles  which  we  may  fidy  apply  to  that  part 
of  the  soul? 

Certainly.  '     " 

One  principle  prevails  in  the  souls  of  one 
class  of  menyanother  in  others, as  may  happen? 

Yes. 

Then  we  may  begin  by  assuming  that  there 
are  three  classes  of  men — lovers  of  wisdom, 
lovers  of  honour,  lovers  of  gain? 


Exactly. 

And  there  are  three  kinds  of  pleasure,  which 
are  their  several  objects? 

Very  true. 

Now,  if  you  examine  the  three  classes  of  men, 
and  ask  of  them  in  turn  which  of  their  lives  is 
pleasantest,each  will  be  found  praising  his  own 
and  depreciating  that  of  others:  the  money 
maker  will  contrast  the  vanity  of  honour  or  of 
learning  if  they  bring  no  money  with  the  solid 
advantages  of  gold  and  silver? 

True,  he  said. 

And  the  lover  of  honour — what  will  be  his 
opinion?  Will  he  not  think  that  the  pleasure  of 
riches  is  vulgar,  while  the  pleasure  of  learning, 
if  It  brings  no  distinction,  is  all  smoke  and  non 
sense  to  him? 

Very  true. 

And  are  we  to  suppose,  I  said,  that  the  phi 
losopher  sets  any  value  on  other  pleasures  in 
comparison  with  the  pleasure  of  knowing  the 
truth,  and  in  that  pursuit  abiding,  ever  learn 
ing,  not  so  far  indeed  from  the  heaven  of  pleas 
ure?  Does  he  not  call  the  other  pleasures  neces: 
sary,  under  the  idea  that  if  there  were  no  neces 
sity  for  them,  he  would  rather  not  have  them? 

There  can  be  no  doubt  of  that,  he  replied. 

Since,  then,  the  pleasures  of  each  class  and 
the  life  of  each  are  in  dispute,  and  the  question 
is  not  which  life  is  more  or  less  honourable, 
[582]  or  better  or  worse,  but  which  is  the  more 
pleasant  or  painless — how  shall  we  know  who 
speaks  truly? 

I  cannot  myself  tell,"  he  said. 

Well,  but  what  ought  to  be  the  criterion?  Is 
any  better  than  experience  and  wisdom  arid 
reason? 

There  cannot  be  a  better,  he  said. 

Then,  I  said,  reflect.  Of  the  three  individuals, 
which  has  the  greatest  experience  of  all  the 
pleasures  which  we  enumerated  ?  Has  the  lover 
of  gain,  in  learning  the  nature  of  essential  truth, 
greater  experience  of  the  pleasure  of  knowledge 
than  the  philosopher  has  of  the  pleasure  of1 
gain? 

The  philosopher,  he  replied,  has  greatly  the 
advantage;  for  he  has  of  necessity  always 
known  the  taste  of  the  other  pleasures  from  his 
childhood  upwards:  but  the  lover  of  gain  in  all 
his  experience  has  not  of  necessity  tasted — or, 
I  should  rather  say,  even  had  he  desired,  could 
hardly  have  tasted — the  sweetness  of  learning 
and  knowing  truth. 

Then  the  lover  of  wisdom  has  a  great  advan 
tage  over  the  lover  of  gain,  for  he  has  a  double 
experience?  J 
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Yes,  very  great. 

Again,  has  he  greater  experience  of  the  pleas 
ures  of  honour,  or  the  lover  of  honour  of  the 
pleasures  of  wisdom  ? 

Nay,  he  said,  ail  three  are  honoured  in  pro 
portion  as  they  attain  their  object;  for  the  rich 
man  and  the  brave  man  and  the  wise  man  alike 
have  their  crowd  of  admirers,  and  as  they  all 
receive  honour  they  all  have  experience  of  the 
pleasures  of  honour;  but  the  delight  which  is 
to  be  found  in  the  knowledge  of  true  being  is 
known  to  the  philosopher  only. 

His  experience,  then,  will  enable  him  to 
judge  better  than  any  one? 

Far  better. 

And  he  is  the  only  one  who  has  wisdom  as 
well  as  experience? 

Certainly. 

Further,  the  very  faculty  which  is  the  instru 
ment  of  judgment  is  not  possessed  by  the  covet 
ous  or  ambitious  man,  but  only  by  the  philoso 
pher? 

What  faculty? 

Reason,  with  whom,  as  we  were  saying,  the 
decision  ought  to  rest. 

Yes. 

And  reasoning  is  peculiarly  his  instrument? 

Certainly. 

If  wealth  and  gain  were  the  criterion,  then' 
the  praise  or  blame  of  the  lover  of  gain  would 
surely  be  the  most  trustworthy? 

Assuredly. 

Or  if  honour  or  victory  or  courage,  in  that 
case  the  judgment  of  the  ambitious  or  pugna 
cious  would  be  the  truest? 

Clearly. 

But  since  experience  and  wisdom  and  reason 
are  the  judges — 

The  only  inference  possible,  he  replied,  is 
that  pleasures  which  are  approved  by  the  lover 
of  wisdom  and  reason  are  the  truest. 

And  so  we  arrive  at  the  result,  that  the  pleas 
ure  of  the  intelligent  part  of  the  soul  is  the 
pleasantest  of  the  three,  [583]  and  that  he  of 
us  in  whom  this  is  the  ruling  principle  has  the 
pleasantest  life. 

Unquestionably,  he  said,  the  wise  man  speaks 
with  authority  when  he  approves  of  his  own 
life. 

And  what  does  the  judge  affirm  to  be  the  life 
which  is  next,  and  the  pleasure  which  is  next? 

Clearly  that  of  the  soldier  and  lover  of  hon 
our;  who  is  nearer  to  himself  than  the  money 
maker. 

Last  comes  the  lover  of  gain? 

Very  true,  he  said. 


Twice  in  succession,  then,  has  the  just  man 
overthrown  the  unjust  in  this  conflict;  and  now 
comes  the  third  trial,  which  is  dedicated  to 
Olympian  Zeus  the  saviour:  a  sage  whispers 
in  my  ear  that  no  pleasure  except  that  of  the 
wise  is  quite  true  and  pure — all  others  are  a 
shadow  only;  and  surely  this  will  prove  the 
greatest  and  most  decisive  of  falls? 

Yes,  the  greatest;  but  will  you  explain  your 
self? 

I  will  work  out  the  subject  and  you  shall  an 
swer  my  questions. 

Proceed. 

Say,  then,  is  not  pleasure  opposed  to  pain? 
-  True. 

And  there  is  a  neutral  state  which  is  neither 
pleasure  nor  pain? 

There  is. 

A  state  which  is  intermediate,  and  a  sort  of 
repose  of  the  soul  about  either — that  is  what 
you  mean? 

Yes. 

You  remember  what  people  say  when  they 
are  sick? 

What  do  they  say? 

That  after  all  nothing  is  pleasanter  than 
health.  But  then  they  never  knew  this  to  be  the 
greatest  of  pleasures  until  they  were  ill. 

Yes,  I  know,  he  said. 

And  when  persons  are  suffering  from  acute 
pain,  you  must  have  heard  them  say  that  there 
is  nothing  pleasanter  than  to  get  rid  of  their 
pain? 

I  have. 

And  there  are  many  other  cases  of  suffering 
in  which  the  mere  rest  and  cessation  of  pain, 
and  not  any  positive  enjoyment,  is  extolled  by 
them  as  the  greatest  pleasure? 

Yes,  he  said;  at  the  time  they  are  pleased  and 
well  content  to  be  at  rest. 

Again,  when  pleasure  ceases,  that  sort  of  rest 
or  cessation  will  be  painful  ? 

Doubtless,  he  said. 

Then  the  intermediate  state  of  rest  will  be 
pleasure  and  will  also  be  pain? 

So  it  would  seem. 

But  can  that  which  is  neither  become  both? 

I  should  say  not. 

And  both  pleasure  and  pain  are  motions  of 
the  soul,  are  they  not? 

Yes. 

[584]  But  that  which  is  neither  was  just 
now  shown  to  be  rest  and  not  motion,  and  in 
a  mean  between  them? 

Yes. 

How,  then,  can  we  be  right  in  supposing 
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that  the  absence  o£  pain  is  pleasure,  or  that  the 
absence  of  pleasure  is  pain? 

Impossible. 

This  then  is  an  appearance  only  and  not  a 
reality;  that  is  to  say,  the  rest  is  pleasure  at  the 
moment  and  in  comparison  of  what  is  painful, 
and  painful  in  comparison  of  what  is  pleasant; 
but  all  these  representations,  when  tried  by  the 
test  of  true  pleasure,  are  not  real  but  a  sort  of 
imposition? 

That  is  the  inference. 

Look  at  the  other  class  of  pleasures  which 
have  no  antecedent  pains  and  you  will  no  longer 
suppose,  as  you  perhaps  may  at  present,  that 
pleasure  is  only  the  cessation  of  pain,  or  pain 
of  pleasure. 

What  are  they,  he  said,  and  where  shall  I 
find  them? 

There  are  many  of  them:  take  as  an  example 
the  pleasures  of  smell,  which  are  very  great  and 
have  no  antecedent  pains;  they  come  in  a  mo 
ment,  and  when  they  depart  leave  no  pain  be 
hind  them. 

Most  true,  he  said. 

Let  us  not,  then,  be  induced  to  believe  that 
pure  pleasure  is  the  cessation  of  pain,  or  pain 
of  pleasure. 

No. 

Still,  the  more  numerous  and  violent  pleas 
ures  which  reach  the  soul  through  the  body  are 
generally  of  this  sort — they  are  reliefs  of  pain. 

That  is  true. 

And  the  anticipations  of  future  pleasures  and 
pains  are  of  a  like  nature? 

Yes. 

Shall  I  give  you  an  illustration  of  them? 

Let  me  hear. 

You  would  allow,  I  said,  that  there  is  in  na 
ture  an  upper  and  lower  and  middle  region? 

I  should. 

And  if  a  person  were  to  go  from  the  lower  to 
the  middle  region,  would  he  not  imagine  that 
he  is  going  up;  and  he  who  is  standing  in  the 
middle  and  sees  whence  he  has  come,  would 
imagine  that  he  is  already  in  the  upper  region, 
if  he  has  never  seen  the  true  upper  world? 

To  be  sure,  he  said;  how  can  he  think  other 
wise  ? 

But  if  he  were  taken  back  again  he  would 
imagine,  and  truly  imagine,  that  he  was  de 
scending? 

No  doubt. 

All  that  would  arise  out  of  his  ignorance  of 
the  true  upper  and  middle  and  lower  regions  ? 

Yes. 

Then  can  you  wonder  that  persons  who  are 


inexperienced  in  the  truth,  as  they  have  wrong 
ideas  about  many  other  things,  should  also 
have  wrong  ideas  about  pleasure  and  pain  and 
the  intermediate  state;  so  that  when  they  are 
only  being  drawn  towards  the  painful  they  feel 
pain  and  think  the  pain  which  they  experience 
to  be  real,  [585]  and  in  like  manner,  when 
drawn  away  from  pain  to  the  neutral  or  inter 
mediate  state,  they  firmly  believe  that  they  have 
reached  the  goal  of  satiety  and  pleasure;  they, 
not  knowing  pleasure,  err  in  contrasting  pain 
with  the  absence  of  pain,  which  is  like  con 
trasting  black  with  grey  instead  of  white — can 
you  wonder,  I  say,  at  this? 

No,  indeed;  I  should  be  much  more  disposed 
to  wonder  at  the  opposite. 

Look  at  the  matter  thus: — Hunger,  thirst, 
and  the  like,  are  inanitions  of  the  bodily  state? 

Yes. 

And  ignorance  and  folly  are  inanitions  of 
the  soul? 

True. 

And  food  and  wisdom  are  the  corresponding 
satisfactions  of  either? 

Certainly. 

And  is  the  satisfaction  derived  from  that 
which  has  less  or  from  that  which  has  more 
existence  the  truer? 

Clearly,  from  that  which  has  more. 

What  classes  of  things  have  a  greater  share 
of  pure  existence  in  your  judgment — those  of 
which  food  and  drink  and  condiments  and  all 
kinds  of  sustenance  are  examples,  or  the  class 
which  contains  true  opinion  and  knowledge 
and  mind  and  all  the  different  kinds  of  virtue? 
Put  the  question  in  this  way: — Which  has  a 
more  pure  being — that  which  is  concerned  with 
the  invariable,  the  immortal,  and  the  true,  and 
is  of  such  a  nature,  and  is  found  in  such  na 
tures;  or  that  which  is  concerned  with  and 
found  in  the  variable  and  mortal,  and  is  itself 
variable  and  mortal? 

Far  purer,  he  replied,  is  the  being  of  that 
which  is  concerned  with  the  invariable. 

And  does  the  essence  of 'the  invariable  par 
take  of  knowledge  in  the  same  degree  as  of 
essence  ? 

Yes,  of  knowledge  in  the  same  degree. 

And  of  truth  in  the  same  degree? 

Yes. 

And,  conversely,  that  which  has  less  of  truth 
will  also  have  less  of  essence? 

Necessarily. 

Then,  in  general,  those  kinds  of  things 
which  are  in"  the  service  of  the  body  .have  less 
of  truth  and  essence  than  those  which  are  in 
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the  service  of  the  soul? 

Far  less. 

And  has  not  the  body  itself  less  of  truth  and 
essence  than  the  soul? 

Yes. 

What  is  filled  with  more  real  existence,  and 
actually  has  a  more  real  existence,  is  more  really 
filled  than  that  which  is  filled  with  less  real 
existence  and  is  less  real? 

Of  course. 

And  if  there  be  a  pleasure  in  being  filled  with 
that  which  is  according  to  nature,  that  which 
is  more  really  filled  with  more  real  being  will 
more  really  and  truly  enjoy  true  pleasure; 
whereas  that  which  participates  in  less  real  be 
ing  will  be  less  truly  and  surely  satisfied,  and 
wEl  participate  in  an  illusory  and  less  real 
pleasure? 

Unquestionably. 

['$86]  Those  then  who  know  not  wisdom 
and  virtue,  and  are  always  busy  with  gluttony 
and  sensuality,  go  down  and  up  again  as  far 
as  the  mean;  and  in  this  region  they  rnove  at 
random  throughout  life,  but  they  never  pass 
into  the  true  upper  world;  thither  they  neither 
look,  nor  do  they  ever  find  their  way,  neither 
are  they  truly  filled  with  true  being,  nor  do  they 
taste  of  pure  and  abiding  pleasure.  Like  cattle, 
with  their  ^eyes  always  looking  down  and  their 
heads  stooping  to  the  earth,  that  is,  to  the 
dining-table,  they  fatten  and  feed  and  breed, 
and,  in  their  excessive  love  of  these  delights, 
they  kick  and  butt  at  one  another  vyith  horiis 
and  hoofs  which  are  made  of  iron;  and  they 
kill  one  another  by  reason  of  their  insatiable 
lust.  For  the^  fill  themselves  with  that  which, is 
not  substantial,  and  the  part  of  themselves 
which  they  fill  is  also  unsubstantial  and  in 
continent. 

Verily,  Socrates,  said  Glaucon,  you  describe 
the  life  of  the  many  like  an  oracle. 

Their  pleasures  are  mixed  with  pains — how 
can  they  be,  otherwise?  For  they  are  mere 
shadows  and  pictures  of  the  true,  and  are  col 
oured  by  contrast,  which  exaggerates  both  light 
and  shade,  and  so  they  implant  in  the  minds  of 
fools  insane  desires  of  themselves;  and  they  are 
f  ought  about  as  Stesichorus  says  that  the  Greeks 
fought  about  the  shadow  of  Helen  at  Troy  in 
ignorance  of  the  truth. 

!  jSopiet^iiag  „ -of  ,ti^t   sort   must   inevitably 
happen. 

And  must  not  the  like  happen  with  the 
spirited  or  passionate  element  of  the 'soul?  Will 
not  the  'passionate  :man  who  carries  his  pas 
sion  into^tkm,  be  in  the  like  case,  whether  he 


is  envious  and  ambitious,  or  violent  and  con 
tentious,  or  angry  and  discontented,  if  he  be 
seeking  to  attain  honour  and  victory  and  the 
satisfaction  of  his  anger  without  reason  or 
sense? 

Yes,  he  said,  the  same  will  happen  with  the 
spirited  element  also. 

Then  .may  we  not  confidently  assert  that  the 
lovers  of  money  and  honour,  when  they  seek 
their  pleasures  under  the  guidance  and  in  the 
company  of  reason  and  knowledge,  and  pursue 
after  and  win  the  pleasures  which  wisdom 
shows  them,  will  also  have  the  truest  pleasures 
in  the  highest  degree  which  is  attainable  to 
them,  inasmuch  as  they  follow  truth;  and  they 
will  have  the  pleasures  which  are  natural  to 
them,  if  that  which  is  best  for  each  one,  is  also 
most  natural  to  him? 

Yes,  certainly;  the  best  "is  the  most  natural. 

And  when  the  whole  soul  follows  the  philo 
sophical  principle,  and  there  is  no  division,  the 
several  parts  are  just,  and  do  each  of  them  their 
own  business,  [$j]  and  enjoy  severally  the  best 
and  truest  pleasures  of  which  they  are  capable? 

Exactly.    ,     '   < 

But  when  either  of  the  two  other  principles 
prevails,  it  fails  in  attaining  its  own  pleasure, 
and  compels  the  rest  to  pursue  after  a  pleasure 
which  is  a  shadow  only  and  which  is  not  their 
own? 

True. 

And  the  greater  the  interval  which  separates 
them  from  philosophy  and  reason,  the  more 
strange  and  illusive  will  be  the  pleasure? 

Yes. 

And  is  not  that  farthest  from  reasori,  which  is 
at  the  greatest  distance  from  law  and  order? 

Clearly.  ,  , 

And  the  lustful  and  tyrannical  desires  are, 
as  we  saw,  at  the  greatest  distance? 

Yes. 

And  the  royal  and  orderly  desires  are  near 
est?-  '  , 

Yes. 

,  Then  the  tyrant  will  live  at  the  greatest  dis 
tance  from  true  or  natural  pleasure,  and  the 
king  at  the  least? 

Certainly. 

Put  if  so,  the  tyrant  will  liye  jnost  unpleas 
antly,  and  the  kjing  most  pleasantly,? 

Inevitably. 

Would  you  know  the  measure  of  the  interval 
which  separates  them?  '.  ,  ,t  ,,, 

Will  you  tell  me?  ,      , 

There  appear  to  be  three  pleasures,  one  gen 
uine  and  two  spurious:  now  the  transgression 
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of  the  tyrant  reaches  a  point  beyond  the  spuri 
ous;  he  has  run  away  from  die  region  of  law 
and  reason,  and  taken  up  his  abode  with  cer 
tain  slave  pleasures  which  are  his  satellites,  and 
the  measure  of  his  inferiority  can  only  be  ex 
pressed  in  a  figure. 

How  do  you  mean? 

I  assume,  I  said,  that  the  tyrant  is  in  the  third 
place  from  the  oligarch;  the  democrat  was  in 
the  middle? 

Yes. 

And  if  there  is  truth  in  what  has  preceded, 
he  will  be  wedded  to  an  image  of  pleasure  which 
is  thrice  removed  as  to  truth  from  the  pleasure 
of  the  oligarch? 

He  will. 

And  the  oligarch  is  "third  from  the  royal; 
since  we  count  as  one  royal  and  aristocratical? 

Yes,  he  is  third. 

Then  the  tyrant  is  removed  from  true  pleas 
ure  by  the  space  of  a  number  which  is  three 
times  three? 

Manifestly. 

The  shadow  then  of  tyrannical  pleasure  de 
termined  by  the  number  of  length  will  be  a 
plane  figure. 

Certainly. 

And  if  you  raise  the  power,  and  make  the 
plane  a  solid,  there  is  no  difficulty  in  seeing  how 
vast  is  the  interval,  by  which  the  tyrant  is 
parted  from  the  king. 

Yes;  the  arithmetician  will  easily  do  the  sum. 

Or  if  some  person  begins  at  the  other  end 
and  measures  the  interval  by  which  the  king  is 
parted  from  the  tyrant  in  truth  of  pleasure,  he 
will  find  him,  v^hen  the  multiplication  is  com 
plete,  living  739  times  more  pleasantly,  and  the. 
tyrant  more  painfully  by  this  same  -interval,  * 

What  a  wonderful  calculation]  Ancl  JiQW 
enormpus  is  the  distance  which  separates  the 
just  from  the  unjust  in  regard  to  pleasure  [58$] 
and  pain!  •  , 

Yet  a  true  Calculation,  I  said,  and  a  number 
widen  nearly  concerns  human  life,  if  hurnan 
beings  are  concerned  with  days  and  nights  an4 
months  anpl  years.1 

Yes,  tie  said,  human,  life  is  certainly  con 
cerned  wi&  them. 

Then  if  the  good, and  just  man  Be  thus  su 
perior,  in  pleasure  to  the  evil  and  unjust,  his 
superiority  will, be  infinitely  greater  in  pro 
priety  of  life  and  in  beauty  and  virtue? 
,  Immeasuf  ably  greyer:  • 

Well,  I  said.,  and  nc*w  having  arrived  at  tius 
1  flic  figure  729  nearly  equals  the  ^urriher  Q£ 
days  and  nights  in,  the  year. 


stage  of  the  argument,  we  may  revert  to  the 
words  which  brought  us  hither:  Was  not  some 
one  saying  that  injustice  was  a  gain  to  the  per 
fectly  unjust  who  was  reputed  to  be  just? 

Yes,  that  was  said, 

Now  then,  having  determined  the  power  and 
quality  of  justice  and  injustice,  let  us  have  a 
little  conversation  with  him. 

What  shall  we  say  to  him? 

Let  us  make  an  image  of  the  soul,  that  he  may 
have  his  own  words  presented  before  his  eyes. 

Of  what  sort? 

*An  ideal  image  of  the  soul,like  the  composite 
creations  of  ancient  mythology,  such  as  the 
Chimera  or  Scylla  or  Cerberus,  and  there  are 
many  others  in  which  two  or  more  different  na 
tures  are  said  to  grow  into  one. 

There  are  said  to  have  been  such  unions. 

Then  do  you  now  model  the  form  of  a  multi 
tudinous,  many-headed  monster,  having  a  ring 
of  heads  of  all  manner  of  beasts,  tame  and  wild, 
which  he  is  able  to  generate  and  metamorphose 
at  will. 

You  suppose  marvellous  powers  in  the  artist; 
but,  as  language  is  more  pliable  than  wax  or 
any  similar  substance,  let  there  be  such  a  model 
as  you  propose. 

Suppose  now  that  you  make  a  second  form 
as  of  a  lion,  and  a  third  of  a  man,  the  second 
smaller  than  the  first,  and  the  third  smaller 
than  the  second. 

That,  he  said,  is  an  easier  task;  and  I  have 
made  them  as  you  say. 

And  now  join  them,  and  let  the  three  grow 
Into  one,  ,  . 

That  has  been  accomplished. 

Next  fashion  the  outside  of  them  into  a  sin 
gle  image,  as  of  a  man,  so  that  he  whq  is  not 
able  to  look  within,  and  sees  only  the  outer 
hull,  may  believe  the  beast  to  be  a  single  human" 
creature. 

I  have  done  so,  he  said.     • 

And  now,  to  him  who  maintains  that  it  is 
profitable  for  the  human  creature  to  be  unjust, 
and  unprofitable  to  be  just,  let  us  reply  that,  i| 
he  he  right,  it  is  profitable  for,  this  creature  to 
feast  the  multitudinous  monster  and  strength- 
en  th©  lion  and  the  lion-like  qualities,  [589] 
but  to  stajrve  an4  weaken  the  man,  who  is  .con 
sequently  liable  £o  be  dragged  about  at  the 
mercy  of  either  of  the  other  two;  and  he  ,is  not 
to  attempt  tc«  familiarise,  or  harmonise  them 
with, one  ajaQther-r— he  ought, rather  to  suffer 
them  to  fight  and  bite  md  cfeyauj  one  Bother., 

Certainly,  he  said;  that  is  what  the  apprpver 
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To  him  the  supporter  of  justice  makes  an 
swer  that  he  should  ever  so  speak  and  act  as  to 
give  the  man  within  him  in  some  way  or  other 
the  most  complete  mastery  over  the  entire  hu 
man  creature.  He  should  watch  over  the  many- 
headed  monster  like  a  good  husbandman,  fos 
tering  and  cultivating  the  gentle  qualities,  and 
preventing  the  wild  ones  from  growing;  he 
should  be  making  the  lion-heart  his  ally,  and  in 
common  care  of  them  all  should  be  uniting  the 
several  parts  with  one  another  and  with  him 
self. 

Yes,  he  said,  that  is  quite  what  the  main- 
tainer  of  justice  will  say. 

And  so  from  every  point  of  view,  whether  of 
pleasure,  honour,  or  advantage,  the  approver  of 
justice  is  right  and  speaks  the  truth,  and  the 
disapprover  is  wrong  and  false  and  ignorant? 
Yes,  from  every  point  of  view. 
Come,  now,  and  let  us  gently  reason  with  the 
unjust,  who  is  not  intentionally  in  error. "Sweet 
Sir,"  we  will  say  to  him,  "what  think  you  of 
things  esteemed  noble  and  ignoble?  Is  not  the 
noble  that  which  subjects  the  beast  to  the  man, 
or  rather  to  the  god  in  man;  and  the  ignoble 
that  which  subjects  the  man  to  the  beast?" 
He  can  hardly  avoid  saying  Yes—can  he 
now  ? 

Not  if  he  has  any  regard  for  my  opinion. 
But,  if  he  agree  so  far,  we  may  ask  him  to  an 
swer  another  question:  "Then  how  would  a 
man  profit  if  he  received  gold  and  silver  on  the 
condition  that  he  was  to  enslave  the  noblest 
part  of  him  to  the  worst?  Who  can  imagine 
that  a  man  who  sold  his  son  or  daughter  into 
slavery  for  money,  especially  if  he  sold  them 
into  the  hands  of  fierce  and  evil  men,  would  be 
the  gainer,  however  large  might  be  the  sum 
which  he  received?  And  will  any  one  say  that 
he  is  not  a  miserable  caitiff  who  remorselessly 
sells  his  own  divine  being  to  [590]  that  which 
is  most  godless  and  detestable?-  Eriphyle  took 
tne  necklace  as  the  price  of  her  husband's  life, 
but  he  is  taking  a  bribe  in  order  to  compass  a 
worse  ruin." 

Yes,  said  Glaucon,  far  worse — I  will  answer 
for  him. 

Has  not  the  intemperate  been  censured  of 
old,  because  in  him  the  huge  multiform  mon 
ster  is  allowed  to  be  too  much  at  large? 
Clearly.  '  .  , 

And  men  are  blamed  for  pride  and  bad  tem 
per  when  the*  lion  and  serpent  eleitient  in  them 
disproportionately  grows  and  gains  strength? 
Yes.  ; 

And  luxury  and  softness  are  blamed,  because 


they  relax  and  weaken  this  same  creature,  and 
make  a  coward  of  him? 
Very  true. 

And  is  not  a  man  reproached  for  flattery  and 
meanness  who  subordinates  the  spirited  animal 
to  the  unruly  monster,  and,  for  the  sake  of 
money,  of  which  he  can  never  have  enough, 
habituates  him  in  the  days  of  his  youth  to  be 
trampled  in  the  mire,  and  from  being  a  lion  to 
become  a  monkey? 
True,  he  said. 

And  why  are  mean  employments  and  man 
ual  arts  a  reproach?  Only  because  they  imply  a 
natural  weakness  of  the  higher  principle;  the 
individual  is  unable  to  control  the  creatures 
within  him,  but  has  to  court  them,  and  his 
great  study  is  how  to  flatter  them. 
Such  appears  to  be  the  reason. 
And  therefore,  being  desirous  of  placing  him 
under  a  rule  like  that  of  the  best,  we  say  that 
he  ought  to  be  the  servant  of  the  best,  in  whom 
the  Divine  rules;  not,  as  Thrasymachus  sup 
posed,  to  the  injury  of  the  servant,  but  because 
every  one  had  better  be  ruled  by  divine  wisdom 
dwelling  within  him;  or,  if  this  be  impossible, 
then  by  an  external  authority,  in  order  that  we 
may  be  all,  as  far  as  possible,  under  the  same 
government,  friends  and  equals. 
True,  he  said. 

And  this  is  clearly  seen  to  be  the  intention  of 
the  law,  which  is  the  ally  of  the  whole  city;  and 
is  seen  also  in  the  authority  which  we  exercise 
over  children,  and  the  refusal  to  let  them  be 
free  until  we  have  established  in  them  a  prin 
ciple  analogous  to  the  constitution  of  a  state, 
/59 1]  and  by  cultivation  of  this  higher  element 
have  set  up  in  their  hearts  a  guardian  and  ruler 
like  our  own,  and  when  this  is  done  they  may 
go  their  ways. 

Yes,  he  said,  the  purpose  of  the  law  is  mani 
fest. 

From  what  point  of  view,  then,  and  on  what 
ground  can  we  say  that  a  man  is  profited  by  in 
justice  or  intemperance, or  other  baseness,  which 
will  make  him  a  worse 'man,  even  though  he 
acquire  money  or  power  by  his  wickedness? 
"  Trom  no  point  of  view  at  all. 

What  shall  he  profit,  if  his  injustice  be  unde 
tected  and  unpunished?  He  who  is  undetected 
only  gets  worse,  whereas  he  who  is  detected  and 
punished  has  the  brutal  part  of  his  .nature  si 
lenced  and  humanised;  the  gentler  element  in 
him  is  liberated,  and  his  whole  soul  is  .per 
fected  and  ennobled  by  the  acquirement  of  jus 
tice  and  temperance  and  wisdom,  more  than 
the  body  ever  is  by  receiving  gifts' of  beauty, 
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strength  and  health,  in  proportion  as  the  soul  is 
more  honourable  than  the  body. 

Certainly,  he  said. 

To  this  nobler  purpose  the  man  of  under 
standing  will  devote  the  energies  of  his  life. 
And  in  the  first  place,  he  will  honour  studies 
which  impress  these  qualities  on  his  soul,  and 
will  disregard  others? 

Clearly,  he  said. 

In  the  next  place,  he  will  regulate  his  bodily 
habit  and  training,  and  so  far  will  he  be  from 
yielding  to  brutal  and  irrational  pleasures,  that 
he  will  regard  even  health  as  quite  a  secondary 
matter;  his  first  object  will  be  not  that  he  may 
be  fair  or  strong  or  well,  unless  he  is  likely 
thereby  to  gain  temperance,  but  he  will  always 
desire  so  to  attemper  the  body  as  to  preserve 
the  harmony  of  the  soul? 

Certainly  he  will,  if  he  has  true  music  in  him. 

And  in  the  acquisition  of  wealth  there  is  a 
principle  of  order  and  harmony  which  he  will 
also  observe;  he  will  not  allow  himself  to  be 
dazzled  by  the  foolish  applause  of  the  world, 
and  heap  up  riches  to  his  own  infinite  harm? 

Certainly  not,  he  said. 

He  will  look  at  the  city  which  is  within  him, 
and  take  heed  that  no  disorder  occur  in  it,  such 
as  might  arise  either  from  superfluity  or  from 
want;  and  upon  this  principle  he  will  regulate 
his  property  and  gain  or  spend  according  to  his 
means. 

Very  true. 

And,  for  the  same  reason,  he  will  gladly  ac 
cept  and  enjoy  such  honours  as  he  deems  likely 
to  make  him  a  better  man;  [592]  but  those, 
whether  private  or  public,  which  are  likely  to 
disorder  his  life,  he  will  avoid  ? 

Then,  if  that  is  his  motive,  he  will  not  be  a 
statesman. 

By  the  dog  of  Egypt,  he  will!  in  the  city 
which  is  his  own  he  certainly  will,  though  in 
the  land  of  his  birth  perhaps  not,  unless  he 
have  a  divine  call. 

I  understand;  you  mean  that  he  will  be  a 
ruler  in  the  city  of  which  we  are  the  founders, 
and  which  exists  in  idea  only;  for  I  do  not  be 
lieve  that  there  is  such  an  one  anywhere  on 
earth? 

In  heaven,  I  replied,  there  is  laid  up  a  pat 
tern  of  it,  methinks,  which  he  who  desires  may 
behold,  and  beholding,  may  set  his  own  house 
in  order.  But  whether  such  an  one  exists,  or 
ever  will  exist  in  fact,  is  no  matter;  for  he  will 
live  after  the  manner  of  that  city,  having  noth 
ing  to  do  with  any  other. 

I  think  so,  he  said. 


BOOK  X 


[595]  OF  tne  *nany  excellences  which  I  per 
ceive  in  the  order  of  our  State,  there  is  none 
which  upon  reflection  pleases  me  better  than 
the  rule  about  poetry. 

To  what  do  you  refer? 

To  the  rejection  of  imitative  poetry,  which 
certainly  ought  not  to  be  received;  as  I  see  far 
more  clearly  now  that  the  parts  of  the  soul  have 
been  distinguished. 

What  do  you  mean  ? 

Speaking  in  confidence,  for  I  should  not  like 
to  have  my  words  repeated  to  the  tragedians 
and  the  rest  of  the  imitative  tribe — but  I  do  not 
mind  saying  to  you,  that  all  poetical  imitations 
are  ruinous  to  the  understanding  of  the  hearers, 
and  that  the  knowledge  of  their  true  nature  is 
the  only  antidote  to  them. 

Explain  the  purport  of  your  remark. 

Well,  I  will  tell  you,  although  I  have  always 
from  my  earliest  youth  had  an  awe  and  love  of 
Homer,  which  even  now  makes  the  words  falter 
on  my  lips,  for  he  is  the  great  captain  and 
teacher  of  the  whole  of  that  charming  tragic 
company;  but  a  man  is  not  to  be  reverenced 
more  than  the  truth,  and  therefore  I  will  speak 
out. 

Very  good,  he  said. 

Listen  to  me  then,  or  rather,  answer  me. 

Put  your  question. 

Can  you  tell  me  what  imitation  is?  for  I  real 
ly  do  not  know. 

A  likely  thing,  then,  that  I  should  know. 

[596]  Why  not?  for  the  duller  eye  may  often 
see  a  thing  sooner  than  the  keener. 

Very  true,  he  said;  but  in  your  presence,  even 
if  I  had  any  faint  notion,  I  could  not  muster 
courage  to  utter  it.  Will  you  enquire  yourself? 

Well  then,  shall  we  begin  the  enquiry  in  our 
usual  manner:  Whenever  a  number  of  individ 
uals  have  a  common  name,  we  assume  them  to 
have  also  a  corresponding  idea  or  form: — do 
you  understand  me? 

I  do. 

Let  us  take  any  common  instance;  there  are 
beds  and  tables  in  the  world — plenty  of  them, 
are  there  not? 

Yes. 

But  there  are  only  two  ideas  or  forms  of  them 
— one  the  idea  of  a  bed,  the  other  of  a  table. 

True. 

And  the  maker  of  either  of  them  makes 
a  bed  or  he  makes  a  table  for  our  use,  in  ac 
cordance  with  the  idea — that  is  our  way  of 
speaking  in  this  and  similar  instances — but  no 
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artificer  makes  the  ideas   themselves:    how 
could  he? 

Impossible. 

And  there  is  another  artist — I  should  like  to 
know  what  you  would  say  of  him. 

Who  is  he? 

One  who  is  the  maker  of  all  the  works  of  all 
other  workmen. 

What  an  extraordinary  man! 

Wait  a  little,  and  there  will  be  more  reason 
for  your  saying  so.  For  this  is  he  who  is  able  to 
make  not  only  vessels  of  every  kind,  but  plants 
and  animals,  himself  and  all  other  things — the 
earth  and  heaven,  and  the  things  which  are  in 
heaven  or  under  the  earth;  he  makes  the  gods 
also. 
<  He  must  be  a  wizard  and  no  mistake. 

Oh!  you  are  incredulous,  are  you?  Do  you 
mean  that  there  is  no  such  maker  or  creator,  or 
that  in  one  sense  there  might  be  a  maker  of  all 
these  things  but  in  another  not?  Do  you  see  that 
there  is  a  way  in  which  you  could  make  them 
all  yourself? 

What  way? 

An  easy  way  enough;  or  rather,  there  are 
many  ways  in  which  the  feat  might  be  quickly 
and  easily  accomplished,  none  quicker  than  that 
of  turning  a  mirror  round  and  round — you 
would  soon  enough  make  the  sun  and  the  heav 
ens,  and  the  earth  and  yourself,  and  other  ani 
mals  and  plants,  and  all  the  other  things  of 
which  we  were  just  now  speaking,  in  themirror. 

Yes,  he  said;  but  they  would  be  appearances 
only. 

Very  good,  I  said,  you  are  coming  to  the  point 
now.  And  the  painter  too  is,  as  I  conceive,  just 
such  another — a  creator  of  appearances,  is  he 
not? 

Of  course. 

But  then  I  suppose  you  will  say  that  what  he 
creates  is  untrue,.  And  yet  there  is  a  sense  in 
which  the  painter  also  creates  a  bed? 

Yes,  he  said,  but  not  a  real  bed. 

[597]  And  what  of  the  maker  of  the  bed? 
were  you  not  saying  that  he  too  makes,  not  the 
idea  which,  according  to  our  view,  is  the  essence 
of  the  bed,  but  only  a  particular  bed?  . 

Yes,  I  did. 

Then  if  he  does  not  make  that  whicri,  exists 
he  cannot  make  true  existence,  but  only  some 
sem^Jance  of  existence;  and  if  any  one;  were  to 
say  that  the  work  of  the  maker  of  the  bed,  or  of 
any  other  workrnan,,has  real  existenc^he  could 
hardly  be  supposed  to  be  speaking  tEe  truth. 
,,  At^ny  rate,  he  replied,  philosophers  would 
say  that  he  was  not  speaking  the  truth* 


No  wonder,  then,  that  his  work  too  is  an  in 
distinct  expression  of  truth. 

No  wonder. 

Suppose  now  that  by  the  light  of  the  exam 
ples  just  offered  we  enquire  who  this  imitator  is? 

If  you  please. 

Well  then,  here  are  three  beds:  one  existing 
in  nature,  which  is  made  by  God,  as  I  think 
that  we  may  say — for  no  one  else  can  be  the 
maker? 

No. 

•  There  is  another  which  is  the  work  of  the 
carpenter? 

Yes. 

And  the  work  of  the  painter  is  a  third  ? 

Yes. 

Beds,  then,  are  of  three  kinds,  and  there  are 
three  artists  who  superintend  them:  God,  the 
maker  of  the  bed,  and  the  painter? 

Yes,  there  are  three  of  them. 

God,  whether  from  choice  or  from  necessity, 
made  one  bed  in  nature  and  one  only;  two  or 
more  such  ideal  beds  neither  ever  have  been 
nor  ever  will  be  made  by  God, 

Why  is  that? 

Because  even  if  He  had  made  but  two,  a  third 
would  still  appear  behind  them  which  both  of 
them  would  have  for  their  idea,  and  that  would 
be  the  ideal  bed  and  not  the  two  others. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

God  knew  this,  and  He  desired  to  be  the  real 
maker  of  a  real  bed,  not  a  particular  maker  of 
a  particular  bed,  arid  therefore  He  created  a 
bed  which  is  essentially  and  by  nature  one  only. 

So  we  believe. 

Shall  we,  then,  speak  of  Him  as  the  natural 
author  or  maker  of  the  bed? 

Yes^  he  replied;  inasmuch  as  by  the  natural 
process  of  creation  He  is  the  author  of  this  and 
of  all  other  things. 

And  what  shall  we  say  of  the  carpenter — is 
not  he  also  the  maker  of  the  bed? 

Yes. 

But  would  you  call  the  painter  a  creator  and 
maker? 

Certainly  not,  .  « 

Yet  if  he  is  not  the  maker,  what  is  he  in  re*- 
lation  to  the  bed? 

I  think,  he  said,  that  we  may  fairly  designate 
him  as  the  imitator  of  that  w,bich  the  others 
make. 

Good,  I  said;  then  you  call  him  who  is  third 
in  the  descent  from  nature  an  imitator? 

*  Certainly,  he  said. 

And  the  tragic  poet  is  an  imitator,  ano!  there 
fore,  like  all  other  imitators,  he  is  thrice  ,re- 
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moved  from  the  king  and  from  the  truth? . 

That  appears  to  be  so. 

Then  about  the  imitator  we  are  agreed.  And 
what  about  the  painter?  [598] — I  would  like 
to  know  whether  he  may  be  thought  to  imitate 
that  which  originally  exists  in  nature,  or  only 
the  creations  of  artists? 

The  latter. 

As  they  are  or  as  they  appear?  you  have  still 
to  determine  this. 

What  do  you  mean? 

I  mean*  that  you  may  look  at  a  bed  from  dif 
ferent  points  of  view,  obliquely  or  directly  or 
from  any  other  point  of  view,  and  the  bed  will 
appear  different,  but  there  is  no  difference  in 
reality.  And  the  same  of  all  things. 

Yes,  he  said,  the  difference  is  only  apparent. 

Now  let  me  ask  you  another  question :  Which 
is  the  art  of  painting  designed  to  be — an  imita 
tion  of  things  as  they  are,  or  as  they  appear — of 
appearance  or  of  reality? 

Of  appearance. 

Then  the  imitator,  I  said,  is  a  long  way  off 
the  truth,  and  can  do  all  things  because  he  light 
ly  touches  on  a  small  part  of  them,  and  that 
part  an  image.  For  example:  A  painter  will 
paint  a  cobbler,  carpenter,  or  any  other  artist, 
though  he  knows  nothing  of  their  arts;  and,  if 
he  is  a  good  artist,  he  may  deceive  children  or 
simple  persons,  when  he  shows  them  his  pic 
ture  of  a  carpenter  from  a  distance,  and  they 
will  fancy  that  they  are  looking  at  a  real  car 
penter. 

Certainly. 

And  whenever  any  one  informs  us  that  he 
has  found  a  man  who  knows  all  the  arts,  and 
all  things  else  that  anybody  knows,  and  every 
single  thing  with  a  higher  degree  of  accuracy 
than  any  other  man — whoever  tells  us  this,  I 
think  that  we  can  only  imagine  him  to  be  a 
simple  creature  who  is  likely  to  have  been  de 
ceived  by  some  wizard  or  actor  whom  he  met, 
and  whom  he  thought  all-knowing,  because  he 
himself  was  unable  to  analyse  the  nature  of 
knowledge  and  ignorance  and  imitation. 

Most  true. 

And  so,  when  we  hear  persons  saying  that 
the  tragedians,  and  Homer,  who  is  at  their  head, 
know  all  the  arts  and  all  things  human,  virtue 
as  well  as  vice,  and  divine  things  too,"  for  that 
the  good  poet  cannot  compose  well  unless  he 
knows  his  subject,  and  that  he  who  has  not  this 
knowledge  can  never  be  a  poet,  we  ought  to 
consider  whether  here  also  there  may  not  be  a 
similar  illusion.  Perhaps  they  may  have  come 
across  imitators  and  been  deceived  by  them; 


they  may  not  have  remembered  when  they  saw 
their  works  that  these  were  but  imitations  thrice 
removed  from  the  truth,  [599]  and  could  easily 
be  made  without  any  knowledge  of  the  truth, 
because  they  are  appearances  only  and  not  re 
alities?  Or,  after  all,  they  may  be  in  the  right, 
and  poets  do  really  know  the  things  about 
which  they  seem  to  the  many  to  speak  so  well? 

The  question,  he  said,  should  by  all  means  be 
considered. 

Now  do  you  suppose  that  if  a  person  were 
able  to  make  the  original  as  well  as  the  image, 
he  would  seriously  devote  himself  to  the  image- 
making  branch?  Would  he  allow  imitation  to 
be  the  ruling  principle  of  his  life,  as  if  he  had 
nothing  higher  in  him? 

I  should  say  not. 

The  real  artist,  who  knew  what  he  was  imi 
tating,  would  be  interested  in  realities  and  not 
in  imitations;  and  would  desire  to  leave  as  me 
morials  of  himself  works  many  and  fair;  and, 
instead  of  being  the  author  of  encomiums,  he 
would  prefer  to  be  the  theme  of  them. 

Yes,  he  said,  that  would  be  to  him  a  source 
of  much  greater  honour  and  profit. 

Then,  I  said,  we  must  put  a  question  to 
Homer;  not  about  medicine,  or  any  of  the  arts 
to  which  his  poems  only  incidentally  refer:  we 
are  not  going  to  ask  him,  or  any  other  poet, 
whether  he  has  cured  patients  like  Asclepius, 
or  left  behind  him  a  school  of  medicine  such  as 
the  Asclepiads  were,  or  whether  he  only  talks 
about  medicine  and  other  arts  at  second-hand; 
but  we  have  a  right  to  know  respecting  mili 
tary  tactics,  politics,  education,  which  are  the 
chief est  and  noblest  subjects  of  his  poems,  and 
we  may  fairly  ask  him  about  them.  "Friend 
Homer,"  then  we  say  to  him,  "if  you  are  only  in 
the  second  remove  from  truth  in  what  you  say 
of  virtue,  and  not  in  the  third — not  an  image 
maker  or  imitator — and  if  you  are  able  to  dis 
cern  what  pursuits  make  men  better  or  worse 
in  private  or  public  life,  tell  us  what  State  was 
ever  better  governed  by  your  help?  The  good 
order  of  Lacedaemon  is  due  to  Lycurgus,  and 
many  other  cities  great  and  small  have  been 
similarly  benefited  by  others;  but  who  says  that 
you  have  been  a  good  legislator  to  them  and 
have  done  them  any  good?  Italy  and  Sicily  boast 
o£  Charondas,  and  there  is  Solon  who  is  re 
nowned  among  us;  but  what  city  has  anything 
to  say  about  you?"  Is  there  any  city  which  he 
might  name?  ' 

I  think  not,  said  Glaucon;  not  even  the  Ho- 
merids  themselves  pretend  that  he  was  a  legisr 
lator. 
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[600]  Well,  but  is  there  any  war  on  record 
which  was  carried  on  successfully  by  him,  or 
aided  by  his  counsels,  when  he  was  alive? 

There  is  not. 

Or  is  there  any  invention  of  his,  applicable  to 
the  arts  or  to  human  life,  such  as  Thales  the 
Milesian  or  Anacharsis  the  Scythian,  and  other 
ingenious  men  have  conceived,  which  is  at 
tributed  to  him? 

There  is  absolutely  nothing  of  the  kind. 

But,  if  Homer  never  did  any  public  service, 
was  he  privately  a  guide  or  teacher  of  any?  Had 
he  in  his  lifetime  friends  who  loved  to  associate 
with  him,  and  who  handed  down  to  posterity 
an  Homeric  way  of  life,  such  as  was  established 
by  Pythagoras  who  was  so  greatly  beloved  for 
his  wisdom,  and  whose  followers  are  to  this 
day  quite  celebrated  for  the  order  which  was 
named  after  him? 

Nothing  of  the  kind  is  recorded  of  him.  For 
surely,  Socrates,  Creophylus,  the  companion  of 
Homer,  that  child  of  flesh,  whose  name  always 
makes  us  laugh,  might  be  more  justly  ridiculed 
for  his  stupidity,  if,  as  is  said,  Homer  was  great 
ly  neglected  by  him  and  others  in  his  own  day 
when  he  was  alive? 

Yes,  I  replied,  that  is  the  tradition.  But  can 
you  imagine,  Glaucon,  that  if  Homer  had  real 
ly  been  able  to  educate  and  improve  mankind 
— if  he  had  possessed  knowledge  and  not  been 
a  mere  imitator — can  you  imagine,  I  say,  that 
he  would  not  have  had  many  followers,  and 
been  honoured  and  loved  by  them?  Protagoras 
of  Abdera,  and  Prodicus  of  Ceos,  and  a  host  of 
others,  have  only  to  whisper  to  their  contempo 
raries:  "You  will  never  be  able  to  manage  ei 
ther  your  own  house  or  your  own  State  until 
you  appoint  us  to  be  your  ministers  of  educa 
tion" — and  this  ingenious  device  of  theirs  has 
such  an  effect  in  making  men  love  them  that 
their  companions  all  but  carry  them  about  on 
their  shoulders.  And  is  it  conceivable  that  the 
contemporaries  of  Homer,  or  again  of  Hesiod, 
would  have  allowed  either  of  them  to  go  about 
as  rhapsodists,  if  they  had  really  been  able  to 
make  mankind  virtuous?  Would  they  not  have 
been  as  unwilling  to  part  with  them  as  with 
gold,  and  have  compelled  them  to  stay  at  home 
with  them?  Or,  if  the  master  would  not  stay, 
then  the  disciples  would  have  followed  him 
about  everywhere,  until  they  had  got  education 
enough? 

Yes,  Socrates,  that,  I  think,  is  quite  true. 
Then  must  we  not  infer  that  all  these  poetical 
individuals,  beginning  with  Homer,  are  only 
imitators;  they  copy  images  of  virtue  and 'the 


like,  [601]  but  the  truth  they  never  reach?  The 
poet  is  like  a  painter  who,  as  we  have  already 
observed,  will  make  a  likeness  of  a  cobbler 
though  he  understands  nothing  of  cobbling; 
and  his  picture  is  good  enough  for  those  who 
know  no  more  than  he  does,  and  judge  only  by 
colours  and  figures. 

Quite  so. 

In  like  manner  the  poet  with  his  words  and 
phrases  may  be  said  to  lay  on  the  colours  of  the 
several  arts,  himself  understanding  their  nature 
only  enough  to  imitate  them;  and  other  people, 
who  are  as  ignorant  as  he  is,  and  judge  only 
from  his  words,  imagine  that  if  he  speaks  of 
cobbling,  or  of  military  tactics,  or  of  anything 
else,  in  metre  and  harmony  and  rhythm,  he 
speaks  very  well — such  is  the  sweet  influence 
which  melody  and  rhythm  by  nature  have.  And 
I  think  that"  you  must  have  observed  again 
and  again  what  a  poor  appearance  the  tales  of 
poets  make  when  stripped  of  the  colours  which 
music  puts  upon  them,  and  recited  in  simple 
prose. 

Yes,  he  said. 

They  are  like  faces  which  were  never  really 
beautiful,  but  only  blooming;  and  now  the 
bloom  of  youth  has  passed  away  from  them? 

Exactly. 

Here  is  another  point:  The  imitator  or  maker 
of  the  image  knows  nothing  of  true  existence; 
he  knows  appearances  only.  Am  I  not  right? 

Yes. 

Then  let  us  have  a  clear  understanding,  and 
not  be  satisfied  with  half  an  explanation. 

Proceed. 

Of  the  painter  we  say  that  he  will  paint  reins, 
and  he  will  paint  a  bit? 

Yes. 

And  the  worker  in  leather  and  brass  will 
make  them? 

Certainly. 

But  does  the  painter  know  the  right  form  of 
the  bit  and  reins?  Nay, hardly  even  the  workers 
in  brass  and  leather  who  make  them;  only  the 
horseman  who  knows  how  to  use  them — he 
knows  their  right  form. 

Most  true. 

And  may  we  not  say  the  same  of  all  things? 

What? 

That  there  are  three  arts  which  are  concerned 
with  all  things:  one  which  uses,  another  which 
makes,  a  third  which  imitates  them? 

Yes. 

And  the  excellence  or  beauty  or  truth  of  every 
structure,  animate  or  inanimate,  and  of  every 
action  of  man,  is  relative  to  the  use  for  which 
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nature  or  the  artist  has  Intended  them. 

True. 

Then  the  user  of  them  must  have  the  greatest 
experience  of  them,  and  he  must  indicate  to  the 
maker  the  good  or  bad  qualities  which  develop 
themselves  in  use;  for  example,  the  flute-player 
will  tell  the  flute-maker  which  of  his  flutes  is 
satisfactory  to  the  performer;  he  will  tell  him 
how  he  ought  to  make  them,  and  the  other  will 
attend  to  his  instructions? 

Of  course. 

The  one  knows  and  therefore  speaks  with  au 
thority  about  the  goodness  and  badness  of  flutes, 
while  the  other,  confiding  in  him,  will  do  what 
he  is  told  by  him? 

True. 

The  instrument  is  the  same,  but  about  the  ex 
cellence  or  badness  of  it  the  maker  will  only  at 
tain  to  a  correct  belief;  and  this  he  will  gain 
from  him  who  knows,  by  talking  to"  him  and 
being  compelled  to  hear  what  he  has  to  say, 
[602]  whereas  the  user  will  have  knowledge? 

True. 

But  will  the  imitator  have  either?  Will  he 
know  from  use  whether  or  no  his  drawing  is 
correct  or  beautiful  ?  or  will  he  have  right  opin 
ion  from  being  compelled  to  associate  with  an 
other  who  knows  and  gives  him  instructions 
about  what  he  should  draw? 

Neither. 

Then  he  will  no  more  have  true  opinion  than 
he  will  have  knowledge  about  the  goodness  or 
badness  of  his  imitations? 

I  suppose  not. 

The  imitative  artist  will  be  in  a  brilliant  state 
of  intelligence  about  his  own  creations? 

Nay,  very  much  the  reverse. 

And  still  he  will  go  on  imitating  without 
knowing  what  makes  a  thing  good  or  bad,  and 
may  be  expected  therefore  to  imitate  only  that 
which  appears  to  be  good  to  the  ignorant  multi 
tude? 

Just  so. 

Thus  far  then  we  are  pretty  well  agreed  that 
the  imitator  has  no  knowledge  worth  mention 
ing  of  what  he  imitates.  Imitation  is  only  a  kind 
of  play  or  sport,  and  the  tragic  poets,  whether 
they  write  in  Iambic  or  in  Heroic  verse,  are 
imitators  in  the  highest  degree  ? 

Very  true. 

And  now  tell  me,  I  conjure  you,  has  not  imi 
tation  been  shown  by  us  to  be  concerned  with 
that  which  is  thrice  removed  from  the  truth? 

Certainly. 

And  what  is  the  faculty  in  man,  to  which 
imitation  is  addressed? 


What  do  you  mean  ? 

I  will  explain :  The  body  which  is  large  when 
seen  near,  appears  small  when  seen  at  a  dis 
tance? 

True. 

And  the  same  object  appears  straight  when 
looked  at  out  of  the  water,  and  crooked  when 
in  the  water;  and  the  concave  becomes  convex, 
owing  to  the  illusion  about  colours  to  which 
the  sight  is  liable.  Thus  every  sort  of  confusion 
is  revealed  within  us;  and  this  is  that  weakness 
of  the  human  mind  on  which  the  art  of  con 
juring  and  of  deceiving  by  light  and  shadow 
and  other  ingenious  devices  imposes,  having  an 
effect  upon  us  like  magic. 

True. 

And  the  arts  of  measuring  and  numbering 
and  weighing  come  to  the  rescue  of  the  human 
understanding — there  is  the  beauty  of  them — 
and  the  apparent  greater  or  less,  or  more  or 
heavier,  no  longer  have  the  mastery  over  us, 
but  give  way  before  calculation  and  measure 
and  weight? 

Most  true. 

And  this,  surely,  must  be  the  work  of  the 
calculating  and  rational  principle  in  the  soul? 

To  be  sure. 

And  when  this  principle  measures  and  certi 
fies  that  some  things  are  equal,  or  that  some  are 
greater  or  less  than  others,  there  occurs  an  ap 
parent  contradiction? 

True. 

But  were  we  not  saying  that  such  a  contra 
diction  is  impossible — the  same  faculty  cannot 
have  contrary  opinions  at  the  same  time  [603] 
about  the  same  thing? 

Very  true. 

Then  that  part  of  the  soul  which  has  an  opin 
ion  contrary  to  measure  is  not  the  same  with 
that  which  has  an  opinion  in  accordance  with 
measure? 

True. 

And  the  better  part  of  the  soul  is  likely  to  be 
that  which  trusts  to  measure  and  calculation? 

Certainly. 

And  that  which  is  opposed  to  them  is  one  of 
the  inferior  principles  of  the  soul? 

No  doubt. 

This  was  the  conclusion  at  which  I  was  seek 
ing  to  arrive  when  I  said  that  painting  or  draw 
ing,  and  imitation  in  general,  when  doing  their 
own  proper  work,  are  far  removed  from  truth, 
and  the  companions  and  friends  and  associates 
of  a  principle  within  us  which  is  equally  re 
moved  from  reason,  and  that  they  have  no  true 
or  healthy  aim. 
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Exactly. 

The  imitative  art  is  an  inferior  who  marries 
an  inferior,  and  has  inferior  offspring. 

Very  true. 

And  is  this  confined  to  the  sight  only,,  or  does 
it  extend  to  the  hearing  also,  relating  in  fact  to 
what  we  term  poetry? 

Probably  the  same  would  be  true  of  poetry. 

Do  not  rely,  I  said,  on  a  probability  derived 
from  the  analogy  of  painting;  but  let  us  exam 
ine  further  and  see  whether  the  faculty  with 
which  poetical  imitation  is  concerned  is  good 
or  bad. 

By  all  means. 

We  may  state  the  question  thus; — Imitation 
imitates  the  actions  of  men,  whether  voluntary 
or  involuntary,  on  which,  as  they  imagine,  a 
good  or  bad  result  has  ensued,  and  they  rejoice, 
or  sorrow  accordingly.  Is  there  any  thing  more,? 
-  No,  there  is  nothing  else. 

But  in  all  this  variety  of  circumstances  is  the 
man  at  unity  with  himself — or  rather,  as  in  the 
instance  of  sight  there  was  confusion  and  op 
position  in  his  opinions  about  the  same  things, 
so  here  also  is  there  not  strife  and  inconsistency 
in  his  life?  Though  I  need  hardly  raise  the, 
question  again,  for  I  remember  that  all  this  has 
been  already  admitted;  and  the,  ,soul  has  been 
acknowledged  by  us  to  be  full  of  these  and  teji 
thousand  similar  oppositions  occurring  at  the 
same  moment? 

And  we  were  right,  he  said. 

Yes,  I  said,  thus  far  we  were  right;  but  there 
was  an  omission,  which  must  now  be  supplied. 

What  was  the  omission? 

Were  we  not  saying  that  a  good  man,  who 
has  the  misfortune  to  lose  his  son  or  anything 
else  which  is  most  dear  to  him,  will  bear  .the 
loss  with  more  equanimity  than  another? 

Yes, 

But  will  he  have  no  sorrow,  or  shall  we  say 
that  although  he  cannot  help  sorrowing,  he 
will  moderate  his  sorrow? 

The  latter,  he  said,  is  the  truer  statement. 

[604]  Tell  me:  will  he  be  more  likely  to 
struggle  and  hold  out  against  his  sorrow  when 
he  is  seen  by  his  equals,  or  when  he  is  alone? 

It  will  make  a  great  difference  whether  he  is 
seen  or  not. 

When  he  is  by  himself  he  will  not  mind  say 
ing  or  doing  many  things  <  which  he  would  be 
ashamed  of  any  one  hearing  or  seeing  him. do? 

True. 

There  is  a  principle  of  law  and  reason  in 
him  which  bids  him  resist,  as  well  as  a  feel 
ing  of  his  misfortune  which  is  forcing  him. 


to  indulge  his  sorrow? 

True. 

But  when  a  man  is  drawn  in  two  opposite 
directions,  to  and  from  the  same  object,  this,  as 
we  affirm,  necessarily  implies  two  distinct  prin 
ciples  in  him? 

Certainly. 

One  of  them  is  ready  to  follow  the  guidance 
of  the  law? 

How  do  you  mean? 

The  law  would  say  that  to  be  patient  under 
suffering  is  best,  and  that  we  should  not  give 
way  to  impatience,  as  there  is  no  knowing 
whether  such  things  are  good  or  evil;  and  noth 
ing  is  gained  by  impatience;  also,  because  no 
human  thing  is  of  serious  importance,  and  grief 
stands  in  the  way  of  that  which  at  the  moment 
is  most  required.  • 

What  is  most  required?  he  asked. 

That  we  should  take  counsel  about  what  has 
happened,  and  when  the  dice  have  Jjeen  thrown 
order  our  affairs  in  th£  way  which  reason  deems 
best;  not,  like  children  who  have  had  a  fall, 
keeping  hold  of  the  part  struck  and  wasting 
time  in  setting  up  a  howl,  but  always  accus 
toming  the  soul  forthwith  to  apply  a  remedy, 
raising  up  that  which  is  skkly  and  fallen,  ban 
ishing  the  cry  of  sorrow  by  the  healing  art. 

Yes,  he  said,  that  is  the  true  way  of  meeting 
the  attacks  of  fortune. 

Yes,  I  said;  and  the  higher  principle  is  ready 
to  follow  .this  suggestion  of  reason  ? 

Clearly. 

And  the  other  principle,  which  inclines  us  to 
recollection  of  our  troubles  and  to  lamentation, 
and  can  never  have  enough  of  them,  we  may 
call  irrational,  useless,  and  cowardly? 

Indeed,,  we  may.  ,    ,, 

And  doesnot  thelatter — I  mean  the  rebellious 
principle — furnish  a  great  variety -of  materials 
for  imitation?  Whereats  the  wise  and  calm  tem 
perament,  being  always  nearly  equable,  is  not 
easy  to  imitate  or  to  appreciate  when,  imitated, 
especially  at  a  public  festival  when,  ,a  promis 
cuous  crowd  is  assembled  in  a  theatre.  For  the 
feeling  represented  is  one  to  which  they  are 
strangers, 
,  Certainly. 

[605]  Then  the  imitative  poet;  who  aims  at 
being  popular  is  not  by  nature  made,  nor  is  his 
art  intended,  to  please  or  to  affect  the  rational 
principle  in  the  soul;  but  he  will  prefer  the  pas 
sionate  and  fitful  temper,  which  is  easily  ijmitat- 
ed? 

Clearly.          ,        1-    .      1( 

And  now  we  may  fairly  take  him  and  place 
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him  by  the  side  of  the  painter,  for  he  is  like  him 
in  two  ways:  first,  inasmuch  as  his  creations 
have  an  inferior  degree  of  truth— in  this,  I  say, 
he  is  like  him;  and  he  is  also  like  him  in  heing 
concerned  with  an  inferior  part  of  the  soul;  and 
therefore  we  shall  be  right  in  refusing  to  admit 
him  into  a  well-ordered  State,  because  he  awak 
ens  and  nourishes  and  strengthens  the  feelings 
and  impairs  the  reason.  As  in  a  city  when  the 
evil  are  permitted  to  have  authority  and  the 
good  are  put  out  of  the  way,  so  in  the  soul  of 
man,  as  we  maintain,  the  imitative  poet  im 
plants  an  evil  constitution,  for  he  indulges  the 
irrational  nature  which  has  no  discernment  of 
greater  and  less,  but  thinks  the  same  thing  at 
one  time  great  and  at  another  small — he  is  a 
manufacturer  of  images  and  is  very  far  re 
moved  from  the  truth. 

Exactly. 

But  we  have  not  yet  brought  forward  the 
heaviest  count  in  our  accusation: — the  power 
which  poetry  has  of  harming  even  the  good 
(and  there  are  very  few  who  are  not  harmed) 
is  surely  an  awful  thing? 

Yes,  certainly,  if  the  effect  is  what  you  say. 

Hear  and  judge:  The  best  of  us,  as  I  conceive, 
when  we  listen  to  a  passage  of  Homer,  or  one 
of  the  tragedians,  in  which  he  represents  some 
pitiful  -hero  who  is  drawling  out  his  sorrows  in 
a  long  oration,  or  weeping,  and  smiting  his 
breast — the  best  o£  us,  you  know,  delight  in  giv 
ing  way  to  sympathy,  and  are  in  raptures  at 
the  excellence  of  the  poet  who  stirs  our  feelings 
most. 

Yes,  of  course  I  know. 
*  But  when  any  sorrow  of  our  own  happens  to 
us,  then  you  may  observe  that  we  pride  our 
selves  on  the  opposite  quality — we  would  fain 
be  quiet  and  patient;  this  is  the  manly  part,  and 
the  other  which  delighted  us  in  the  recitation 
is  now  deemed  to  be  the  part  of  a  woman. 

Very  true,  he  said.  * 

Now  can  we  be  right  in  praising  and  admir 
ing  another  who  is  doing  that  which  any  one  of 
us  would  abominate  and  be  ashamed  of  in  his 
own  person  ? 

No,  he  said,  that  is  certainly  not  reasonable. 

[606]  Nay,  I  said,  quite  reasonable  from  one 
point  of  view.  ,.  ' 

What  point  of  view? 

If  you  consider,  I  said,  that  when  in  misfor 
tune,  we  feel  a  natural  -hunger  and  desire  to  re 
lieve  our  sorrow  by  weeping  and  lamentation, 
and  that  this  feeling  which  is  kept  under  con 
trol  in  our  own  calamities  is  satisfied  and  de 
lighted  by  the  poets — the  better  nature  in  each 


of  us,  not  having  been  sufficiently  trained  by 
reason  or  habit,  allows  the  sympathetic  element 
to  break  loose  because  the  sorrow  is  another's; 
and  the  spectator  fancies  that  there  can  be  no 
disgrace  to  himself  in  praising  and  pitying  any 
one  who  comes  telling  him  what  a  good  man  he 
is,  and  making  a  fuss  about  his  troubles;  he 
thinks  that  the  pleasure  is  a  gain,  and  why 
should  he  be  supercilious  and  lose  this  and  the 
poem  too  ?  Few  persons  ever  reflect,  as  I  should 
imagine,  that  from  the  evil  of  other  men  some 
thing  of  evil  is  communicated  to  themselves. 
And  so  the  feeling  of  sorrow  which  has  gath 
ered  strength  at  the  sight  of  the  misfortunes  of 
others  is  with  difficulty  repressed  in  our  own. 

How  very  true! 

And  does  not  the  same  hold  also  of  the  ri 
diculous?  There  are  jests  which  you  would  be 
ashamed  to  make  yourself,  and  yet  on  the  comic 
stage,  or  indeed  in  private,  when  you  hear  them, 
you  are  greatly  amused  by  them,  and  are  not  at 
all  disgusted  at  their  unseemliness — the  case 
of  pity  is  repeated — there  is  a  principle  in  hu 
man  nature  which  is  disposed  to  raise  a  laugh, 
and  this  which  you  once  restrained  by  reason, 
because  you  were  afraid  of  being  thought  a 
buffoon,  is  now  let  out  again;  and  having  stim 
ulated  the  risible  faculty  at  the  theatre,  you  are 
betrayed  unconsciously  to  yourself  into  playing 
the  comic  poet  at  home. 

Quite  true,  he  said. 

And  the  same  may  be  said  of  lust  and  anger 
and  all  the  other  affections,  of  desire  and  pain 
and  pleasure,  which  are  held  to  be  inseparable 
from  every  action — in  all  of  them  poetry  feeds 
and  waters  the  passions  instead  of  drying 
them  up;  she  lets  them  rule>  although  they 
ought  to  be  controlled,  if  mankind  are  ever  to 
increase  in  happiness  and  virtue. 

I  cannot  deny  it. 

Therefore,  Glaucon,  I  said,  whenever  you 
meet  with  any  of  the  eulogists  of  Homer  declar 
ing  that  he  has  been  the  educator  of  Hellas, 
and  that  he  is  profitable  for  education  and  for 
the  ordering  of  human  things,  [607]  and  that 
you  should  take  him  up  again  and  again  and 
get  to  know  him  and  regulate  your  whole  life 
according  to  him,  we  may  love  and  honour 
those  who  say  these  things — they  are  excellent 
people,  as  far  as  their  lights  extend;  and  we  are 
ready  to  acknowledge  that  Homer  is  the  great- 
.est  of  poets  and  first  of  tragedy  writers;  but  we 
must  remain  firm  in  our  conviction  that  hymns 
to  the  gods  and  praises  of  famous  men  are  the 
only  poetry  which  ought  to  be  admitted  into 
our  State.  For  if  you  go  beyond  this  and  allow 


434 


DIALOGUES  OF  PLATO 


the  honeyed  muse  to  enter,  either  in  epic  or 
lyric  verse,  not  law  and  the  reason  of  mankind, 
which  by  common  consent  have  ever  been 
deemed  best,  but  pleasure  and  pain  will  be  the 
rulers  in  our  State. 

That  is  most  true,  he  said. 

And  now  since  we  have  reverted  to  the  sub 
ject  of  poetry,  let  this  our  defence  serve  to  show 
the  reasonableness  of  our  former  judgment  in 
sending  away  out  of  our  State  an  art  having 
the  tendencies  which  we  have  described;  for 
reason  constrained  us.  But  that  she  may  not 
impute  to  us  any  harshness  or  want  of  polite 
ness,  let  us  tell  her  that  there  is  an  ancient  quar 
rel  between  philosophy  and  poetry;  of  which 
there  are  many  proofs,  such  as  the  saying  of 
"the  yelping  hound  howling  at  her  lord,"  or  of 
one  "mighty  in  the  vain  talk  of  fools,"  and  "the 
mob  of  sages  circumventing  Zeus,"  and  the 
"subtle  thinkers  who  are  beggars  after  all"; 
and  there  are  innumerable  other  signs  of  an 
cient  enmity  between  them.  Notwithstanding 
this,  let  us  assure  our  sweet  friend  and  the  sister 
arts  of  imitation,  that  if  she  will  only  prove  her 
title  to  exist  in  a  well-ordered  State  we  shall  be 
delighted  to  receive  her — we  are  very  conscious 
of  her  charms;  but  we  may  not  on  that  account 
betray  the  truth.  I  dare  say,  Glaucon,  that  you 
are  as  much  charmed  by  her  as  I  am,  especially 
when  she  appears  in  Homer? 

Yes,  indeed,  I  am  greatly  charmed. 

Shall  I  propose,  then,  that  she  be  allowed  to 
return  from  exile,  but  upon  this  condition  only 
— that  she  make  a  defence  of  herself  in  lyrical 
or  some  other  metre? 

Certainly. 

And  we  may  further  grant  to  those  of  her  de 
fenders  who  are  lovers  of  poetry  and  yet  not 
poets  the  permission  to  speak  in  prose  on  her 
behalf:  let  them  show  not  only  that  she  is  pleas 
ant  but  also  useful  to  States  and  to  human  life, 
and  we  will  listen  in  a  kindly  spirit;  for  if  this 
can  be  proved  we  shall  surely  be  the  gainers — 
I  mean,  if  there  is  a  use  in  poetry  as  well  as  a 
delight? 

Certainly,  he  said,  we  shall  be  the  gainers. 

If  her  defence  fails,  then,  my  dear  friend,  like 
other  persons  who  are  enamoured  of  some 
thing,  but  put  a  restraint  upon  themselves  when 
they  think  their  desires  are  opposed  to  their  in 
terests,  so  too  must  we  after  die  manner  of  lov 
ers  give  her  up,  though  not  without  a  struggle. 
We  too  are  inspired  by  that  love  of  poetry  which 
the  education  of  noble  States  has  implanted  in 
us,  [608]  and  therefore  we  would  have  her  ap 
pear  at  her  best  and  truest;  but  so  long  as  she 


is  unable  to  make  good  her  defence,  this  argu 
ment  of  ours  shall  be  a  charm  to  us,  which  we 
will  repeat  to  ourselves  while  we  listen  to  her 
strains;  that  we  may  not  fall  away  into  the  child 
ish  love  of  her  which  captivates  the  many.  At 
all  events  we  are  well  aware  that  poetry  being 
such  as  we  have  described  is  not  to  be  regarded 
seriously  as  attaining  to  the  truth;  and  he  who 
listens  to  her,  fearing  for  the  safety  of  the  city 
which  is  within  him,  should  be  on  his  guard 
against  her  seductions  and  make  our  words  his 
law. 

Yes,  he  said,  I  quite  agree  with  you. 

Yes,  I  said,  my  dear  Glaucon,  for  great  is  the 
issue  at  stake,  greater  than  appears,  whether  a 
man  is  to  be  good  or  bad.  And  what  will  any 
one  be  profited  if  under  the  influence  of  hon 
our  or  money  or  power,  aye,  or  under  the  ex 
citement  of  poetry,  he  neglect  justice  and  vir 
tue? 

Yes,  he  said;  I  have  been  convinced  by  the 
argument,  as  I  believe  that  any  one  else  would 
have  been. 

And  yet  no  mention  has  been  made  of  the 
greatest  prizes  and  rewards  which  await  virtue. 

What, are  there  any  greater  still?  If  there  are, 
they  must  be  of  an  inconceivable  greatness. 

Why,  I  said,  what  was  ever  great  in  a  short 
time?  The  whole  period  of  three  score  years 
and  ten  is  surely  but  a  little  thing  in  comparison 
with  eternity? 

Say  rather  "nothing,"  he  replied. 

And  should  an  immortal  being  seriously 
think  of  this  little  space  rather  than  of  the 
whole? 

Of  the  whole,  certainly.  But  why  do  you  ask? 

Are  you  not  aware,  I  said,  that  the  soul  of 
man  is  immortal  and  imperishable? 

He  looked  at  me  in  astonishment,  and  said: 
No,  by  heaven:  And  are  you  really  prepared  to 
maintain  this? 

Yes,  I  said,  I  ought  to  be,  and  you  too — there 
is  no  difficulty  in  proving  it. 

I  see  a  great  difficulty;  but  I  should  like  to 
hear  you  state  this  argument  of  which  you 
make  so  light. 

Listen  then. 

I  am  attending. 

There  is  a  thing  which  you  call  good  and  an 
other  which  you  call  evil? 

Yes,  he  replied. 

Would  you  agree  with  rne  in  thinking  that 
the  corrupting  and  destroying  element  is  evil, 
and  the  saving  and  improving  element  the 
good? 

[6o9]  Yes. 
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And  you  admit  that  every  thing  has  a  good 
and  also  an  evil;  as  ophthalmia  is  the  evil  of  the 
eyes  and  disease  of  the  whole  body;  as  mildew 
is  of  corn,  and  rot  of  timber,  or  rust  of  copper 
and  iron:  in  everything,  or  in  almost  every  thing, 
there  is  an  inherent  evil  and  disease? 

Yes,  he  said. 

And  anything  which  is  infected  by  any  of 
these  evils  is  made  evil,  and  at  last  wholly  dis 
solves  and  dies?  , 

True. 

The  vice  and  evil  which  is  inherent  in  each 
is  the  destruction  of  each;  and  if  this  does  not 
destroy  them  there  is  nothing  else  that  will;  for 
good  certainly  will  not  destroy  them,  nor  again, 
that  which  is  neither  good  nor  evil. 

Certainly  not. 

If,  then,  we  find  any  nature  which  having  this 
inherent  corruption  cannot  be  dissolved  or  de 
stroyed,  we  may  be  certain  that  of  such  a  na 
ture  there  is  no  destruction? 

That  may  be  assumed. 

Well,  I  said,  and  is  there  no  evil  which  cor 
rupts  the  soul? 

Yes,  he  said,  there  are  all  the  evils  which  we 
were  just  now  passing  in  review:  unrighteous 
ness,  intemperance,  cowardice,  ignorance. 

But  does  any  of  these  dissolve  or  destroy  her? 
— and  here  do  not  let  us  fall  into  the  error  of 
supposing  that  the  unjust  and  foolish  man, 
when  he  is  detected,  perishes  through  his  own 
injustice,  which  is  an  evil  of  the  soul.  Take  the 
analogy  of  the  body:  The  evil  of  the  body  is  a 
disease  which  wastes  and  reduces  and  annihi 
lates  the  body;  and  all  the  things  of  which  we 
were  just  now  speaking  come  to  annihilation 
through  their  own  corruption  attaching  to 
them  and  inhering  in  them  and  so  destroying 
them.  Is  not  this  true? 

Yes. 

Consider  the  soul  in  like  manner.  Does  the 
injustice  or  other  evil  which  exists  in  the  soul 
waste  and  consume  her?  do  they  by  attaching 
to  the  soul  and  inhering  in  her  at  last  bring  her 
to  death,  and  so  separate  her  from  the  body? 

Certainly  not. 

And  yet,  I  said,  it  is  unreasonable  to  sup 
pose  that  anything  can  perish  from  without 
through  affection  of  external  evil  which  could 
not  be  destroyed  from  within  by  a  corruption 
of  its  own? 

It  is,  he  replied. 

Consider,  I  said,  Glaucon,  that  even  the  bad 
ness  of  food,  whether  staleness,  decomposition, 
or  any  other  bad  quality,  when  confined  to  the 
actual  food,  is  not  supposed  to  destroy  the  body; 


although,  if  the  badness  of  food  communicates 
corruption  to  the  body,  then  we  should  say  that 
the  body  has  been  destroyed  by  a  corruption  of 
[610]  itself,  which  is  disease,  brought  on  by 
this;  but  that  the  body,  being  one  thing,  can  be 
destroyed  by  the  badness  of  food,  which  is  an 
other,  and  which  does  not  engender  any  natural 
infection — this  we  shall  absolutely  deny? 

Very  true. 

And,  on  the  same  principle,  unless  some  bod 
ily  evil  can  produce  an  evil  of  the  soul,  we 
must  not  suppose  that  the  soul,  which  is  one 
thing,  can  be  dissolved  by  any  merely  external 
evil  which  belongs  to  another? 

Yes,  he  said,  there  is  reason  in  that. 

Either,  then,  let  us  refute  this  conclusion,  or, 
while  it  remains  unrefuted,  let  us  never  say  that 
fever,  or  any  other  disease,  or  the  knife  put  to 
the  throat,  or  even  the  cutting  up  of  the  whole 
body  into  the  minutest  pieces,  can  destroy  the 
soul,  until  she  herself  is  proved  to  become  more 
unholy  or  unrighteous  in  consequence  of  these 
things  being  done  to  the  body;  but  that  thesoul, 
or  anything  else  if  not  destroyed  by  an  internal 
evil,  can  be  destroyed  by  an  external  one,  is  not 
to  be  affirmed  by  any  man. 

And  surely,  he  replied,  no  one  will  ever  prove 
that  the  souls  of  men  become  more  unjust  in 
consequence  of  death. 

But  if  some  one  who  would  rather  not  admit 
the  immortality  of  the  soul  boldly  denies  this, 
and  says  that  the  dying  do  really  become  more 
evil  and  unrighteous,  then,  if  the  speaker  is 
right,  I  suppose  that  injustice,  like  disease, 
must  be  assumed  to  be  fatal  to  the  unjust,  and 
that  those  who  take  this  disorder  die  by  the  nat 
ural  inherent  power  of  destruction  which  evil 
has,  and  which  kills  them  sooner  or  later,  but 
in  quite  another  way  from  that  in  which,  at 
present,  the  wicked  receive  death  at  the  hands 
of  others  as  the  penalty  of  their  deeds? 

Nay,  he  said,  in  that  case  injustice,  if  fatal 
to  the  unjust,  will  not  be  so  very  terrible  to  him, 
for  he  will  be  delivered  from  evil.  But  I  rather 
suspect  the  opposite  to  be  the  truth,  and  that  in 
justice  which,  if  it  have  the  power,  will  murder 
others,  keeps  the  murderer  alive — aye,  and  well 
awake  too;  so  far  removed  is  her  dwelling-place 
from  being  a  house  of  death. 

True,  I  said;  if  the  inherent  natural  vice  or 
evil  of  the  soul  is  unable  to  kill  or  destroy  her, 
hardly  will  that  which  is  appointed  to  be  the 
destruction  of  some  other  body,  destroy  a  soul 
or  anything  else  except  that  of  which  it  was  ap 
pointed  to  be  the  destruction. 

Yes,  that  can  hardly  be. 
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But  the  soul  which  cannot  be  destroyed  by 
an  evil,  whether  inherent  or  external,  [611] 
must  exist  for  ever,  and  if  existing  for  ever, 
must  be  immortal  ? 

Certainly. 

That  is  the  conclusion,  I  said;  and,  if  a  true 
conclusion,  then  the  souls  must  always  be  the 
same,  for  if  none  be  destroyed  they  will  not  di 
minish  in  number.  Neither  will  they  increase, 
for  the  increase  of  the  immortal  natures  must 
come  from  something  mortal,  and  all  things 
would  thus  end  in  immortality. 

Very  true. 

But  this  we  cannot  believe — reason  will  not 
allow  us — any  more  than  we  can  believe  the 
soul,  in  her  truest  nature,  to  be  full  of  variety 
and  difference  and  dissimilarity. 

What  do  you  mean?  he  said. 

The  soul,  I  said,  being,  as  is  now  proven,  im 
mortal,  must  be  the  fairest  of  compositions  and 
cannot  be  campounded  of  many  elements? 

Certainly  not. 

Her  immortality  is  demonstrated  by  the  pre 
vious  argument,  and  there  are  many  other 
proofs;  but  to  see  her  as  she  really  is,  not  as  we 
now  behold  her,  marred  by  communion  with 
the  body  and  other  miseries,  you  must  contem 
plate  her  with  the  eye  of  reason,  in  her  origL 
nal  purity;  and  then  her  beauty  will  be  revealed, 
and  justice  and  injustice*  and  all  the  things 
which  we  have  described  will  be  manifested 
more  clearly.  Thus  far,  we  have  spoken  the 
truth  concerning  her  as  she  appears  at  present, 
but  we  must  remember  also  that  we  have  seen 
her  only  in  a  condition  which  may  be  compared 
to  that  of  the  sea-god  Glaucus,  whose  original 
image  can  hardly  be  discerned  because  his  nat 
ural  .members  are  broken  off  and  crushed  and 
damaged  by  the  waves  in  all  sorts  of  ways,  and 
incrustations  have  grown  over  them  of  sea 
weed  and  shells  and  stones,  so  that  he  is  more 
like  some  monster  than  he  is  to  his  own  natural 
form.  And  the  soul  which  we  behold  is  in  a 
similar  condition,  disfigured  by  ten  thousand 
ills.  But  not  there,  Glaucon,  not  there  must  we 
look. 

-  Where  then? 

-  At  her  love  of  wisdom.  Let  us  see  whoni-she 
affects,  and  what  society  and  converse  she  seeks 
in  virtue  of 'her  near  kindred  with  the  immortal 
and  eternal  and  divine;  alsc*  how  different  she 
wduld  become  if  wholly  following  this  superior 
principle,  and  born'e  by  a  divine  impulse  out  of 
tijife  ocean  in  ^hich  she  no,w  is,  and  disengaged 
from  the  stones  and  shells  and  things  of  eartfy 
and  rock  which  in  wijd  variety  spring  'up 


around  her  because  she  feeds  upon  earth,  [  6 12  J 
and  is  overgrown  by  the  good  things  of  this  life 
as  they  are  termed:  then  you  would  see  her  as 
she  is,  and  know  whether  she  have  one  shape 
only  or  many,  or  what  her  nature  is.  Of  her  af 
fections  and  of  the  forms  which  she  takes  in 
this  present  life  I  think  that  we  have  now 
said  enough. 

True,  he  replied. 

And  thus,  I  said,  we  have  fulfilled  the  con 
ditions  of  the  argument;  we  have  not  introduced 
the  rewards  and  glories  of  justice,  which,  as 
you  were  saying,  are  to  be  found  in  Homer  and 
Hesiod;  but  justice  in  her  own  nature  has  been 
shown  to  be  best  for  the  soul  m  her  own  nature. 
Let  a  man  do  what  is  just,  whether  he  have  the 
ring  of  Gyges  or  not,  and  even  if  in  addition  to 
the  ring  of  Gyges  he  put  oa  the  helmet  of  Ha 
des. 

Very  true. 

And  now,  Glaucon,  there  will  be  no  harm  in 
further  enumerating  how  many  and  how  great 
are  the  rewards  which  justice  and  the  other  vir 
tues  procure  to  the  soul  from  gods  and  men, 
both  in  life  and  after  death. 

Certainly  not,  he  said. 

Will  you  repay  me,  then,  what  you  borrowed 
in  the  argument  ? 
,   What  did  I  borrow? 

The  assumption  that  the  j  list  man  should  ap 
pear  unjust  and  the  unjust  just:  for. you  were 
of  opinion  that  even  if  the  true  state  of  the  case 
could  not  possibly  escape  the  eyes  of  gods  and 
men,  still  this  admission  ought  to  be  made  for 
the  sake  of  the  argument,  in  order  that  pure 
justice  might  be  weighed  against  pure  injustice'. 
Do  you  remember  ? ' 

I  should  be  much  to  blame  if  I  had  forgotten. 

Then,  as  the  cause  is  decided,  I  demand  on 
behalf  of  justice  that  the  estimation  in  which 
she  is  held  by  gods  and  men  and  which  we  ac 
knowledge  to  be  her  due  should  now  be  re 
stored  to  her  by  us;  since  she  has  been  shown 
to  confer  reality,  and  not  to  deceive  those  who 
truly  possess  her,  let  what  has  been  taken  from 
her  be  given  back,  that  so  she,  may  win /that 
palm  of  appearance  which  is  hers*  also,  and 
which  she  gives  to  her  own. 

The  demand,  he  said,  is  just,  r  , 

In  the  first  place,  I  said — and -this  is  the- first 
thing  which  you  will  have  to  give  back-r-the 
nature  both  of  the  just  and  unjust  is  truly  known 
to  the  gods.  •  ,  ,  v 

Granted.  ; 

And  if  they  are  both  known  to.  them,  one 
must  be  the  friend  and  the  other  the  emeiwjrof 
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the  gods,  as  we  admitted  from  the  beginning? 

True. 

[613]  And  the  friend  of  the  gods  may  be  sup 
posed  to  receive  from  them  all  things  at  their 
best,  excepting  only  such  evil  as  is  the  necessary 
consequence  of  former  sins? 

Certainly. 

Then  this  must  be  our  notion  of  the  just  man, 
that  even  when  he  is  in  poverty  or  sickness,  or 
any  other  seeming  misfortune,  all  things  will 
in  the  end  work  together  for  good  to  him  in 
life  and  death:  for  the  gods  have  a  care  of  any 
one  whose  desire  is  to  become  just  and  to  be 
like  God,  as  far  as  man  can  attain  the  divine 
likeness,  by  the  pursuit  of  virtue? 

Yes,  he  said;  if  he  is  like  God  he  will  surely 
not  be  neglected  by  him. 

And  of  the  unjust  may  not  the  opposite  be 
supposed? 

Certainly. 

Such,  then,  are  the  palms  of  victory  which 
the  gods  give  the  just? 

That  is  my  conviction. 

And  what  do  they  receive  of  men?  Look  at 
things  as  they  really  are,  and  you  will  see  that 
the  clever  unjust  are  in  the  case  of  runners,  who 
run  well  from  the  starting-place  to  the  goal  but 
not  back  again  from  the  goal:  they  go  off  at  a 
great  pace,  but  in  the  end  only  look  foolish, 
slinking  away  with  their  ears  draggling  on  their 
shoulders,  and  without  a  crown;  but  the  true 
runner  comes  to  the  finish  and  receives  the  prize 
and  is  crowned.  And  this  is  the  way  with  the 
just;  he  who  endures  to  the  end  of  every  action 
and  occasion  'of  his  entire  life  has  a  good  re 
port  and  carries  off  the  prize  which  men  have 
to  bestow. 

True. 

And  now  you  must  allow  me  to  repeat  of  the 
just  the  blessings  which  you  were  attributing  to 
the  fortunate  unjust.  I  shall  say  of  them,  what 
you  were  saying  of  the  others,  that  as  they  grow 
older,  they  become  rulers  in  their  own  city  if 
they  care  to  be;  they  marry  whom  they  like  and 
give  in  marriagfe  to  whom  they  will;  all  that 
you  said  of  the  others  I  now  say  of  these.  And, 
on  the  other  hand,  of  the  unjust  I  say  that  the 
greater  number,  e'ven  though  they  escape  in 
their  youth,  are  found  out  at  last  and  look  fool 
ish  at  the  end'  of  their  course,  and  when  they 
come  to  be  old  -and  miserable  are  flouted  alike 
by  stranger  and  citizen;  they  are  beaten-  and 
then  come  those  things  unfit  for  ears  polite,  as 
you  truly  term  them;  they- will  be  facked  and 
have  their  eyes  burned  out,  as  you  were  saying. 
And  you  may"  suppose  that  I  have  repeated  the 


remainder  of  your  tale  of  horrors.  But  will  you 
let  me  assume,  without  reciting  them,  that 
these  things  are  true  ? 

Certainly,  he  said,  what  you  say  is  true. 

[614]  These,  then,  are  the  prizes  and  re 
wards  and  gifts  which  are  bestowed  upon  the 
just  by  gods  and  men  in  this  present  life,  in  ad 
dition  to  the  other  good  things  which  justice  of 
herself  provides. 

Yes,  he  said;  and  they  are  fair  and  lasting. 

And  yet,  I  said,  all  these  are  as  nothing,  either 
in  number  or  greatness  in  comparison  with 
those  other  recompenses  which  await  both  just 
and  unjust  after  death.  And  you  ought  to  hear 
them,  and  then  both  just  and  unjust  will  have 
received  from  us  a  full  payment  of  the  debt 
which  the  argument  owes  to  them. 

Speak,  he  said;  there  are  few  things  which  I 
would  more  gladly  hear. 

Well,  I  said,  I  will  tell  you  a  tale;  not  one  of 
the  tales  which  Odysseus  tells  to  the  hero  Ai- 
cinous,  yet  this  too  is  a  tale  of  a  hero,  Er  the  son 
of  Armenius,  a  Parnphylian  by  birth.  He  was 
slain  in  battle,  and  ten  days  afterwards,  when 
the  bodies  of  the  dead  were  taken  up  already  in 
a  state  of  corruption,  his  body  was  found  un 
affected  by  decay,  and  carried  away  home  to  be 
buried.  And  on  the  twelfth  day,  as  he  was  lying 
on  the  funeral  pile,  he  returned  to  life  and  told 
them  what  he  had  seen  in  the  other  world.  He 
said  that  when  his  soul  left  the  body  he  went 
on  a  journey  with  a  great  company,  and  that 
they  came  to  a  mysterious  place  at  which  there 
were  two  openings  in  the  earth;  they  were  near 
together,  and  over  against  them  were  two  other 
openings  in  the  heaven  above.  In  the  interme 
diate  space  there  were  judges  seated,  who  com 
manded  the  just,  after  they  had  given  judgment 
on  them  and  had  bound  their  sentences  in  front 
of  them,  to  ascend  by  the  heavenly  way  on  sthe 
right  hand;  and  in  like  manner  the  unjust  were 
bidden  by  them  to  descend  the  lower  way 
on  the  left  hand;  these  also  bore  the  symbols  of 
their  deeds,  but  fastened  on  their  backs.  He 
drew  near,  and  they  told  him  that  he  was  to  be 
the  messenger  who  would  carry  the  report  of 
the  other  world  to  men,  and  they  bade  him  hear 
and  see  all  that  was  to  be  heard  and  seen  in  that 
place.  Then  he  beheld  and  saw  on  one  side  the 
souls'  departing  at  either  opening  of  heaven 
and  earth,  when  sentence  had  been  given  on 
*  them;  and  at  the  two  other  openings  other  souls, 
some  ascending  out  of  the  earth  dusty  and  worn 
with* travel, "some  descending-  out  of  heaven 
clean  and  bright.  And  arriving  ever  and  #non 
they  seemed  to  have  conae  from  a  long  journey, 
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and  they  went  forth  with  gladness  into  the 
meadow,  where  they  encamped  as  at  a  festival; 
and  those  who  knew  one  another  embraced 
and  conversed,  the  souls  which  came  from  earth 
curiously  enquiring  about  the  things  above, 
and  the  souls  which  came  from  heaven  about 
the  things  beneath.  And  they  told  one  another 
of  what  had  happened  by  the  way,  those  from 
below  weeping  and  sorrowing  at  the  remem 
brance  of  the  things  which  they  had  endured 
/"6/5/  and  seen  in  their  journey  beneath  the 
earth  (now  the  journey  lasted  a  thousand  years), 
while  those  from  above  were  describing  heaven 
ly  delights  and  visions  of  inconceivable  beauty. 
The  story,  Glaucon,  would  take  too  long  to  tell; 
but  the  sum  was  this: — He  said  that  for  every 
wrong  which  they  had  done  to  any  one  they 
suffered  tenfold;  or  once  in  a  hundred  years — 
such  being  reckoned  to  be  the  length  of  man's 
life,  and  the  penalty  being  thus  paid  ten  times 
in  a  thousand  years.  If,  for  example,  there  were 
any  who  had  been  the  cause  of  many  deaths,  or 
had  betrayed  or  enslaved  cities  or  armies,  or 
been  guilty  of  any  other  evil  behaviour,  for 
each  and  all  of  their  offences  they  received  pun 
ishment  ten  times  over,  and  the  rewards  of  be 
neficence  and  justice  and  holiness  were  in  the 
same  proportion.  I  need  hardly  repeat  what  he 
said  concerning  young  children  dying  almost 
as  soon  as  they  were  born.  Of  piety  and  impiety 
to  gods  and  parents,  and  of  murderers,  there 
were  retributions  other  and  greater  far  which 
he  described.  He  mentioned  that  he  was  pres 
ent  when  one  of  the  spirits  asked  another, 
"Where  is  Ardiaeus  the  Great?"  (Now  this 
Ardiaeus  lived  a  thousand  years  before  the 
time  of  Er:  he  had  been  the  tyrant  of  some  city 
of  Pamphylia,  and  had  murdered  his  aged  fa 
ther  and  his  elder  brother,  and  was  said  to  have 
committed  many  other  abominable  crimes.) 
The  answer  of  the  other  spirit  was:  "He  comes 
not  hither  and  will  never  come.  And  this,"  said 
he,  "was  one  of  the  dreadful  sights  which  we 
ourselves  witnessed.  We  were  at  the  mouth  of 
the  cavern,  and,  having  completed  all  our  ex 
periences,  were  about  to  reascend,  when  of  a 
sudden  Ardiaeus  appeared  and  several  others, 
most  of  whom  were  tyrants;  and  there  were  also 
besides  the  tyrants  private  individuals  who  had 
been  great  criminals:  they  were  just,  as  they 
fancied,  about  to  return  into  the  upper  world, 
but  the  mouth,  instead  of  admitting  them,  gave 
a  roar,  whenever  any  of  these  incurable  sinners 
or  some  one  who  had  not  been  sufficiently  pun 
ished  tried  to  ascend;  and  then  wild  men  of 
fiery  aspect,  who  were  standing  by  and  heard 


the  sound,  [616]  seized  and  carried  them  off; 
and  Ardiaeus  and  others  they  bound  head  and 
foot  and  hand,  and  threw  them  down  and  flayed 
them  with  scourges,  and  dragged  them  along 
the  road  at  the  side,  carding  them  on  thorns 
like  wool,  and  declaring  to  the  passers-by  what 
were  their  crimes,  and  that  they  were  being 
taken  away  to  be  cast  into  hell."  And  of  all  the 
many  terrors  which  they  had  endured,  he  said 
that  there  was  none  like  the  terror  which  each 
of  them  felt  at  that  moment,  lest  they  should 
hear  the  voice;  and  when  there  was  silence,  one 
by  one  they  ascended  with  exceeding  joy.  These, 
said  Er,  were  the  penalties  and  retributions, 
and  there  were  blessings  as  great. 

Now  when  the  spirits  which  were  in  the  mead 
ow  had  tarried  seven  days,  on  the  eighth  they 
were  obliged  to  proceed  on  their  journey,  and, 
on  the  fourth  day  after,  he  said  that  they  came 
to  a  place  where  they  could  see  from  above  a 
line  of  light,  straight  as  a  column,  extending 
right  through  the  whole  heaven  and  through 
the  earth,  in  colour  resembling  the  rainbow, 
only  brighter  and  purer;  another  day's  journey 
brought  them  to  the  place,  and  there,  in  the 
midst  of  the  light,  they  saw  the  ends  of  the 
chains  of  heaven  let  down  from  above:  for  this 
light  is  the  belt  of  heaven,  and  holds  together 
the  circle  of  the  universe,  like  the  under-girders 
of  a  trireme.  From  these  ends  is  extended  the 
spindle  of  Necessity,  on  which  all  the  revolu 
tions  turn.  The  shaft  and  hook  of  this  spindle 
are  made  of  steel,  and  the  whorl  is  made  partly 
of  steel  and  also  partly  of  other  materials.  Now 
the  whorl  is  in  form  like  the  whorl  used  on 
earth;  and  the  description  of  it  implied  that 
there  is  one  large  hollow  whorl  which  is  quite 
scooped  out,  and  into  this  is  fitted  another  less 
er  one,  and  another,  and  another,  and  four 
others,  making  eight  in  all,  like  vessels  which 
fit  into  one  another;  the  whorls  show  their  edges 
on  the  upper  side,  and  on  their  lower  side  all 
together  form  one  continuous  whorl.  This  is 
pierced  by  the  spindle,  which  is  driven  home 
through  the  centre  of  the  eighth.  The  first  and 
outermost  whorl  has  the  rim  broadest,  and  the 
seven  inner  whorls  are  narrower,  in  the  follow 
ing  proportions — the  sixth  is  next  to  the  first 
in  size,  the  fourth  next  to  the  sixth;  then  comes 
the  eighth;  the  seventh  is  fifth,  the  fifth  is  sixth, 
the  third  is  seventh,  last  and  eighth  comes  the 
second.  The  largest  [or  fixed  stars]  is  spangled, 
and  the  seventh  [or  sun]  is  brightest;  the  eighth 
[or  moon]  coloured  by  the  reflected  light  of  the 
seventh;  [6ij]  the  second  and  fifth  [Saturn 
and  Mercury]  are  in  colour  like  one  another, 
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and  yellower  than  the  preceding;  the  third 
[Venus]  has  the  whitest  light;  the  fourth 
[Mars]  is  reddish;  the  sixth  [Jupiter]  is  in 
whiteness  second.  Now  the  whole  spindle  has 
the  same  motion;  but,  as  the  whole  revolves  in 
one  direction,  the  seven  inner  circles  move  slow 
ly  in  the  other,  and  of  these  the  swiftest  is  the 
eighth;  next  in  swiftness  are  the  seventh,  sixth, 
and  fifth,  which  move  together;  third  in  swift 
ness  appeared  to  move  according  to  the  law  of 
this  reversed  motion  the  fourth;  the  third  ap 
peared  fourth  and  the  second  fifth.  The  spindle 
turns  on  the  knees  of  Necessity;  and  on  the  up 
per  surface  of  each  circle  is  a  siren,  who  goes 
round  with  them,  hymning  a  single  tone  or 
note.  The  eight  together  form  one  harmony; 
and  round  about,  at  equal  intervals,  there  is  an 
other  band,  three  in  number,  each  sitting  upon 
her  throne:  these  are  the  Fates,  daughters  of 
Necessity,  who  are  clothed  in  white  robes  and 
have  chaplets  upon  their  heads,  Lachesis  and 
Clotho  and  Atropos,who  accompany  with  their 
voices  the  harmony  of  the  sirens — Lachesis 
singing  of  the  past,  Clotho  of  the  present,  Atro- 
pos  of  the  future;  Clotho  from  time  to  time  as 
sisting  with  a  touch  of  her  right  hand  the  revo 
lution  of  the  outer  circle  of  the  whorl  or  spindle, 
and  Atropos  with  her  left  hand  touching  and 
guiding  the  inner  ones,  and  Lachesis  laying 
hold  of  either  in  turn,  first  with  one  hand  and 
then  with  the  other. 

When  Er  and  the  spirits  arrived,  their  duty 
was  ,to  go  at  once  to  Lachesis;  but  first  of  all 
there  came  a  prophet  who  arranged  them  in 
order;  then  he  took  from  the  knees  of  Lachesis 
lots  and  samples  of  lives,  and  having  mounted 
a  high  pulpit,  spoke  as  follows:  "Hear  the  word 
of  Lachesis,  the  daughter  of  Necessity.  Mortal 
souls,  behold  a  new  cycle  of  life  and  mortality. 
Your  genius  will  not  be  allotted  to  you,  but  you 
will  choose  your  genius;  and  let  him  who 
draws  the  first  lot  have  the  first  choice,  and  the 
life  which  he  chooses  shall  be  his  destiny.  Vir 
tue  is  free,  and  as  a  man  honours  or  dishonours 
her  he  will  have  more  or  less  of  her;  the  respon 
sibility  is  with  the  chooser — God  is  justified." 
When  the  Interpreter  had  thus  spoken  he  scat 
tered  lots  indifferently  among  them  all,  and 
each  of  them  took  up  the  lot  which  fell  near  him, 
[618]  all  but  Er  himself  (he  was  not  allowed), 
and  each  as  he  took  his  lot  perceived  the  num 
ber  which  he  had  obtained.  Then  the  Interpret 
er  placed  on  the  ground  before  them  the  sam 
ples  of  lives;  and  there  were  many  more  lives 
than  the  souls  present,  and  they  were  of  all  sorts. 
There  were  lives  of  every  animal  and  of  man 


in  every  condition.  And  there  were  tyrannies 
among  them,  some  lasting  out  the  tyrant's  life, 
others  which  broke  off  in  the  middle  and  came 
to  an  end  in  poverty  and  exile  and  beggary;  and 
there  were  lives  of  famous  men,  some  who  were 
famous  for  their  form  and  beauty  as  well  as  for 
their  strength  and  success  in  games,  or,  again, 
for  their  birth  and  the  qualities  of  their  ances 
tors;  and  some  who  were  the  reverse  of  famous 
for  the  opposite  qualities.  And  of  women  like 
wise;  there  was  not,  however,  any  definite  char 
acter  in  them,  because  the  soul,  when  choosing 
a  new  life,  must  of  necessity  become  different. 
But  there  was  every  other  quality,  and  they  all 
mingled  with  one  another,  and  also  with  ele 
ments  of  wealth  and  poverty,  and  disease  and 
health;  and  there  were  mean  states  also.  And 
here,  my  dear  Glaucon,  is  the  supreme  peril  of 
our  human  state;  and  therefore  the  utmost  care 
should  be  taken.  Let  each  one  of  us  leave  every 
other  kind  of  knowledge  and  seek  and  follow 
one  thing  only,  if  peradventure  he  may  be  able 
to  learn  and  may  find  some  one  who  will  make 
him  able  to  learn  and  discern  between  good  and 
evil,  and  so  to  choose  always  and  everywhere 
the  better  life  as  he  has  opportunity.  He  should 
consider  the  bearing  of  all  these  things  which 
have  been  mentioned  severally  and  collectively 
upon  virtue;  he  should  know  what  the  effect  of 
beauty  is  when  combined  with  poverty  or 
wealth  in  a  particular  soul,  and  what  are  the 
good  and  evil  consequences  of  noble  and  hum 
ble  birth,  of  private  and  public  station,  of 
strength  and  weakness,  of  cleverness  and  dull 
ness,  and  of  all  the  natural  and  acquired  gifts 
of  the  soul,  and  the  operation  of  them  when 
conjoined;  he  will  then  look  at  the  nature  of 
the  soul,  and  from  the  consideration  of  all  these 
qualities  he  will  be  able  to  determine  which  is 
the  better  and  which  is  the  worse;  and  so  he 
will  choose,  giving  the  name  of  evil  to  the  life 
which  will  make  his  soul  more  unjust,  and  good 
to  the  life  which  will  make  his  soul  more  just; 
all  else  he  will  disregard.  For  we  have  seen  and 
know  that  this  is  the  best  choice  both  in  life  and 
after  death.  [619]  A  man  must  take  with  him 
into  the  world  below  an  adamantine  faith  in 
truth  and  right,  that  there  too  he  may  be  un- 
dazzled  by  the  desire  of  wealth  or  the  other  al 
lurements  of  evil,  lest,  coming  upon  tyrannies 
and  similar  villainies,  he  do  irremediable  wrongs 
to  others  and  suffer  yet  worse  himself;  but  let 
him  know  how  to  choose  the  mean  and  avoid 
the  extremes  on  either  side,  as  far  as  possible, 
not  only  in  this  life  but  in  all  that  which  is  to 
come.  For  this  is  the  way  of  happiness. 
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And  according  to  the  report  of  the  messenger 
from  the  other  world  this  was  what  the  prophet 
said  at  the  time:  "Even  for  the  last  comer,  if 
he  chooses  wisely  and  will  live  diligently,  there 
is  appointed  a  happy  and  not  undesirable  exist 
ence.  Let  not  him  who  chooses  first  be  careless, 
and  let  not  the  last  despair."  And  when  he  had 
spoken,  he  who  had  the  first  choice  came  for 
ward  and  in  a  moment  chose  the  greatest  tyr 
anny;  his  mind  having  been  darkened  by  folly 
and  sensuality,  he  had  not  thought  out  the 
whole  matter  before  he  chose,  and  did  not  at 
.first  sight  perceive  that  he  was  fated,  among 
other  evils,  to  devour  his  own  children.  But 
when  he  had  time  to  reflect,  and  saw"  what  was 
in  the  lot,  he  began  to  beat  his  breast  and  lament 
over  his  choice,  forgetting  the  proclamation  of 
the  prophet;  for,  instead  of  throwing  the  blame 
of  his  misfortune  on  himself,  he  accused  chance 
and  the  gods,  and  everything  rather  than  him 
self.  Now  he  was  one  of  those  who  came  from 
heaven,  and  in  a  former  life  had  dwelt  in  a 
well-ordered  State,  but  his  virtue  was  a  matter 
of  habit  only,  and- he  had  no  philosophy.  And 
it  was  true  of  others  who  were  similarly  over 
taken,  that  the  greater  number  of  them  came 
from  heaven  and  therefore  they-  had  never 
been -schooled  by  trial,  whereas  the  pilgrims  who 
came  from  earth  having  themselves1  suffered  and 
seen  others  suffer  were  not  in  a  hurry  to  choose. 
And  owing  to  this  inexperience  of  theirs,  and 
alsk>  because  the  lot  was  a  chance,  many  of  the 
s6uls  exchanged  a  good  destiny  for  an  evil  or  sin 
evil  for  a  good.  For  if  a  man  had  always  on  his 
arrival-  in  this -World  dedicated  himself  from 
-the  first  to  soiind  philosophy,  and  had  been 
moderately  fortunate  in  the  number  of  the*  lot, 
he  might,  as  the  messenger  reported,  be  happy 
here,  and  also  his  journey  to  another  life  and 
return  to"  thisj  iriste'ad  of  being  rough  and  un 
derground,  would  be  smooth  and  heavenly. 
Most  curious,  he  said,  was  thfe  spectacle — sad 
and  laughable-and  strange;  for  the  choice  of  the 
souls  wats  in  meslf  cases  based  on  their  experience 
[62*0]  of  a  previous  life.  There  he  saw  the  soul 
'which  had  once  been  Orpheus- choosing  the  life 
of  a  swan  out  of  enmity  to  the  race  of  women, 
hating  to  be  borpof  a  woman  because  they  had 
been  his  murders;  he  beheld  also  the  Soul  of 
Thaniyras  choosing  the  life  of  a  nightingale; 
birds,  on  the  othef  hand,  like  the  swan  and  other 
musicians',  wanting  to  be  men.  The  soul  Which 
'dbtaSiriefd  the' twentieth  lot  those  the  life  of  a 
libri,  and*  llnVWas- -trie*  soul  of  Ajax  the  son  "of 
Tel&mbn,  whd  would  nbt  be  a  man,  remefnber- 
ing  the  injustice1  Which  !w^s"  done  him  in  the 


judgment  about  the  arms.  The  next  was  Aga 
memnon,  who  took  the  life  of  an  eagle,  because, 
like  Ajax,  he  hated  human  nature  by  reason  of 
his  sufferings.  About  the  middle  came  the  lot 
of  Atalanta;  she,  seeing  the  great  fame  of  an 
athlete,  was  unable  to  resist  the  temptation: 
and  after  her  there  followed  the  soul  of  Epeus 
the  son  of  Panopeus  passing  into  the  nature  of 
a  woman  cunning  in  the  arts;  and  far  away 
among  the  last  who  chose,  the  soul  of  the  jester 
Thersites  was  putting  on  the  form  of  a  monkey. 
There  came  also  the  soul  of  Odysseus  havingyet 
to  make  a  choice,  and  his  lot  happened  to  be 
the  last  of  them  all.  Now  the  recollection  of 
former  toils  had  disenchanted  him  of  ambition, 
"and  he  went  about  for  a  considerable  time  in 
search  of  the  life  of  a  private  man  who  had  no 
cares;  he  had  some  difficulty  in  finding  this, 
which  was  lying  about  and  had  been  neglected 
by  everybody  else;  and  when  he  saw  it,  he  said 
that  he  would  have  done  the  same  had  his  lot 
been  first  instead  of  last,  and  that  he  was  de 
lighted  to  have  it.  And  not  only  did  men  pass 
into  animals,  "but  I  must  also  mention  that 
there  were  animals  tame  and  wild  who  changed 
into  one  another  and  into  corresponding  human 
natures— the  good  into  the 'gentle  and  the  evil 
into  the  savage,  in  all  sorts  of  combinations. 

All  the  souls  had  now  chosen  their  lives,  and 
•they  went  in  the  order  of  their  choice  to  Lach- 
esis,  who  sent  with  them  the  genius  whom  they 
had  severally  chosen,  to  be  the  guardian  of 
their  lives  and  the  fulfiller  of  the  choice:  this 
genius  led-  the  souls  first  to  Clotho,  and  drew 
them  within  the  revolution  of  the  spindle  im 
pelled 'by 'her  hand,' 'thus  ratifying  the  destiny 
of  each;  and  then,  when  they  were  fastened  to 
this,  carried  them  to  -Atropos,  who  spun  the 
threads"  and  made  them  irreversible,  [621] 
whence  without  tlirtiirig  round  they  passed  be 
neath  the  throne  of  Necessity;  and  when  they 
had  all  passed,  they  marched  on  in  a  scorching 
heat  to  the  plain  of  Forgetfulness,"  which  was  a 
barren  waste  destitute  of  trees  and  verdure;  and 
then  towards  evening  they  encamped  by  the 
river  of  Urimindfulness,  whose  water  no  vessel 
can  hold;  of  this  they  were 'all  obliged  to  drink 
a  certain  quantity;  and  those  who  were  not 
-saved  by  wisdom  drank  more  than  was  neces 
sary";  and  each  one  as  he  drank  forgot  all  things. 
Now  after  they  had  gone  to  rest,  about  the  mid- 
"dle  of  the  riight  there  was  a  thunderstorm  arid 
earthquake,  and  then  in  an  instant  they  were 
driver!  upwards  in  all  manner  of  ways  to  their 
birth,  like  stars  shooting.  He  himself  was  hin 
dered  from  drinking  the  water.  But  in  what 
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manner  or  by  what  means  he  returned  to  the 
body  he  could  not  say;  only,  in  the  morning, 
awakening  suddenly,  he  found  himself  lying 
on  the  pyre. 

And  thus,  Glaucon,  the  tale  has  been  saved 
and  has  not  perished,  and  will  save  us  if  we  are 
obedient  to  the  word  spoken;  and  we  shall  pass 
safely  over  the  river  of  Forgetfulness  and  our 
soul  will  not  be  defiled.  Wherefore  my  counsel 
Is  that  we  hold  fast  ever  to  the  heavenly  way 


and  follow  after  justice  and  virtue  always,  con 
sidering  that  the  soul  Is  immortal  and  able  to 
endure  every  sort  of  good  and  every  sort  of  evil. 
Thus  shall  we  live  dear  to  one  another  and  to 
the  gods,  both  while  remaining  here  and  when, 
like  conquerors  in  the  games  who  go  round  to 
gather  gifts,  we  receive  our  reward.  And  it 
shall  be  well  with  us  both  In  this  life  and  In  the 
pilgrimage  of  a  thousand  years  which  we  have 
been  describing. 


TIMAEUS 


PERSONS  OF  THE  DIALOGUE;  SOCRATES;  CRITIAS;  TIMAEUS;  HERMOCRATES 


Socrates.  ONE,  two,  three;  but  where,  my 
dear  Timaeus,  is  the  fourth  of  those  who  were 
yesterday  my  guests  and  are  to  be  my  entertain 
ers  to-day? 

Timaeus.  He  has  been  taken  ill,  Socrates;  for 
he  would  not  willingly  have  been  absent  from 
this  gathering. 

Soc.  Then,  if  he  is  not  coming,  you  and  the 
two  others  must  supply  his  place. 

Tim.  Certainly,  and  we  will  do  all  that  we 
can;  having  been  handsomely  entertained  by 
you  yesterday,  those  of  us  who  remain  should 
be  only  too  glad  to  return  your  hospitality. 

Soc.  Do  you  remember  what  were  the  points 
of  which  I  required  you  to  speak? 

Tim.  We  remember  some  of  them,  and  you 
will  be  here  to  remind  us  of  anything  which  we 
have  forgotten:  or  rather,  if  we  are  not  troubling 
you,  will  you  briefly  recapitulate  the  whole,  and 
then  the  particulars  will  be  more  firmly  fixed 
in  our  memories? 

Soc.  To  be  sure  I  will:  the  chief  theme  of  my 
yesterday's  discourse  was  the  State — how  con 
stituted  and  of  what  citizens  composed  it  would 
seem  likely  to  be  most  perfect. 

Tim.  Yes,  Socrates;  and  what  you  said  of  it 
was  very  much  to  our  mind. 

Soc.  Did  we  not  begin  by  separating  the  hus 
bandmen  and  the  artisans  from  the  class  of  de 
fenders  of  the  State? 

Tim.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  when  we  had  given  to  each  one  that 
single  employment  and  particular  art  which 
was  suited  to  his  nature,  we  spoke  of  those  who 
were  intended  to  be  our  warriors,  and  said  that 
they  were  to  be  guardians  of  the  city  against  at 
tacks  from  within  as  well  as  from  without,  [18] 


and  to  have  no  other  employment;  they  were 
to  be  merciful  in  judging  their  subjects,  of 
whom  they  were  by  nature  friends,  but  fierce 
to  their  enemies,  when  they  came  across  them 
in  battle. 

Tim.  Exactly. 

Soc.  We  said,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  that  the 
guardians  should  be  gifted  with  a  temperament 
in  a  high  degree  both  passionate  and  philosoph 
ical;  and  that  then  they  would  be  as  they  ought 
to  be,  gentle  to  their  friends  and  fierce  with 
their  enemies. 

Tim.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  what  did  we  say  of  their  education? 
Were  they  not  to  be  trained  in  gymnastic,  and 
music,  and  all  other  sorts  of  knowledge  which 
were  proper  for  them? 

Tim.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  being  thus  trained  they  were  not  to 
consider  gold  or  silver  or  anything  else  to  be 
their  own  private  property;  they  were  to  be  like 
hired  troops,  receiving  pay  for  keeping  guard 
from  those  who  were  protected  by  them — the 
pay  was  to  be  no  more  than  would  suffice  for 
men  of  simple  life;  and  they  were  to  spend  in 
common,  and  to  live  together  in  the  continual 
practice  of  virtue,  which  was  to  be  their  sole 
pursuit. 

Tim.  That  was  also  said. 

Soc.  Neither  did  we  forget  the  women;  of 
whom  we  declared,  that  their  natures  should 
be  assimilated  and  brought  into  harmony  with 
those  of  the  men,  and  that  common  pursuits 
should  be  assigned  to  them  both  in  time  of  war 
and  in  their  ordinary  life. 

Tim.  That,  again,  was  as  you  say. 

Soc.  And  what  about  the  procreation  of  chil- 
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dren?  Or  rather  was  not  the  proposal  too  singu 
lar  to  be  forgotten?  for  all  wives  and  children 
were  to  be  in  common,  to  the  intent  that  no  one 
should  ever  know  his  own  child,  but  they  were 
to  imagine  that  they  were  all  one  family;  those 
who  were  within  a  suitable  limit  of  age  were 
to  be  brothers  and  sisters,  those  who  were  of  an 
elder  generation  parents  and  grandparents,  and 
those  of  a  younger,  children  and  grandchildren. 

Tim.  Yes,  and  the  proposal  is  easy  to  remem 
ber,  as  you  say. 

Sac.  And  do  you  also  remember  how,  with  a 
view  of  securing  as  far  as  we  could  the  best 
breed,  we  said  that  the  chief  magistrates,  male 
and  female,  should  contrive  secretly,  by  the  use 
of  certain  lots,  so  to  arrange  the  nuptial  meeting, 
that  the  bad  of  either  sex  and  the  good  of  either 
sex  might  pair  with  their  like;  and  there  was  to 
be  no  quarrelling  on  this  account,  for  they 
would  imagine  that  the  union  was  a  mere  ac 
cident,  and  was  to  be  attributed  to  the  lot? 

Tim.  I  remember. 

Soc.  And  you  remember  how  we  said  that  the 
children  of  the  good  parents  were  to  be  educat 
ed, //pj  and  thechiidren  of  the  bad  secredy  dis 
persed  among  the  inferior  citizens;  and  while 
they  were  all  growing  up  the  rulers  were  to  be 
on  the  look-out,  and  to  bring  up  from  below  in 
their  turn  those  who  were  worthy,  and  those 
among  themselves  who  were  unworthy  were  to 
take  the  places  of  those  who  came  up? 

Tim.  True. 

Soc.  Then  have  I  now  given  you  all  the  heads 
of  our  yesterday's  discussion?  Or  is  there  any 
thing  more,  my  dear  Timaeus,  which  has  been 
omitted? 

Tim.  Nothing,  Socrates;  it  was  just  as  you 
have  said. 

Soc.  I  should  like,  before  proceeding  further, 
to  tell  you  how  I  feel  about  the  State  which  we 
have  described,  I  might  compare  myself  to  a 
person  who,  on  beholding  beautiful  animals 
either  created  by  the  painter's  art,  or,  better 
still,  alive  but  at  rest,  is  seized  with  a  desire  of 
seeing  them  in  motion  or  engaged  in  some  strug 
gle  or  conflict  to  which  their  forms  appear  suit 
ed;  this  is  my  feeling  about  the  State  which  we 
have  been  describing.  There  are  conflicts  which 
all  cities  undergo,  and  I  should  like  to  hear 
some  one  tell  of  our  own  city  carrying  on  a 
struggle  against  her  neighbours,  and  how  she 
went  out  to  war  in  a  becoming  manner,  and 
when  at  war  showed  by  the  greatness  of  her 
actions  and  the  magnanimity  of  her  words  in 
dealing  with  other  cities  a  result  worthy  of  her 
trainingand  education.  Now  I,  Critias  and  Her- 


mocrates,  am  conscious  that  I  myself  should 
never  be  able  to  celebrate  the  city  and  her  citi 
zens  in  a  befitting  manner,  and  I  am  not  sur 
prised  at  my  own  incapacity;  to  me  the  wonder 
is  rather  that  the  poets  present  as  well  as  past 
are  no  better — not  that  I  mean  to  depreciate 
them;  but  every  one  can  see  that  they  are  a  tribe 
of  imitators,  and  will  imitate  best  and  most  eas 
ily  the  life  in  which  they  have  been  brought  up; 
while  that  which  is  beyond  the  range  of  a  man's 
education  he  finds  hard  to  carry  out  in  action: 
and  still  harder  adequately  to  represent  in  lan 
guage.  I  am  aware  that  the  Sophists  have  plenty 
of  brave  words  and  fair  conceits,  but  I  am  afraid 
that  being  only  wanderers  from  one  city  to  an 
other,  and  having  never  had  habitations  of  their 
own,  they  may  fail  in  their  conception  of  philos 
ophers  and  statesmen,  and  may  not  know  what 
they  do  and  say  in  time  of  war,  when  they  are 
fighting  or  holding  parley  with  their  enemies. 
And  thus  people  of  your  class  are  the  only  ones 
remaining  who  are  fitted  by  nature  and  educa 
tion  to  take  part  at  once  both  in  politics  and 
philosophy.  Here  is  Timaeus,  [20]  of  Locris  in 
Italy,  a  city  which  has  admirable  laws,  and  who 
is  himself  in  wealth  and  rank  the  equal  of  any 
of  his  fellow-citizens;  he  has  held  the  most  im 
portant  and  honourable  offices  in  his  own  state, 
and,  as  I  believe,  has  scaled  the  heights  of  all 
philosophy;  and  here  is  Critias,  whom  every 
Athenian  knows  to  be  no  novice  in  the  matters 
of  which  we  are  speaking;  and  as  to  Hermoc- 
rates,  I  am  assured  by  many  witnesses  that  his 
genius  and  education  qualify  him  to  take  part 
in  any  speculation  of  the  kind.  And  therefore 
yesterday  when  I  saw  that  you  wanted  me  to 
describe  the  formation  of  the  State,  I  readily 
assented,  being  very  well  aware,  that,  if  you  onr 
ly  would,  none  were  better  qualified  to  carry 
the  discussion  further,  and  that  when  you  had 
engaged  our  city  in  a  suitable  war,  you  of  all 
men  living  could  best  exhibit  her  playing  a  fit 
ting  part.  When  I  had  completed  my  task,  I  in 
return  imposed  this  other  task  upon  you.  You 
conferred  together  and  agreed  to  entertain  me 
to-day,  as  I  had  entertained  you,  with  a  feast  of 
discourse.  Here  am  I  in  festive  array,  and  no 
man  can  be  more  ready  for  the  promised  ban 
quet. 

Her.  And  we  too,  Socrates,  as  Timaeus  says, 
will  not  be  wanting  in  enthusiasm;  and  there 
is  no  excuse  for  not  complying  with  your  re 
quest.  As  soon  as  we  arrived  yesterday  at  the 
guest-chamber  of  Critias,  with  whom  we  are 
staying,  or  rather  on  our  way  thither,  we  talked 
the  matter  over,  and  he  told  us  an  ancient  tra- 
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dition,  which  I  wish,  Critias,  that  yon  would  r& 
peat  to  Socrates,  so  that  he  may  help  us  to  judge 
whether  it  will  satisfy  his  requirements  or  not. 

Crit,  I  will,  if  Timaeus,  who  is  our  other 
partner,  approves, 

Tim.  I  quite  approve. 

Crit.  Then  listen,  Socrates,  to  a  tale  which, 
though  strange,  is  certainly  true,  having  been 
attested  by  Solon,  who  was  the  wisest  of  the 
seven  sages.  He  was  a  relative  and  a  dear  friend 
of  my  great-grandfather,  Dropides,  as  he  him 
self  says  in  many  passages  of  his  poems;  and  he 
told  the  story  to  Critias,,  my  grandfather,  who 
remembered  and  repeated  it  to  us.  There  were 
of  old,  he  said,  great  and  marvellous  actions  of 
the  Athenian  city,  [21]  which  have  passed  in 
to  oblivion  through  lapse  of  time  and  the  de 
struction  of  mankind,  and  one  in  particular, 
greater  than  all  the  rest.  This  we  will  now  re 
hearse.  It  will  be  a  fitting  monument  of  "our 
gratitude  to  you,  and  a  hymn  of  praise  true  and 
worthy  of  the  goddess,  on  this  her  day  of  festi 
val. 

Soc.  Very  good.  And  what  is  this  ancient  fa 
mous  action  of  the  Athenians,  which  Critias 
declared,  on  the  authority  of  Solon,  to  be  not.a 
mere  legend,  but  an  actual  fact? 

Crit.  I  will  tell  an  old-world  story  which  I 
heard  from  an  aged  man;  for  Critias,  at  the  time 
of  telling  it,  was  as  he  said,  nearly  ninety  years 
of  age,  and  I  was  about  ten.  Now  the  day  was 
that  day  of  the  Apaturia  which  is  called  the 
Registration  of  Youth,  at  which,  according- to 
custom,  our  parents  gave  prizes  for  recitations, 
and  the  poems  of  several  poets  were  recited  by 
us  boys,  and  many  of  us  sang  the  poems  of  So 
lon,  which  at  that  time  had  not  gone  out  of 
fashion.  One  of  our  tribe,  either  because  he 
thought  so  or  to  please  Critias,  said  that  in  his 
judgment  Solon  was  not  only  the  wisest  of  men, 
but  also  the  noblest  of  poets.  The  old  man,  as  I 
very  well  remember,  brightened  up -at  hearing 
this  and  ;said,  smiling:  Yes,  Amynander,  if  So 
lon  had  only,  like  other  poets,  made  poetry  the 
business  of  his  life,  and  had  completed- the s  tale 
which  he  brought  with  him  from  Egypt,  and 
had  not  been  compelled,  by  reason  of  the  fac 
tions  and  troubles  which  he  found  stirring  in 
his  own  country  when  he  came  home,  to  at 
tend  to  other  matters,  in  my  opinion  he- Would 
have  been  as  famoils  as  Homer  or  Hesiod,  or 
any  poet.'6  -'- 

And  what  was  the  tale  abo'ut^  Critias?  said 
Amynander.  .  '.  • 

About  the  greatest  action  which  the  Atheni 
ans  ever  did,  and  which  tiilght  to  have  been  the 


most  famous,  but,  through  the  lapse  of  time 
and  the  destruction  of  theactors,  it  has  not  come 
down  to  us. 

Tell  us,  said  the  other,  the  whole  story,  and 
how  and  from  whom  Solon  heard  this  veritable 
tradition. 

He  replied: — In  the  Egyptian  Delta,  at  the 
head  of  which  the  river  Nile  divides,  there  is 
a  certain  district  which  is  called  the  district  of 
Sais,  and  the  great  city  of  the  district  is  also 
called  Sais,  and  is  the  city  from  which  King 
Amasis  came.  The  citizens  have  a  deity  for 
their  foundress;  she  is  called  in  the  Egyptian 
tongue  Neith,  and  is  asserted  by  them  to  be  the 
same  whom  the  Hellenes  call  Athene;  they  are 
great  lovers  of  the  Athenians,  and  say  that  they 
are  in  some  way  related  to  them.  To  this  city 
came  Solon,  and  was  received  there  with  great 
honour;  [22]  he  asked  the  priests  who  were 
most  skilful  in  such  matters,  about  antiquity, 
and  made  the  discovery  that  neither  he  nor  any 
other  Hellene  knew  anything  worth  mention 
ing  about  the  times  of  old.  On  one  occasion, 
wishing  to  draw  them  on  to  speak  of  antiquity, 
he  began  to- tell  about  the  most  ancient  things 
in  our  part  of  the  world — about  Phoroneus,  who 
is  called  "the  first  man,"  and  about  Niobe;  and 
after  the  Deluge,  of  the  survival  of  Deucalion 
and  Pyrrha;  and  he  traced  the  genealogy  of 
their  descendants,  and  reckoning  up  the  dates, 
tried  to  compute  how  many  years  ago  the  events 
of  which  he  was  speaking  happened.  There 
upon  one  of  the  priests,  who  was  of  a  very 
great  age,  said:  O  Solon,  Solon,  you  Hellenes 
are 'never  anything  but  children,  and  there  is 
not  an  old  man  among  you.  Solon  in  return 
asked  him  what  he  meant.  I  mean  to  say,  he  re 
plied,  that  in  mind  you  are  all  young;  there  is 
no  old  opinion  handed  down  among  you  by 
ancient  tradition,  nor  any  science  which  is  hoary 
with  age.  And  I  will  tell  you  why.  There  have 
been,  and  will  be  again,  many  destructions  of 
mankind  arising  out  of  many  causes;  the  great 
est  have  been  brought  about  by  the  agencies  of 
fire  and  water,  and  other  lesser  ones  by  innu 
merable  other  cause's.-  There  is  a  story,  which 
even  you  have  preserved,  that  once  upon  a  time 
Phaethon,  the  son  of  Helios,  having  yoked  the 
steeds  in 'his  father's '  chariot,  because  he  was 
not  able  to  drive  them  in  the  path  of  his  father, 
burnt  up  all  that  was  upon  the  earth,  and  was 
himself  destroyed  by  a  thunderbolt.  Now  this 
has  the  'form  of  a  myth,  but  really  signifies  a 
declination  of  the  bodies  moving  in  the  heav 
ens  around  the  earth,  and  a  great  conflagration 
of  things  upon  the  earth,  which  recurs  after 
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long  Intervals;  at  such  times  those  who  live  up 
on  the  mountains  and  in  dry  and  lofty  places 
are  more  liable  to  destruction  than  those  who 
dwell  by  rivers  or  on  the  seashore.  Arid  from 
this  calamity  the  Nile,  who  is  our  never-failing 
saviour,  delivers  and  preserves  us.  When,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  gods  purge  the  earth  with 
a  deluge  of  water,  the  survivors  in  your  country 
are  herdsmen  and  shepherds  who  dwell  on  the 
mountains,  but  those  who,  like  you,  live  in 
cities  are  carried  by  the  rivers  Into  the  sea. 
Whereas  In  this  land,  neither  then  nor  at  any 
other  time,  does  the  water  come  down  from 
above  on  the  fields,  having  always  a  tendency 
to  come  up  from  below;  for  which  reason  the 
traditions  preserved  here  are  the  most  ancient. 

The  fact  Is,  that  wherever  the  extremity  of 
winter  frost  or  of  summer  sun  does  not  prevent, 
mankind  exist,  sometimes  in  greater,  [23] 
sometimes  in  lesser  numbers.  And  whatever 
happened  either  in  your  country  or  in  ours,  or 
in  any  other  region  of  which  we  are  informed 
— if  there  were  any  actions  noble  or  great  or  in 
any  other  way  remarkable,  they  have  all  been 
written  down  by  us  of  old,  and  are  preserved  in 
our  temples.  Whereas  just  when  you  and  other 
nations  are  beginning  to  be  provided  with  let 
ters  and  the  other  requisites  of  civilized  life, 
after  the  usual  interval,  the  stream  from  heaven, 
like  a  pestilence,,  comes  pouring  down,  and 
leaves  only  those  of  you  who  are  destitute  of 
letters  and  education;  and  so  you  have  to  begin 
all  over  again  like  children,  and  know  nothing 
of  what  happened  in  ancient  times,  either  among 
us  or  among  yourselves.  As  for  those  genealo 
gies  of  yours  which  you  just  now  recounted  to 
us,  Solon,  they  are  no  better  than  the  tales  of 
children.  In  the  first  place  you  remember  a 
single  deluge  only,  but  there  were  many  previ 
ous  ones;  in  the  next  place,  you  do  not  know 
that  there  formerly  dwelt  in  your  land  the  fair 
est  and  noblest  race  of  men  which  ever  lived, 
and  that  you  and  your  whole  city-are  descended 
from  a  small  seed  or  remnant  of  them  which 
survived.  And  this  was  unknown  to  you,  be 
cause,  for  many  generations,  the  survivors  of 
that  destruction  died,  leaving  no  written  word. 
For  there  was  a  time,  Solon,  before  the  great 
deluge  of  all,  when  the  city  which  now  is  Athens 
was  first  la  war  and  in  every  way  the  best  gov 
erned  of  all  cities,  and  is  said  to  have  performed 
the  noblest  deeds  and  to  have  had  the  fairest 
constitution  of  any  of  which  tradition  tells,  tin 
der  the  face  of  heaven. 

Solon marvelled  at  his  words,,  and  earnestly 
requested  the  priests  to  inform  him  exactly  and 


In  order  about  these  former  citizens.  You  are  wel 
come  to  hear  about  them,  Solon,  said  the  priest, 
both  for  your  own  sake  and  for  that  of  your 
city,  and  above  all,  for  the  sake,  of _  the  goddess 
who  is  the  common  patron  and  parent  and  edu 
cator  of  both  our  cities.  She  founded  your  city 
a  thousand  years  before  ours,1  receiving  from 
the  Earth  and  Hephaestus  the  seed  of  your 
race,  and  afterwards  she  founded  ours,  of  which 
the  constitution  is  recorded  in  our  sacred  regis 
ters  to  be  eight  thousand  years  old.  As  touching 
your  citizens  of  nine  thousand  years  ago,  f  24] 
I  will  briefly  Inform  you  of  their  laws  and  of 
their  most  famous  action;  the  exact  particulars 
of  the  whole  we  will  hereafter  go  through  at 
our  leisure  in  the  sacred  registers  themselves.  If 
you  compare  these  very  laws  with  ours  you  will 
find  that  many  of  ours  are  the  counterpart  of 
yours  as  they  were  in  the  olden  time.  In  the  first 
place,  there  is  the  caste  of  priests,  which  is  sepa 
rated  from  all  the  others;  next,  there  are  the 
Artificers,  who  ply  their  several  crafts  by  them 
selves  and  do  not  intermix;  and  also  there  is 
the  class  of  shepherds  and  of  hunters,  as  well  as 
that  of  husbandmen;  and  you  will  observe,  too, 
that  the  warriors  In  Egypt  are  distinct  from  all 
the  other  classes,  and  are  commanded,  by  the 
law  to  devote  themselves  solely  to  military  pur 
suits;  moreover,  the  weapons  which,,  they  carry 
are  shields  and  spears,  a  style  of  equipment 
which  the  goddess  taught  of  Asiatics  first  to  us, 
as  in  your  part  of  the  world  first  to  you.  Then 
as  to-wisdom,  do  you  observe  how  our  law  from 
the  very  first  made  a  study  of  the  whale  order 
of  things,  extending  even-  to  prophecy  arid  medi 
cine  which  gives  health,  ,out  pf  these  divine  ele- 
menjts  deriving  what  was  needful  for*  human 
life,  and  adding  every  sort  of  knowledge  which 
was1  akin  to  them.  All  this,  order  and  arrange 
ment  the  goddess  first  imparted  to  you  when  es 
tablishing  jour  city;  and  she  chose  the  spQt  of 
earth  in  which  you  were  born,  because  she  saw 
that  the^  happy  temperament  of  the  seasons  in 
that  land  would  produce  the  wisest  of  men. 
Wherefore  the  goddess,  who  was  a  lover  both  of 
war  and  of  wisdom,  selected  and? first  of  all  set 
tled  that  spot  which  was  the  most  lively  to  pro 
duce  men  likest  herself.  And  there  you  dwelt, 
having  such  laws  as  these  and  still  better  ones, 
and- excelled  all  mankino!  in.  all  virtue,  as  be- 
carpe  the  children  and  disciples  of  the  gods. 

Many  great  and  wonderful  deeds  are  recorded 
of  your  state  in  our  histories.  But  one  of  them 
exceeds  all  the  rest  in  greatness  and  valour.  For 
these  histories  tell  of  a  mighty  power  wJhich  un~ 
-  ^Cf.  Critias,  108.  ,  ,  '<",-., 
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provoked  made  an  expedition  against  the  whole 
of  Europe  and  Asia,  and  to  which  your  city  put 
an  end.  This  power  came  forth  out  of  the  At 
lantic  Ocean,  for  in  those  days  the  Atlantic  was 
navigable;  and  there  was  an  island  situated  in 
front  of  the  straits  which  are  by  you  called  the 
Pillars  of  Heracles;  the  island  was  larger  than 
Libya  and  Asia  put  together,  [25]  and  was  the 
way  to  other  islands,  and  from  these  you  might 
pass  to  the  whole  of  the  opposite  continent  which 
surrounded  the  true  ocean;  for  this  sea  which  is 
within  the  Straits  of  Heracles  is  only  a  harbour, 
having  a  narrow  entrance,  but  that  other  is  a 
real  sea,  and  the  surrounding  land  may  be  most 
truly  called  a  boundless  continent.  Now  in  this 
island  of  Atlantis  there  was  a  great  and  won 
derful  empire  which  had  rule  over  the  whole 
island  and  several  others,  and  over  parts  of  the 
continent,  and,  furthermore,  the  men  of  Atlan 
tis  had  subjected  the  parts  of  Libya  within  the 
columns  of  Heracles  as  far  as  Egypt,  and  of 
Europe  as  far  as  Tyrrhenia.  This  vast  power, 
gathered  into  one,  endeavoured  to  subdue  at  a 
blow  our  country  and  yours  and  the  whole  of 
the  region  within  the  straits;  and  then,  Solon, 
your  country  shone  forth,  in  the  excellence  of 
her  virtue  and  strength,  among  all  mankind. 
She  was  pre-eminent  in  courage  and  military 
skill,  and  was  the  leader  of  the  Hellenes.  And 
when  the  rest  fell  off  from  her,  being  compelled 
to  stand  alone,  after  having  undergone  the  very 
extremity  of  danger,  she  defeated  and  triumphed 
over  the  invaders,  and  preserved  from  slavery 
those  who  were  not  yet  subjugated,  and  gener 
ously  liberated  all  the  rest  of  us  who  dwell  with 
in  the  pillars.  But  afterwards  there  occurred 
violent  earthquakes  and  floods;  and  in  a  single 
day  and  night  of  misfortune  all  your  warlike 
men  in  a  body  sank  into  the  earth,  and  the  island' 
of  Atlantis  in  like  manner  disappeared  in  the 
depths  of  the  sea.  For  which  reason  the  sea  in 
those  parts  is  impassable  and  impenetrable,  be 
cause  there  is  a  shoal  of  mud  in  the  way;  and 
this  was  caused  by  the  subsidence  of  the  island. 
I  have  told  you  briefly,  Socrates,  what  the 
aged  Critias  heard  from  Solon  and  related  to 
us.  And  when  you  were  speaking  yesterday 
about  your  city  and  citizens,  the  tale  which  I 
have  just  been  repeating  to  you  came  into  my 
mind,  and  I  remarked  with  astonishment  how, 
by  some  mysterious  coincidence,  you  agreed  in 
almost  every  particular  with  the  narrative  of 
Solon;  but  I  did  not  like  to  speak  at  the  mo 
ment.  [26]  For  a  long  time  had  elapsed,  and  I 
had  forgotten  too  much;  I  thought  that  I  must 
first  of  all  run  over  the  narrative  in  my  own 


mind,  and  then  I  would  speak.  And  so  I  readily 
assented  to  your  request  yesterday,  considering 
that  in  all  such  cases  the  chief  difficulty  is  to 
find  a  tale  suitable  to  our  purpose,  and  that  with 
such  a  tale  we  should  be  fairly  well  provided. 

And  therefore,  as  Hermocrates  has  told  you, 
on  my  way  home  yesterday  I  at  once  commu 
nicated  the  tale  to  my  companions  as  I  remem 
bered  it;  and  after  I  left  them,  during  the  night 
by  thinking  I  recovered  nearly  the  whole  of  it. 
Truly,  as  is  often  said,  the  lessons  of  our  child 
hood  make  a  wonderful  impression  on  our  mem 
ories;  for  I  am  not  sure  that  I  could  remem 
ber  all  the  discourse  of  yesterday,  but  I  should 
be  much  surprised  if  I  forgot  any  of  these  things 
which  I  have  heard  very  long  ago.  I  listened  at 
the  time  with  childlike  interest  to  the  old  man's 
narrative;  he  was  very  ready  to  teach  me,  and  I 
asked  him  again  and  again  to  repeat  his  words, 
so  that  like  an  indelible  picture  they  were 
branded  into  my  mind.  As  soon  as  the  day  broke, 
I  rehearsed  them  as  he  spoke  them  to  my  com 
panions,  that  they,  as  well  as  my  self,  might  have 
something  to  say.  And  now,  Socrates,  to  make 
an  end  of  my  preface,  I  am  ready  to  tell  you  the 
whole  tale.  I  will  give  you  not  only  the  general 
heads,  but  the  particulars,  as  they  were  told  to 
me.  The  city  and  citizens,  which  you  yesterday 
described  to  us  in  fiction,  we  will  now  transfer 
to  the  world  of  reality.  It  shall  be  the  ancient 
city  of  Athens,  and  we  will  suppose  that  the 
citizens  whom  you  imagined,  were  our  verita 
ble  ancestors,  of  whom  the  priest  spoke;  they 
will  perfectly  harmonise,  and  there  will  be  no 
inconsistency  in  saying  that  the  citizens  of  your 
republic  are  these  ancient  Athenians.  Let  us 
divide  the  subject  among  us,  and  all  endeavour 
according  to  our  ability  gracefully  to  execute 
the  task  which  you  have  imposed  upon  us.  Con 
sider  then,  Socrates,  if  this  narrative  is  suited 
to  the  purpose,  or  whether  we  should  seek  for 
some  other  instead. 

Soc.  And  what  other,  Critias,  can  we  find 
that  will  be  better  than  this,  which  is  natural 
and  suitable  to  the  festival  of  the  goddess,  and 
has  the  very  great  advantage  of  being  a  fact  and 
not  a  fiction?  How  or  where  shall  we  find  an 
other  if  we  abandon  this?  We  cannot,  [27]  and 
therefore  you  must  tell  the  tale,  and  good  luck 
to  you;  and  I  in  return  for  my  yesterday's  dis 
course  will  now  rest  and  be  a  listener. 

Crit.  Let  me  proceed  to  explain  to  you,  Soc 
rates,  the  order  in  which  we  have  arranged  our 
entertainment.  Our  intention  is,  that  Timaeus, 
who  is  the  most  of  an  astronomer  amongst  us, 
and  has  made  the  nature  of  the  universe  his 
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special  study,  should  speak  first,  beginning  with 
the  generation  of  the  world  and  going  down  to 
the  creation  of  man;  next,  I  am  to  receive  the 
men  whom  he  has  created  o£  whom  some  will 
have  profited  by  the  excellent  education  which 
you  have  given  them;  and  then,  In  accordance 
with  the  tale  of  Solon,  and  equally  with  his  law, 
we  will  bring  them  into  court  and  make  them 
citizens,  as  If  they  were  those  very  Athenians 
whom  the  sacred  Egyptian  record  has  recov 
ered  from  oblivion,  and  thenceforward  we  will 
speak  of  them  as  Athenians  and  fellow-citizens. 

Soe.  I  see  that  I  shall  receive  in  my  turn  a  per 
fect  and  splendid  feast  of  reason.  And  now, 
TImaeus,  you,  I  suppose,  should  speak  next, 
after  duly  calling  upon  the  Gods. 

Tim.  All  men,  Socrates,  who  have  any  degree 
of  right  feeling,  at  the  beginning  of  every  enter 
prise,  whether  small  or  great,  always  call  upon 
God.  And  we,  too,  who  are  going  to  discourse 
of  the  nature  of  the  universe,  how  created  or 
how  existing  without  creation,  If  we  be  not  al 
together  out  of  our  wits,  must  invoke  the  aid 
of  Gods  and  Goddesses  and  pray  that  our  words 
may  be  acceptable  to  them  and  consistent  with 
themselves.  Let  this,  then,  be  our  invocation  of 
the  Gods,  to  which  I  add  an  exhortation  of  my 
self  to  speak  in  such  manner  as  will  be  most  in 
telligible  to  you,  and  will  most  accord  with  my 
own  Intent. 

First  then,  In  my  judgment,  we  must  make 
a  distinction  and  ask,  What  is  that  which  al 
ways  is  and  has  no  becoming;  and  what  is  that 
which  is  always  becoming  and  never  is?  That 
which  is  apprehended  by  intelligence  and  rea 
son  is  always  in  the  same  state;  [28]  but  that 
which  is  conceived  by  opinion  with  the  help  of 
sensation  and  without  reason,  is  always  in  a 
process  of  becoming  and  perishing  and  never 
really  is.  Now  everything  that  becomes  or  is 
created  must  of  necessity  be  created  by  some 
cause,  for  without  a  cause  nothing  can  be  cre 
ated.  The  work  of  the  creator,  whenever  he 
looks  to  the  unchangeable  and  fashions  the  form 
and  nature  of  his  work  after  an  unchangeable 
pattern,  must  necessarily  be  made  fair  and  per 
fect;  but  when  he  looks  to  the  created  only,  and 
uses  a  created  pattern,  it  is  not  fair  or  perfect. 
Was  the  heaven  then  or  the  world,  whether 
called  by  this  or  by  any  other  more  appropriate 
name — assuming  the  name,  I  am  asking  a  ques 
tion  which  has  to  be  asked  at  the  beginning  of 
an  enquiry  about  anything — was  the  world,  I 
say,  always  in  existence  and  without  beginning? 
or  created,  and  had  it  a  beginning?  Created,  I 
reply,  being  visible  and  tangible  and  having  a 


body,  and  therefore  sensible;  and  all  sensible 
things  are  apprehended  by  opinion  and  sense 
and  are  in  a  process  of  creation  and  created. 
Now  that  which  is  created  must,  as  we  affirm, 
of  necessity  be  created  by  a  cause.  But  the  fa 
ther  and  maker  of  all  this  universe  Is  past  find- 
Ing  out;  and  even  if  we  found  him,  to  tell  of 
him  to  all  men  would  be  Impossible.  And  there 
is  still  a  question  to  be  asked  about  him: 
Which  of  the  patterns  had  the  artificer  in  view 
when  he  made  the  world — the  pattern  of  the 
unchangeable,  or  of  that  which  is  created? 
/2Q/  If  the  world  be  indeed  fair  and  the 
artificer  good,  It  is  manifest  that  he  must  have 
looked  to  that  which  is  eternal;  but  If  what 
cannot  be  said  without  blasphemy  is  true, 
then  to  the  created  pattern.  Every  one  will 
see  that  he  must  have  looked  to  the  eternal; 
for  the  world  is  the  fairest  of  creations  and  he 
Is  the  best  of  causes.  And  having  been  created 
In  this  way,  the  world  has  been  framed  in  the 
likeness  of  that  which  is  apprehended  by  rea 
son  and  mind  and  is  unchangeable,  and  must 
therefore  of  necessity,  if  this  is  admitted,  be  a 
copy  of  something.  Now  it  is  all-important  that 
the  beginning  of  everything  should  be  accord 
ing  to  nature.  And  in  speaking  of  the  copy  and 
the  original  we  may  assume  that  words  are  akin 
to  the  matter  which  they  describe;  when  they 
relate  to  the  lasting  and  permanent  and  intel 
ligible,  they  ought  to  be  lasting  and  unalterable, 
and,  as  far  as  their  nature  allows,  irrefutable 
and  immovable — nothing  less.  But  when  they 
express  only  the  copy  or  likeness  and  not  the 
eternal  things  themselves,  they  need  only  be 
likely  and  analogous  to  the  real  words.  As  be 
ing  is  to  becoming,  so  is  truth  to  belief.  If  then, 
Socrates,  amid  the  many  opinions  about  the 
gods  and  the  generation  of  the  universe,  we  are 
not  able  to  give  notions  which  are  altogether 
and  in  every  respect  exact  and  consistent  with 
one  another,  do  not  be  surprised.  Enough,  if  we 
adduce  probabilities  as  likely  as  any  others;  for 
we  must  remember  that  I  who  am  the  speaker, 
and  you  who  are  the  judges,  are  only  mortal 
men,  and  we  ought  to  accept  the  tale  which  is 
probable  and  enquire  no  further. 

Soc.  Excellent,  Timaeus;  and  we  will  do  pre 
cisely  as  you  bid  us.  The  prelude  is  charming, 
and  is  already  accepted  by  us — may  we  beg  of 
you  to  proceed  to  the  strain? 

Tim.  Let  me  tell  you  then  why  the  creator 
made  this  world  of  generation.  He  was  good, 
and  the  good  can  never  have  any  jealousy  of 
anything.  And  being  free  from  jealousy,  he  de 
sired  that  all  things  should  be  as  like  himself  as 
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they  could  be.  This  Is  in  the  truest  sense  the 
origin  of  creation  and  of  the  world,  [30]  as  we 
shall  do  well  in  believing  on  the  testimony  o£ 
wise  men:  God  desired  that  ail  things  should 
be  good  and  nothing  bad,  so  far  as  this  was  at 
tainable.  Wherefore  also  rinding  the  whole  vis 
ible  sphere  not  at  rest,  but  moving  in  an  irreg 
ular  and  disorderly  fashion,  out  of  disorder  he 
brought  order,  considering  that  this  was  in  every 
way  better  than  the  other.  Now  the  deeds  of 
the  best  could  never  be  or  have  been  other  than 
the  fairest;  and  the  creator,  reflecting  on  the 
things  which  are  by  nature  visible,  found  that 
no  unintelligent  creature  taken  as  a  whole  was 
fairer  than  the  intelligent  taken  as  a  whole;  and 
that  intelligence  could  not  be  present  in  any 
thing  which  was  devoid  of  soul.  For  which  rea 
son,  when  he  was  framing  the  universe,  he  put 
intelligence  in  soul,  and  soul  in  body,  that  he 
might  be  the  creator  of  a  work  which  was  by  na 
ture  fairest  and  best.  Wherefore,  using  the  Ian-* 
guage  of  probability,  we  may  say  that  the  world 
became  a  living  creature  truly  endowed  with 
soul  and  intelligence  by  the  providence  of  God. 

This  being  supposed,  let  us  proceed  .to  the 
next  stage:  In  the  likeness,  of  what  animal  did 
the  Creator  make  die  world?  It  would  be  an 
unworthy  thing  to  liken  it  to  any  nature  which 
exists  as  a  part  only;  for  nothing- can  be  beauti 
ful  which  is  like  any  imperfect  thing;, but  let 
us  suppose  the  world  to  be  the  very  image  of 
that  whole  of  which  all  other  animals  both  in 
dividually  and  in  their  tribes  are  portions.  For 
the  original  of  the  universe  contains  in  itself  all 
intelligible  beings,  just  as  this  world  compre 
hends  us  and  all  other  visible  creatures.  For  the 
Deity,  intending  to  make  this  world'  like  the 
fairest  and  most  perfect  of  intelligible  beings, 
framed  one  visible  animal  comprehending  with 
in  itself  all  other  animals  of  a  kindred  nature. 
[31]  Are  we  right  in  saying  that  there  is  one 
world,  or  that  they  are  many  and  infinite?, 
There  must  be  one  only,  if  the  created  copy  is 
to  accord  with  the  original.  For  that  which  in 
cludes  all  other  intelligible  creatures  cannot 
have  a  second  or  companion;  in  that  case  there 
would  be  need  of  another  living  being  which 
would  include  both,  and  of  which  they,  would 
be  parts,  and  the  likeness  would  be  more  truly 
said  to  resemble  not  them,  but  that  other  which 
included  them.  In  order  then  that, the  world 
might.be  solitary,  like  the  perfect  animal,  the 
creator  made  not  two  worlds  or  an  infinite  num 
ber  of  diem;  but  there  is  and  ever  will  be  one 
only-begotten  and  created  heaven.  *  • 

Now  that  which  is  created  is  of  necessity  cor- 


poreal,  and  also  visible  and  tangible.  And  noth 
ing  is  visible  where  there  is  no  fire,  or  tangible 
which  has  no  solidity,  and  nothing  is  solid  with 
out  earth.  Wherefore  also  God  in  the  begin 
ning  of  creation  made  the  body  of  the  universe 
to  consist  of  fire  and  earth.  But  two  things  can- 
pot  be  rightly  put  together  without  a  third; 
there  must  be  some  bond  of  union  between 
them.  And  the  fairest  bond  is  that  which  makes 
the  most  complete  fusion  of  itself  and  the  things 
which  it  combines;  and  proportion  is  best  adapt 
ed  to  effect  such  a  union.  For  whenever  in  any 
three  numbers,  whether  cube  or  square,  there 
is  a  mean,  which  is  to  the  last  term  what  the 
first  term  is  to  it;  [32]  and  again,  when  the 
mean  is  to  the  first  term  as  the  last  term  is  to  the 
mean — then  the  mean  becoming  first  and  last, 
and  the  first  and  last  both  becoming  means, 
they  will  all  of  them  of  necessity  come  to  be  the 
same,  and  having  become  the  same  with  one 
another  will  be  all  one.  If  the  universal  frame 
had  been  created  a  surface  only  and  having  no 
depth,  a  single  mean  would  have  sufficed  to 
bind  together  itself  and  the  other  terms;  but 
now,  as  the  world  must  be  solid,  and  solid  bod 
ies  are  always  compacted  not  by  one  mean  but 
by  two,  God  placed  water  and  air  in  the  mean 
between  fire  and  earth,  and  made  them  to  have 
the  same  proportion  so  far  as  was  possible  (as 
fire  is  to  air  so  is  air  to  water,  and  as  air  is  to 
water  so  is  water  to  earth);  and  thus  he  bound 
and  put  together  a  visible  and  tangible  heaven. 
And  for  these  reasons,  and  out  of  such  elements 
which  are  in  number  four,  the  body  of  the  world 
was  created,  and  it  was  harmonised  by  propor 
tion,  and  therefore  has  the  spirit  of  friendship; 
and  having  been  reconciled  to  itself,  it  was  in 
dissoluble  by  the  hand  of  any  other  than  the 
framer. 

Now  the- creation  took  up  the  whole  of  each 
of  the  four  elements;  for  the  Creator  compound^ 
ed  the  world  out  of  all  the  fire  and  all  the  water 
arid  all  the  air  and  all  the  earth,  leaving  no  part 
of  any  of  them  nor  any  power  of  them  outside. 
His  intention  was,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  an 
imal  should  be  as  far  as  possible  a  perfect  whole 
and  of  perfect  parts:  [33]  secondly,  that  it 
should  be  one,  leaving  no  remnants  out  of  which 
another  such  world  might  be  created:  and  also 
that  it  should  be  free  from  old  age  and  unaffect 
ed  by  disease.  Considering  that  if  heat  and  cold 
and  other  powerful  forces  which  unite  bodies 
surround  and  attack  them  from  without  when 
they  are  unprepared,  they  decompose  them,  and 
by.bringing  diseases  and  "old. age  upon  them, 
make  them,  waste  away— for  this  cause  and  on 
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these  grounds  he  made  the  world  one  whole, 
having  every  part  entire,  and  being  therefore 
perfect  and  not  liable  to  old  age  and  disease. 
And  he  gave  to  the  world  the  figure  which  was 
suitable  and  also  natural.  Now  to  the  animal 
which  was  to  comprehend  all  animals,  that  fig 
ure  was  suitable  which  comprehends  within  it 
self  all  other  figures.  Wherefore  he  made  the 
world  in  the  form  of  a  globe,  round  as  from  a 
lathe,  having  its  extremes  in  every  direction 
equidistant  from  the  centre,  the  most  perfect 
and  the  most  like  itself  of  all  figures;  for  he  con 
sidered  that  the  like  is  infinitely  fairer  than  the 
unlike.  This  he  finished  off,  making  the  surface 
smooth  all  around  for  many  reasons;  in  the 
first  place,  because  the  living  being  had  no  need 
of  eyes  when  there  was  nothing  remaining  out 
side  him  to  be  seen;  nor  of  ears  when  there  was 
nothing  to  be  heard;  and  there  was  no  surround 
ing  atmosphere  to  be  breathed;  nor  would  there 
have  been  any  use  of  organs  by  the  help  of  which 
he  might  receive  his  food  or  get  rid  of  what  he 
had  already  digested,  since  there  was  nothing 
which  went  from  him  or  came  into  him:  for 
there  was  nothing  beside  him.  Of  design  he  was 
created  thus,  his  own  waste  providing  his  own 
food,  and  all  that  he  did  or  suffered  taking  place 
in  and  by  himself.  For  the  Creator  conceived 
that  a  being  which  was  self-sufficient  would  be 
far  more  excellent  than  one  which  lacked  any 
thing;  and,  as  he  had  no  need  to  take  anything 
or  defend  himself  against  any  one,  the  Crea 
tor  did  not  think  it  necessary  to  bestow  upon 
him  hands:  nor  had  he  any  need  of  feet,  [34] 
nor  of  the  whole  apparatus  of  walking;  but  the 
movement  suited  to  his  spherical  form  was  as 
signed  to  him,  being  of  all  the  seven  that  which 
is  most  appropriate  to  mind  and  intelligence; 
and  he  was  made  to  move  in  the  same  manner 
and  on  the  same  spot,  within  his  own  limits 
revolving  in  a  circle.  All  the  other  six  motions 
were  taken  away  from  him,  and  he  was  made 
not  to  partake  of  their  deviations.  And  as  this 
circular  movement  required  no  feet,  the  uni 
verse  was  created  without  legs  and  without  feet. 
Such  was  the  whole  plan  of  the  eternal  God 
about  the  god  that  was  to  be,  to  whom  for  this 
reason  he  gave  a  body,  smooth  and  even,  hav 
ing  a  surface  in  every  direction  equidistant 
from  the  centre,  a  body  entire  and  perfect,  and 
formed  out  of  perfect  bodies.  And  in  the  centre 
he  put  the  soul,  which  he  diffused  throughout 
the  body,  .making  it  also  to  be  the  exterior  en 
vironment  of  it;  and  he* made  the  universes 
circle  moving  in  a  circle,  one  and  Solitary,  yet  by 
reason  of  its  excellence  able  to  cpnyer.se  with 


itself,  and  needing  no  other  friendship  or  ac 
quaintance.  Having  these  purposes  in  view  he 
created  the  world  a  blessed  god. 

Now  God  did  not  make  the  soul  after  the 
body,  although  we  are  speaking  of  them  in  this 
order;  for  having  brought  them  together  he 
would  never  have  allowed  that  the  elder  should 
be  ruled  by  the  younger;  but  this  is  a  random 
manner  of  speaking  which  we  have,  because 
somehow  we  ourselves  too  are  very  much  under 
the  dominion  of  chance.  Whereas  he  made  the 
soul  in  origin  and  excellence  prior  to  and  older 
than  the  body,  to  be  the  ruler  and  mistress,  of 
whom  the  body  was  to  be  the  subject.  And  he 
made  her  out  of  the  following  elements  and  on 
this  wise:  [35]  Out  of  the  indivisible  and  un 
changeable,  and  also  out  of  that  which  is  divisi 
ble  and  has  to  do  with  material  bodies,  he  com 
pounded  a  third  and  intermediate  kind  of  es 
sence,  partaking  of  the  nature  of  the  same  and 
of  the  other,  and  this  compound  he  placed  ac 
cordingly  in  a  mean  between  the  indivisible, 
and  the  divisible  and  material.  He  took  the  three 
elements  of  the  same,  the  other,  and  the  essence, 
and:  mingled  them  into  one  form,  compressing 
by  force  the  reluctant  and  unsociable  nature  of 
the  other  into  the  same.  When  he  had  mingled 
them  with  the  essence  and  out  of  three  made 
one,  he  again  divided  this  whole  into  as  many 
portions  as- was  fitting,  each  portion  being  a 
compound  of  the  same,  the  other,  and  the  es 
sence.  And  he  proceeded  to  divide  after  this 
manner: — First  of  all,  he  took  away  one  part  of 
the  whole  [i],  and  then  he  separated  a  second 
part  which  was  double  the  first  [2],  and  then 
he  took  away  a  third  part  which  was  half  as 
much  again  as  the  second  and  three  .times  as 
much  as  the  first  [3  ],  and  then  he  took  a"  fourth 
part  which  was  twice  as  much  as  the  second  [4], 
and  a  fifth  part  which  was  three  times  the  third 
[9],  and -a  sixth  part  which  was  eight  times  the 
first  [8],  and  a  seventh  part  which  was  twenty- 
seven  times  the  first  [27] .  After  this  he  filled  up 
the  double  intervals  [i.  e.  between- 1,  2,  4,  8] 
and /j67  the  triple  [i.e.  between  i,  3, 9, 27],  cut 
ting  off  yet  other  portions  from  the  mixture  and 
placing  them  in  the  intervals,  so  that  in  each 
interval  there  were  two  kinds  of  means,  the  one 
exceeding  and  exceeded  by  equal  parts  of  its  ex 
tremes  [as  for  example  i^  Vz,  2,  in  which  the 
mean  %  is  one-third  of  i  more  than  i,  and  one- 
third  of  2  less  than  2],  the  other  being  that  kind 
of  mean  which  exceeds  and  is  exceeded  by  an 
equal  number.  Where  there  were  intervals  of  % 
and  of  %  and  of  %,  made  by  the  connecting 
terms  in  the  former  intervals,  he  filled  up  all 
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the  intervals  of  %  with  the  interval  of  %,  leav 
ing  a  fraction  over;  and  the  interval  which  this 
fraction  expressed  was  in  the  ratio  of  256  to  243. 
And  thus  the  whole  mixture  out  of  which  he 
cut  these  portions  was  all  exhausted  by  him. 
This  entire  compound  he  divided  lengthways 
Into  two  partSj  which  he  joined  to  one  another 
at  the  centre  like  the  letter  X,  and  bent  them 
into  a  circular  form,  connecting  them  with 
themselves  and  each  other  at  the  point  oppo 
site  to  their  original  meeting-point;  and,  com 
prehending  them  in  a  uniform  revolution  upon 
the  same  axis,  he  made  the  one  the  outer  and 
the  other  the  inner  circle.  Now  the  motion  of 
the  outer  circle  he  called  the  motion  of  the 
same,  and  the  motion  of  the  inner  circle  the 
motion  of  the  other  or  diverse.  The  motion  of 
the  same  he  carried  round  by  the  side *  to  the 
right,  and  the  motion  of  the  diverse  diagonal 
ly  2  to  the  left.  And  he  gave  dominion  to  the 
motion  of  the  same  and  like,  for  that  he  left 
single  and  undivided;  but  the  inner  motion  he 
divided  in  six  places  and  made  seven  unequal 
circles  having  their  intervals  in  ratios  of  two 
and  three,  three  of  each,  and  bade  the  orbits 
proceed  in  a  direction  opposite  to  one  another; 
and  three  [Sun,  Mercury,  Venus]  he  made  to 
move  with  equal  swiftness,  and  the  remaining 
four  [Moon,  Saturn,  Mars,  Jupiter]  to  move 
with  unequal  swiftness  to  the  three  and  to  one 
another,  but  in  due  proportion. 

Now  when  the  Creator  had  framed  the  soul 
according  to  his  will,  he  formed  within  her  the 
corporeal  universe,  and  brought  the  two  togeth 
er,  and  united  them  centre  to  centre.  The  soul, 
interfused  everywhere  from  the  centre  to  the 
circumference  of  heaven,  of  which  also  she  is 
the  external  envelopment,  herself  turning  in 
herself,  began  a  divine  beginning  of  never- 
ceasing  and  rational  life  enduring  throughout 
all  time.  [37]  The  body  of  heaven  is  visible, 
but  the  soul  is  invisible,  and  partakes  of  reason 
and  harmony,  and  being  made  by  the  best  of 
intellectual  and  everlasting  natures,  is  the  best 
of  things  created.  And  because  she  is  composed 
of  the  same  and  of  the  other  and  of  the  essence, 
these  three,  and  is  divided  and  united  in  due 
proportion,  and  in  her  revolutions  returns  up 
on  herself,  the  soul,  when  touching  anything 
which  has  essence,  whether  dispersed  in  parts 
or  undivided,  is  stirred  through  all  her  powers, 
to  declare  the  sameness  or  difference  of  that 

1  i.  e.  of  the  rectarigular  figure  supposed  to  be  in 
scribed  in  the  circle  of  the  same. 

2  i,  e.  across  the  rectangular  figure  from  corner 
to  corner. 


thing  and  some  other;  and  to  what  individuals 
are  related,  and  by  what  affected,  and  in  what 
way  and  how  and  when,  both  in  the  world  of 
generation  and  in  the  world  of  immutable  be 
ing.  And  when  reason,  which  works  with  equal 
truth,  whether  she  be  in  the  circle  of  the  di 
verse  or  of  the  same — in  voiceless  silence  hold 
ing  her  onward  course  in  the  sphere  of  the  self- 
moved — when  reason,  I  say,  is  hovering  around 
the  sensible  world  and  when  the  circle  of  the 
diverse  also  moving  truly  imparts  the  intima 
tions  of  sense  to  the  whole  soul,  then  arise  opin 
ions  and  beliefs  sure  and  certain.  But  when  rea 
son  is  concerned  with  the  rational,  and  the  cir 
cle  of  the  same  moving  smoothly  declares  it, 
then  intelligence  and  knowledge  are  necessarily 
perfected.  And  if  any  one  affirms  that  in  which 
these  two  are  found  to  be  other  than  the  soul, 
he  will  say  the  very  opposite  of  the  truth. 

When  the  father  and  creator  saw  the  creature 
which  he  had  made  moving  and  living,  the  cre 
ated  image  of  the  eternal  gods,  he  rejoiced,  and 
in  his  joy  determined  to  make  the  copy  still 
more  like  the  original;  and  as  this  was  eternal, 
he  sought  to  make  the  universe  eternal,  so  far 
as  might  be.  Now  the  nature  of  the  ideal  be 
ing  was  everlasting,  but  to  bestow  this  attri 
bute  in  its  fulness  upon  a  creature  was  impos 
sible.  Wherefore  he  resolved  to  have  a  moving 
image  of  eternity,  and  when  he  set  in  order  the 
heaven,  he  made  this  image  eternal  but  moving 
according  to  number,  while  eternity  itself  rests 
in  unity;  and  this  image  we  call  time.  For  there 
were  no  days  and  nights  and  months  and  years 
before  the  heaven  was  created,  but  when  he 
constructed  the  heaven  he  created  them  also. 
They  are  all  parts  of  time,  and  the  past  and  fu 
ture  are  created  species  of  time,  which  we  un 
consciously  but  wrongly  transfer  to  the  eternal 
essence;  for  we  say  that  he  "was,"  he  "is,"  he 
"will  be,"  but  the  truth  is  that  "is"  alone  is 
properly  attributed  to  him,  [38]  and  that  "was" 
and  "will  be" are  only  to  bespoken  of  becoming 
in  time,  for  they  are  motions,  but  that  which  is 
immovably  the  same  cannot  become  older  or 
younger  by  time,  nor  ever  did  or  has  become,  or 
hereafter  will  be,  older  or  younger,  nor  is  sub 
ject  at  all  to  any  of  those  states  which  affect  mov 
ing  and  sensible  things  and  of  which  generation 
is  the  cause.  These  are  the  forms  of  time,  which 
imitates  eternity  and  revolves  according  to  a 
law  of  number.  Moreover,  when  we  say  that 
what  has  become  is  become  and  what  becomes 
is  becoming,  and  that  what  will  become  is 
about  to  become  and  that  the  non-existent  is 
non-existent — all  these  are  inaccurate  modes  of 
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expression.1  But  perhaps  this  whole  subject  will 
be  more  suitably  discussed  on  some  other  oc 
casion. 

Time,  then,  and  the  heaven  came  into  being 
at  the  same  instant  in  order  that,  having  been 
created  together,  if  ever  there  was  to  be  a  disso 
lution  of  them,  they  might  be  dissolved  togeth 
er.  It  was  framed  after  the  pattern  of  the  eter 
nal  nature,  that  it  might  resemble  this  as  far  as 
was  possible;  for  the  pattern  exists  from  eternity, 
and  the  created  heaven  has  been,  and  is,  and 
will  be,  in  all  time.  Such  was  the  mind  and 
thought  of  God  in  the  creation  of  time.  The  sun 
and  moon  and  five  other  stars,  which  are  called 
the  planets,  were  created  by  him  in  order  to  dis 
tinguish  and  preserve  the  numbers  of  time;  and 
when  he  had  made  their  several  bodies,  he 
placed  them  in  the  orbits  in  which  the  circle  of 
the  other  was  revolving ' — in  seven  orbits  sev 
en  stars.  First,  there  was  the  moon  in  the  orbit 
nearest  the  earth,  and  next  the  sun,  in  the  sec 
ond  orbit  above  the  earth;  then  came  the  morn 
ing  star  and  the  star  sacred  to  Hermes,  moving 
in  orbits  which  have  an  equal  swiftness  with 
the  sun,  but  in  an  opposite  direction;  and  this 
is  the  reason  why  the  sun  and  Hermes  and  Lu 
cifer  overtake  and  are  overtaken  by  each  other. 
To  enumerate  the  places  which  he  assigned  to 
the  other  stars,  and  to  give  all  the  reasons  why 
he  assigned  them,  although  a  secondary  mat 
ter,  would  give  more  trouble  than  the  primary. 
These  things  at  some  future  time,  when  we  are 
at  leisure,  may  have  the  consideration  which 
they  deserve,  but  not  at  present. 

Now,  when  all  the  stars  which  were  neces 
sary  to  the  creation  of  time  had  attained  a  mo 
tion  suitable  to  them,  and  had  become  living 
creatures  having  bodies  fastened  by  vital  chains, 
and  learnt  their  appointed  task,  [39]  moving 
in  the  motion  of  the  diverse,  which  is  diagonal, 
and  passes  through  and  is  governed  by  the  mo 
tion  of  the  same,  they  revolved,  some  in  a  larger 
and  some  in  a  lesser  orbit — those  which  had 
the  lesser  orbit  revolving  faster,  and  those  which 
had  the  larger  more  slowly.  Now  by  reason  of 
the  motion  of  the  same,  those  which  revolved 
fastest  appeared  to  be  overtaken  by  those  which 
moved  slower  although  they  really  overtook 
them;  for  the  motion  of  the  same  made  them 
all  turn  in  a  spiral,  and,  because  some  went  one 
way  and  some  another,  that  which  receded  most 
slowly  from  the  sphere  of  the  same,  which  was 
the  swiftest,  appeared  to  follow  it  most  nearly. 
That  there  might  be  some  visible  measure  of 

1  Cf.  Parmenides,  141. 
aCf.  36. 


their  relative  swiftness  and  slowness  as  they 
proceeded  in  their  eight  courses,  God  lighted  a 
fire,  which  we  now  call  the  sun,  in  the  second 
from  the  earth  of  these  orbits,  that  it  might  give 
light  to  the  whole  of  heaven,  and  that  the  ani 
mals,  as  many  as  nature  intended,  might  partic 
ipate  in  number,  learning  arithmetic  from  the 
revolution  of  the  same  and  the  like.  Thus,  then, 
and  for  this  reason  the  night  and  the  day  were 
created,  being  the  period  of  the  one  most  intel 
ligent  revolution.  And  the  month  is  accom 
plished  when  the  moon  has  completed  her  orbit 
and  overtaken  the  sun,  and  the  year  when  the 
sun  has  completed  his  own  orbit.  Mankind, 
with  hardly  an  exception,  have  not  remarked 
the  periods  of  the  other  stars,  and  they  have  no 
name  for  them,  and  do  not  measure  them  again  st 
one  another  by  the  help  of  number,  and  hence 
they  can  scarcely  be  said  to  know  that  their  wan 
derings,  being  infinite  in  number  and  admirable 
for  their  variety,  make  up  time.  And  yet  there  is 
no  difficulty  in  seeing  that  the  perfect  number 
of  time  fulfils  the  perfect  year  when  all  the 
eight  revolutions,  having  their  relative  degrees 
of  swiftness,  are  accomplished  together  and  at 
tain  their  completion  at  the  same  time,  measured 
by  the  rotation  of  the  same  and  equally  mov 
ing.  After  this  manner,  and  for  these  reasons, 
came  into  being  such  of  the  stars  as  in  their 
heavenly  progress  received  reversals  of  motion, 
to  the  end  that  the  created  heaven  might  imi 
tate  the  eternal  nature,  and  be  as  like  as  possible 
to  the  perfect  and  intelligible  animal. 

Thus  far  and  until  the  birth  of  time  the  cre 
ated  universe  was  made  in  the  likeness  of  the 
original,  but  inasmuch  as  all  animals  were  not 
yet  comprehended  therein,  it  was  still  unlike. 
What  remained,  the  creator  then  proceeded  to 
fashion  after  the  nature  of  the  pattern.  Now  as 
in  the  ideal  animal  the  mind  perceives  ideas  or 
species  of  a  certain  nature  and  number,  he 
thought  that  this  created  animal  ought  to  have 
species  of  a  like  nature  and  number.  There  are 
four  such;  [40]  one  of  them  is  the  heavenly 
race  of  the  gods;  another,  the  race  of  birds  whose 
way  is  in  the  air;  the  third,  the  watery  species; 
and  the  fourth,  the  pedestrian  and  land  crea 
tures.  Of  the  heavenly  and  divine,  he  created 
the  greater  part  out  of  fire,  that  they  might  be 
the  brightest  of  all  things  and  fairest  to  behold, 
and  he  fashioned  them  after  the  likeness  of  the 
universe  in  the  figure  of  a  circle,  and  made  them 
follow  the  intelligent  motion  of  the  supreme, 
distributing  them  over  the  whole  circumference 
of  heaven,  which  was  to  be  a  true  cosmos  or 
glorious  world  spangled  with  them  all  over. 
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And  he  gave  to  each  of  them  two  movements: 
the  first,  a  movement  on  the  same  spot  after 
the  same  manner,  whereby  they  ever  continue 
to  think  consistently  the  same  thoughts  about 
the  same  things;  the  second,  a  forward  move 
ment,  in  which  they  are  controlled  by  the  revo 
lution  of  the  same  and  the  like;  but  by  the  other 
five  motions  they  were  unaffected  [cf.  43],.  in 
order  that  each  of  them  might  attain  the  high 
est  perfection.  And  for  this  reason  the  fixed 
stars  were  created,  to  be  divine  and  eternal  an 
imals,  ever-abiding  and  revolving  after  the  same 
manner  and  on  the  same  spot;  and  the  other 
stars  which  reverse  their  motion  and  are  sub 
ject  to  deviations  of  this  kind,  were  created  in 
the  manner  already  described.  The  earth,  which 
is  our  nurse,  clinging  around  the  pole  which  is 
extended  through  the  universe,  he  framed  to 
be  the  guardia,n  and*  artificer  of  night  and  day, 
first  and  eldest  of  gods  that  are  in  the  interior 
of  heaven.  Vain  would  be  the~attempt  to  tell  all 
the  figures  of  them  circling  as  in  dance,  and 
their  juxtapositions,  and  the  return  of  them  in 
their  revolutions  upon  themselves,  and  their 
approximations,  and  to  say  which  of  these  de 
ities  in  their  conjunctions  meet,  and  which  of 
them  are  in  opposition,  and  in  what  order  they 
get  behind  and  before  one  another,  and  when 
they  are  severally  eclipsed  to  our  sight  and  again 
reappear,  sending  terrprsand  intimations  of  the 
future  to  those  who  cannot  calculate  their  move 
ments — to  attempt  to  tell  of  all  this  without  a 
visible  representation  of  the  heavenly  system 
would  be  labour  in  vain.  Enough  on  this  head; 
and  now  let  what  we  have  said  about  the  na 
ture  of  the  created  and  visible  gods  have  an  end. 
To  know  or  tell  the  origin  of  the  other  dir 
vinities  is  beyond  us,  and  we  must  accept  the 
traditions  of  the  men  of  old  time  who  affirm 
themselves  to  be  the  offspring  of  the  gods — that 
is  what  they  say — and  they  must  surely  have 
known  their  own  ancestors.  How  can  we  doubt 
the  word  of  the  children  of  the  gods  ?  Although 
they  give  no  probable  or  certain  proofs,  still,  as 
they  declare  that  they  are  speaking  of  what  took 
place  in  their  own  family,  we  must  conform  to 
custom  and  believe  them.  In  this  manner,  then, 
according  to  them,  the  genealogy  of  these  gods 
is  to  be  received  and  set  forth. 

Oceanus  and  Tethys  were  the  children  of 
Earth  and  Heaven,  ^and  from  these  sprang 
Phorcys  and  Cronos  and  Rhea,  and  all  that  genr 
eration;  [4,1*]  and  from  Cronos  and  Rhea  sprang 
Zeus  and  Here,  and  all  those  who  are  said  to 
be  their  brethren,  aad  others  who  were  the  chil 
dren  of  these,,  t  .<,,:-•, 


Now,  when  all  of  them,  both  those  who  vis 
ibly  appear  in  their  revolutions  as  well  as  those 
other  gods  who  are  of  a  more  retiring  nature, 
had  come  into  being,  the  creator  of  the  universe 
addressed  them  in  these  words:  "Gods, children 
of  gods,  who  are  my  works,  and  of  whom  I  am 
the  artificer  and  father,  my  creations  are  indis 
soluble,  if  so  I  will.  All  that  is  bound  may  be 
undone,  but  only  an  evil  being  would  wish  to 
undo  that  which  is  harmonious  and  happy. 
Wherefore,  since  ye  are  but  creatures,  ye  are 
not  altogether  immortal  and  indissoluble,  but 
ye  shall  certainly  not  be  dissolved,  nor  be  liable 
to  the  fate  of  death,  having  in  my  will  a  great 
er  and  mightier  bond  than  those  with  which 
ye  were  bound  at  the  time  of  your  birth.  And 
now  listen  to  my  instructions: — Three  tribes  of 
mortal  beings  remain  to  be  created — without 
them  the  universe  will  be  incomplete,  for  it  will 
not  contain  every  kind  of  animal  which  it 
ought  to  contain,  if  it  is  to  be  perfect.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  they  were  created  by  me  and  re 
ceived  life  at  my  hands,  they  would  be  on  an 
equality  with  the  gods.  In  order  then  that  they 
may  be  mortal,  and  that  this  universe  may  be 
truly  universal,  do  ye,  according  to  your  na 
tures,  betake  yourselves  to  the  formation  of  an 
imals,  imitating  the  power  which  was  shown  by 
me  in  creating  you.  The  part  of  them  worthy  of 
the  name  immortal,  which  is  called  divine  and 
is  the  guiding  principle  of  those  who  are  will 
ing  to  follow  justice  and  you — of  that  divine 
part  I  will  myself  sow  the  seed,  and  having 
made  a  beginning,  I  will  hand  the  work  over 
to  you.  And  do  ye  then  interweave  the  mortal 
with  the  immortal,,  and  make  and  beget  living 
creatures,  and  give  them  food,  and  make  them 
to  grow,  and  receive  them  again  in  death." 

Thus  he  spake,  and  once  more  into  the  cup 
in  which  he  had  previously  mingled  the  soul 
of  the  universe  he  poured  the  remains  of  the 
elements,  and  mingled  them  in  much  the  same 
manner;  they  were  not,  however,  pure  as  be 
fore,  but  diluted  to  the  second  and  third  degree. 
And  having  made  it  he  divided  the  whole  mix 
ture  into  souls  equal  in  number  to  the  stars,  and 
assigned  each  soul  to  a  star;  and  having  there 
placed  them  as  in  a  chariot,  he  showed  them 
the  nature  of  the  universe,  and  declared  to  them 
the  laws  of  destiny,  according  to  which  their 
first  bi^th  jyould  be  one  and  the  same  for  all, 
— no  one  should  suffer , a  disadvantage  at  his 
hands;  they  were  to  be,sown  in  the  instruments 
of  time  severally 'adapted  to  them,  [42]  and  to 
come  forth  the  most  religious  of  animals;  and  as 
human  nature  was  of  two  kinds,  the  superior 
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race  would  hereafter  be  called  man.  Now,  when 
they  should  be  implanted  in  bodies  by  necessity, 
and  be  always  gaining  or  losing  some  part  of 
their  bodily  substance,  then  in  the  first  place  it 
would  be  necessary  that  they  should  all  have 
in  them  one  and  the  same  faculty  of  sensation, 
arising  out  of  irresistible  impressions;  in  the 
second  place,  they  must  have  love,  in  which 
pleasure  and  pain  mingle;  also  fear  and  anger, 
and  the  feelings  which  are  akin  or  opposite  to 
them;  if  they  conquered  these  they  would  live 
righteously,  and  if  they  were  conquered  by 
them,  unrighteously.  He  who  lived  well  dur 
ing  his  appointed  time  was  to  return  and  dwell 
in  his  native  star,  and  there  he  would  have  a 
blessed  and  congenial  existence.  But  if  he  failed 
in  attaining  this,  at  the  second  birth  he  would 
pass  into  a  woman,  and  if,  when  in  that  state 
of  being,  be  did  not  desist  from  evil,  he  would 
continually  be  changed  into  some  brute  who  re 
sembled  him  in  the  evil  nature  which  he  had 
acquired,  and  would  not  cease  from  his  toils 
and  transformations  until  he  followed  the  revo 
lution  of  the  same  and  the  like  within  him,  and 
overcame  by  the  help  of  reason  the  turbulent 
and  irrational  mob  of  later  accretions,  made  up 
of  fire  and  air  and  water  and  earth,  and  re 
turned  to  the  form  of  his  first  and  better  state. 
Having  given  all  these  laws  to  his  creatures, 
that  he  might  be  guildess  of  future  evil  in  any 
of  them,  the  creator  sowed  some  of  them  in 
the  earth,  and  some  in  the  moon,  and  some  in 
the  other  instruments  of  time;  and  when  he  had 
sown  them  he  committed  to  the  younger  gods 
the  fashioning  of  their  mortal  bodies,  and  de 
sired  them  to  furnish  what  was  still  lacking  to 
the  human  soul,  and  having  made  all  the  suit 
able  additions,  to  rule  over  them,  and  to  pilot 
the  mortal  animal  in  the  best  and  wisest  man 
ner  which  they  could,  and  avert  from  him  all 
but  self-inflicted  evils. 

When  the  creator  had  made  all  these  ordi 
nances  he  remained  in  his  own  accustomed  na 
ture,  and  his  children  heard  and  were  obedient 
to  their  father's  word,  and  receiving  from  him 
the  immortal  principle  of  a  mortal  cteature,  in 
imitation  of  their  own  creator  they  borrowed 
portions  of  fire,  and  earth,  and  water,  and  air 
from  the  world,  [43]  which  were  hereafter 
to  be  restored — these  they  took  and  welded 
them  together,  not  with  the  indissoluble  chains 
by  which  they  were  themselves  bound,  but  with 
little  pegs  too  small  to  be  visible,  making  up  out 
of  all  the  four  elements  each  separate  body,  and 
fastening  the  courses  of  the  immortal  soul  in  a 
body  which  was.  in  a  'state  of  perpetual  influx 


and  efflux.  Now  these  courses,  detained  as  in 
a  vast  river,  neither  overcame  nor  were  over 
come;  but  were  hurrying  and  hurried  to  and 
fro,  so  that  the  whole  animal  was  moved  and 
progressed,  irregularly  however  and  irrationally 
and  anyhow,  in  all  the  six  directions  of  motion, 
wandering  backwards  and  forwards,  and  right 
and  left,  and  up  and  down,  and  in  all  the  six 
directions.  For  great  as  was  the  advancing  and 
retiring  flood  which  provided  nourishment, 
the  affections  produced  by  external  contact 
caused  still  greater  tumult — when  the  body  of 
any  one  met  and  came  into  collision  with  some 
external  fire,  or  with  the  solid  earth  or  the  glid 
ing  waters,  or  was  caught  in  the  tempest  borne 
on  the  air,  and  the  motions  produced  by  any  of 
these  impulses  were  carried  through  the  body 
to  the  soul.  All  such  motions  have  consequently 
received  the  general  name  of  "sensations," 
which  they  still  retain.  And  they  did  in  fact  at 
that  time  create  a  very  great  and  mighty  move 
ment;  uniting  with  the  everflowing  stream  in 
stirring  up  and  violently  shaking  the  courses  of 
the  soul,  they  completely  stopped  the  revolution 
of  the  same  by  their  opposing  current,  and  hin 
dered  it  from  predominating  and  advancing; 
and  they  so  disturbed  the  nature  of  the  other  or 
diverse,  that  the  three  double  intervals  [i.e.  be 
tween  i,  2,  4,  8],  and  the  three  triple  intervals 
[i.e.  between  i,  3,  9,  27],  together  with  the 
mean  terms  and  connecting  links  which  are 
expressed  by  the  ratios  of  3  :  2,  and  4  :  3,  and 
of  9  :  8 — these,  although  they  cannot  be  whol 
ly  undone  except  by  him  who  united  them, 
were  twisted  by  them  in  all  sorts  of  ways>  and 
the  circles  were  broken  and  disordered  in  every 
possible  manner,  so  that  when  they  moved  they 
were  tumbling  to  pieces,  and  moved  irrational 
ly,,  at  one  time  in  a  reverse  direction,  and  then 
again  obliquely,  and  then  upside  down,  as  you 
might  imagine  a  person  who  is  upside  down 
and  has  his  head  leaning  upon  the  ground  and 
his  feet  up  against  something  in  the  air;  and 
when  he  is  in  such  a  position,  both  he  and  the 
spectator  fancy  that  the  right  of  either  is  his  left, 
and  left  right.  If,  when  powerfully  experienc 
ing  these  and  similar  effects,  the  revolutions  of 
the  soul  come  in  contact  with  some  external 
thing,  [44]  either  of  the  class  of  the  same  or  of 
the  other,  they  speak  of  the  same  or  of  the  other 
in  a  manner  the  very  opposite  of  the  truth;  and 
they  become  false  and  foolish,  and  there  is  no 
course  or  revolution  in  them  which  has  a  guid 
ing  or  directing  power;  and  if  again  any  sen 
sations  enter  in  violently  from  without  and 
drag  after  them  the  whole  vessel  of  the  soul, 
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then  the  courses  of  the  soul,  though  they  seem 
to  conquer,  are  really  conquered. 

And  by  reason  of  all  these  affections,  the 
soul,  when  encased  in  a  mortal  body,  now,  as  in 
the  beginning,  is  at  first  without  intelligence; 
but  when  the  flood  of  growth  and  nutriment 
abates,  and  the  courses  of  the  soul,  calming 
down,  go  their  own  way  and  become  steadier 
as  time  goes  on,  then  the  several  circles  return 
to  their  natural  form,  and  their  revolutions  are 
corrected,  and  they  call  the  same  and  the  other 
by  their  right  names,  and  make  the  possessor 
of  them  to  become  a  rational  being.  And  if  these 
combine  in  him  with  any  true  nurture  or  edu 
cation,  he  attains  the  fulness  and  health  of  the 
perfect  man,  and  escapes  the  worst  disease  of 
all;  but  if  he  neglects  education  he  walks  lame 
to  the  end  of  his  life,  and  returns  imperfect  and 
good  for  nothing  to  the  world  below.  This,  how 
ever,  is  a  later  stage;  at  present  we  must  treat 
more  exactly  the  subject  before  us,  which  in 
volves  a  preliminary  enquiry  into  the  genera 
tion  of  the  body  and  its  members,  and  as  to 
how  the  soul  was  created — for  what  reason 
and  by  what  providence  of  the  gods;  and  hold 
ing  fast  to  probability,  we  must  pursue  our  way. 
First,  then,  the  gods,  imitating  the  spherical 
shape  of  the  universe,  enclosed  the  two  divine 
courses  in  a  spherical  body,  that,  namely,  which 
we  now  term  the  head,  being  the  most  divine 
part  of  us  and  the  lord  of  all  that  is  in  us:  to  this 
the  gods,  when  they  put  together  the  body,  gave 
all  the  other  members  to  be  servants,  consider 
ing  that  it  partook  of  every  sort  of  motion.  In 
order  then  that  it  might  not  tumble  about  among 
the  high  and  deep  places  of  the  earth,  but  might 
be  able  to  get  over  the  one  and  out  of  the  other, 
they  provided  the  body  to  be  its  vehicle  and 
means  of  locomotion;  which  consequently  had 
length  and  was  furnished  with  four  limbs  ex 
tended  and  flexible;  these  God  contrived  to  be 
instruments  of  locomotion1  with  which  it  might 
take  hold  and  find  support,  [45]  and  so  be  able 
to  pass  through  all  places,  carrying  on  high 
the  dwelling-place  of  the  most  sacred  and  di 
vine  part  of  us.  Such  was  the  origin  of  legs  and 
hands,  which  for  this  reason  were  attached  to 
every  man;  and  the  gods,  deeming  the  front 
part  of  man  to  be  more  honourable  and  more 
fit  to  command  than  the  hinder  part,  made  us 
to  move  mostly  in  a  forward  direction.  Where 
fore  man  must  needs  have  his  front  part  unlike 
and  distinguished  from  the  rest  of  his  body. 

And  so  in  the  vessel  of  the  head,  they  first 
of  all  put  a  face  in  which  they  inserted  organs 
to  minister  in  all  things  to  the  providence  of 


the  soul,  and  they  appointed  this  part,  which 
has  authority,  to  be  by  nature  the  part  which  is 
in  front.  And  of  the  organs  they  first  contrived 
the  eyes  to  give  light,  and  the  principle  accord 
ing  to  which  they  were  inserted  was  as  follows: 
So  much  of  fire  as  would  not  burn,  but  gave  a 
gende  light,  they  formed  into  a  substance  akin 
to  the  light  of  every-day  life;  and  the  pure  fire 
which  is  within  us  and  related  thereto  they 
made  to  flow  through  the  eyes  in  a  stream 
smooth  and  dense,  compressing  the  whole  eye, 
and  especially  the  centre  part,  so  that  it  kept 
out  everything  of  a  coarser  nature,  and  allowed 
to  pass  only  this  pure  element.  When  the  light 
of  day  surrounds  the  stream  of  vision,  then  like 
falls  upon  like,  and  they  coalesce,  and  one  body 
is  formed  by  natural  affinity  in  the  line  of  vision, 
wherever  the  light  that  falls  from  within  meets 
with  an  external  object.  And  the  whole  stream 
of  vision,  being  similarly  affected  in  virtue  of 
similarity,  diffuses  the  motions  of  what  it  touch 
es  or  what  touches  it  over  the  whole  body,  un 
til  they  reach  the  soul,  causing  that  perception 
which  we  call  sight.  But  when  night  comes  on 
and  the  external  and  kindred  fire  departs,  then 
the  stream  of  vision  is  cut  off;  for  going  forth 
to  an  unlike  element  it  is  changed  and  extin 
guished,  being  no  longer  of  one  nature  with  the 
surrounding  atmosphere  which  is  now  deprived 
of  fire:  and  so  the  eye  no  longer  sees,  and  we  feel 
disposed  to  sleep.  For  when  the  eyelids,  which 
the  gods  invented  for  the  preservation  of  sight, 
are  closed,  they  keep  in  the  internal  fire;  and 
the  power  of  the  fire  diffuses  and  equalises  the 
inward  motions;  when  they  are  equalised,  there 
is  rest,  and  when  the  rest  is  profound,  [46] 
sleep  comes  over  us  scarce  disturbed  by  dreams; 
but  where  the  greater  motions  still  remain,  of 
whatever  nature  and  in  whatever  locality,  they 
engender  corresponding  visions   in   dreams, 
which  are  remembered  by  us  when  we  are 
awake  and  in  the  external  world.  And  now 
there  is  no  longer  any  difficulty  in  understand 
ing  the  creation  of  images  in  mirrors  and  all 
smooth  and  bright  surfaces.  For  from  the  com 
munion  of  the  internal  and  external  fires,  and 
again  from  the  union  of  them  and  their  nu 
merous  transformations  when  they  meet  in  the 
mirror,  all  these  appearances  of  necessity  arise, 
when  the  fire  from  the  face  coalesces  with  the 
fire  from  the  eye  on  the  bright  and  smooth  sur 
face.  And  right  appears  left  and  left  right,  be 
cause  the  visual  rays  come  into  contact  with  the 
rays  emitted  by  the  object  in  a  manner  contrary 
to  the  usual  mode  of  meeting;  but  the  right  ap 
pears  right,  and  the  left  left,  when  the  position 
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of  one  of  the  two  concurring  lights  is  reversed; 
and  this  happens  when  the  mirror  is  concave 
and  its  smooth  surface  repels  the  right  stream 
of  vision  to  the  leftside,  and  the  left  to  the  right. 
Or  if  the  mirror  be  turned  vertically,  then  the 
concavity  makes  the  countenance  appear  to  be 
all  upside  down,  and  the  lower  rays  are  driven 
upwards  and  the  upper  downwards. 

All  these  are  to  be  reckoned  among  the  sec 
ond  and  co-operative  causes  which  God,  carry 
ing  into  execution  the  idea  of  the  best  as  far  as 
possible,  uses  as  his  ministers. They  are  thought 
by  most  men  not  to  be  the  second,  but  the  prime 
causes  of  all  things,  because  they  freeze  and 
heat,  and  contract  and  dilate,  and  the  like.  But 
they  are  not  so,  for  they  are  incapable  of  reason 
or  intellect;  the  only  being  which  can  properly 
have  mind  is  the  invisible  soul,  whereas  fire  and 
water,  and  earth  and  air,  are  all  of  them  visible 
bodies.  The  lover  of  intellect  and  knowledge 
ought  to  explore  causes  of  intelligent  nature 
first  of  all,  and,  secondly,  of  those  things  which, 
being  moved  by  others,  are  compelled  to  move 
others.  And  this  is  what  we  too  must  do.  Both 
kinds  of  causes  should  be  acknowledged  by  us, 
but  a  distinction  should  be  made  between  those 
which  are  endowed  with  mind  and  are  the 
workers  of  things  fair  and  good,  and  those 
which  are  deprived  of  intelligence  and  always 
produce  chance  effects  without  order  or  design. 
Of  the  second  or  co-operative  causes  of  sight, 
which  help  to  give  to  the  eyes  the  power  which 
they  now  possess,  enough  has  been  said.  I  will 
therefore  now  proceed  to  speak  of  the  higher 
use  and  purpose  for  which  God  has  given  them 
to  us.  [47]  The  sight  in  my  opinion  is  the  source 
of  the  greatest  benefit  to  us,  for  had  we  never 
seen  the  stars,  and  the  sun,  and  the  heaven,  none 
of  the  words  which  we  have  spoken  about  the 
universe  would  ever  have  been  uttered.  But 
now  the  sight  of  day  and  night,  and  the  months 
and  the  revolutions  of  the  years,  have  created 
number,  and  have  given  us  a  conception  of 
time,  and  the  power  of  enquiring  about  the  na 
ture  of  the  universe;  and  from  this  source  we 
have  derived  philosophy,  than  which  no  great 
er  good  ever  was  or  will  be  given  by  the  gods  to 
mortal  man.  This  is  the  greatest  boon  of  sight: 
and  of  the  lesser  benefits  why  should  I  speak? 
even  the  ordinary  man  if  he  were  deprived  of 
them  would  bewail  his  loss,  but  in  vain.  Thus 
much  let  me  say  however:  God  invented  and 
gave  us  sight  to  the  end  that  we  might  behold 
the  courses  of  intelligence  in  the  heaven,  and 
apply  them  to  the  courses  of  our  own  intelli 
gence  which  are  akin  to  them,  the  unperturbed 


to  the  perturbed;  and  that  we,  learning  them 
and  partaking  of  the  natural  truth  of  reason, 
might  imitate  the  absolutely  unerring  courses 
of  God  and  regulate  our  own  vagaries.  The 
same  may  be  affirmed  of  speech  and  hearing: 
they  have  been  given  by  the  gods  to  the  same 
end  and  for  a  like  reason.  For  this  is  the  princi 
pal  end  of  speech,  whereto  it  most  contributes. 
Moreover,  so  much  of  music  as  is  adapted  to 
the  sound  of  the  voice  and  to  the  sense  of  hear 
ing  is  granted  to  us  for  the  sake  of  harmony; 
and  harmony,  which  has  motions  akin  to  the 
revolutions  of  our  souls,  is  not  regarded  by  the 
intelligent  votary  of  the  Muses  as  given  by 
them  with  a  view  to  irrational  pleasure,  which 
is  deemed  to  be  the  purpose  of  it  in  our  day,  but 
as  meant  to  correct  any  discord  which  may  have 
arisen  in  the  courses  of  the  soul,  and  to  be  our 
ally  in  bringing  her  into  harmony  and  agree 
ment  with  herself;  and  rhythm  too  was  given 
by  them  for  the  same  reason,  on  account  of  the 
irregular  and  graceless  ways  which  prevail 
among  mankind  generally,  and  to  help  us 
against  them. 

Thus  far  in  what  we  have  been  saying,  with 
small  exception,  the  works  of  intelligence  have 
been  set  forth;  and  now  we  must  place  by  the 
side  of  them  in  our  discourse  the  things  which 
come  into  being  through  necessity — for  the  cre 
ation  is  mixed,  [48]  being  made  up  of  necessity 
and  mind.  Mind,  the  ruling  power,  persuaded 
necessity  to  bring  the  greater  part  of  created 
things  to  perfection,  and  thus  and  after  this 
manner  in  the  beginning,  when  the  influence  of 
reason  got  the  better  of  necessity,  the  universe 
was  created.  But  if  a  person  will  truly  tell  of 
the  way  in  which  the  work  was  accomplished, 
he  must  include  the  other  influence  of  the  vari 
able  cause  as  well.  Wherefore,  we  must  return 
again  and  find  another  suitable  beginning,  as 
about  the  former  matters,  so  also  about  these. 
To  which  end  we  must  consider  the  nature  of 
fire,  and  water,  and  air,  and  earth,  such  as  they 
were  prior  to  the  creation  of  the  heaven,  and 
what  was  happening  to  them  in  this  previous 
state; *  for  no  one  has  as  yet  explained  the  man 
ner  of  their  generation,  but  we  speak  of  fire  and 
the  rest  of  them,  whatever  they  mean,  as  though 
men  knew  their  natures,  and  we  maintain  them 
to  be  the  first  principles  and  letters  or  elements 
of  the  whole,  when  they  cannot  reasonably  be 
compared  by  a  man  of  any  sense  even  to  sylla 
bles  or  first  compounds.  And  let  me  say  thus 
much:  I  will  not  now  speak  of  the  first  princi 
ple  or  principles  of  all  things,  or  by  whatever 
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name  they  are  to  be  called,  for  this  reason — be 
cause  it  is  difficult  to  set  forth  my  opinion  ac 
cording  to  the  method  of  discussion  which  we 
are  at  present  employing.  Do  not  imagine,  any 
more  than  I  can  bring  myself  to  imagine,  that  I 
should  be  right  in  undertaking  so  great  and  dif 
ficult  a  task.  Remembering  what  I  said  at  first 
about  probability,  I  will  do  my  best  to  give  as 
probable  an  explanation  as  any  other-; — or  rath 
er,  more  probable;  and  I  will  first  go  back  to  the 
beginning  and  try  to  speak  of  each  thing  anclof 
all.  Once  more,  then,  at  the  commencement  of 
my  discourse,  I  call  upon  God,  and  beg  him  to 
be  our  saviour  out  of  a  strange  and  unwonted 
enquiry,  and  to  bring  us  to  the  haven  of  proba 
bility.  So  now  let  us  begin  again. 

This  new  beginning  of  our  discussion  of  the 
universe  requires  a  fuller  division  than  the 
former;  for  then  we  made  two  classes,  now  a 
third  must  be  revealed.  The  two  sufficed  for  the 
former  discussion:  one,  which  we  assumed,  was 
a  pattern  intelligible  and  always  the  same;  [49] 
and  the  second  was  only  the  imitation  of  the 
pattern,  generated  and  visible.  There  is  also  a 
third  kind  which  we  did  not  distinguish  at  the 
time,  conceiving  that  the  two  would  be  enough. 
But  now  the  argument  seems  to  require  that 
we  should  set  forth  in  words  another  kind,  which 
is  difficult  of  explanation  and  dimly  seen.  What 
nature  are  we  to  attribute  to  this  new  kind  of 
being?  We  reply,  that  it  is  the  receptacle,  and 
in  a  manner  the  nurse,  of  all  generation.  I  have 
spoken  the  truth;  but  I  must  express  myself  in 
clearer  language,  and  this  will  be  an  arduous 
task  for  many  reasons,  and  in  particular  be 
cause  I  must  first  raise  questions,  concerning 
fire  and  the  other  elements,  and  determine  what 
each  of  them  is;  for  to  say,  with  any  probability 
or  certitude,  which  of  them  should  be  called 
water  rather  than  fire,  and  which  should  be 
called  any  of  them  rather  than  all  or  some  one 
of  them,  is  a  difficult  matter.  How,  then,  shall 
we  settle  this  point,  and  what  questions  about 
the  elements  may  be  fairly  raised? 

In  the  first  place,  we  see  that  what  We  just 
now  called  water,  by  condensation,  T  suppose, 
becomes  stone  and  earth;  and  this  same  element, 
when  melted  and  dispersed,  passes  into  vapour 
and  air.  Air, 'again,  when  inflamed,  becomes 
fire;  and  again  fire,  when  condensed  and  ex 
tinguished,  passes  once  more  into  the  form  of 
air;  and  once  more,  air,  when  collected  and  con 
densed,  produces  cloud  and  mist;  and  from 
these,  when  still  more  compressed,  comes  flow- 
Ing  ^ater,  and  from  water  comes  earth  and 
stones  once  more;  and  thus  generation  appears 


to  be  transmitted  from,  one  to  the  other  in  a  cir 
cle.  Thus,  then,  as  the  several  elements  never 
present  themselves  in  the  same  form,  how  can 
any  one  have  the  assurance  to  assert  positively 
that  any  of  them,  whatever  it  may  be,  is  one 
thing  rather  than  another?  No  one  can.  But 
much  the  safest  plan  is  to  speak  of  them  as  fol 
lows: — Anything  which  we  see  to  be  continual 
ly  changing,  as,  for  example,  fire,  we  must  not 
call  "this"  or  "that,"  but  rather  say  that  it  is  "of 
such  a  nature";  nor  let  us  speak  of  water  as 
"this,"  but  always  as  "such";  nor  must  we  im 
ply  that  there  is  any  stability  in  any  of  those 
things  which  we  indicate  by  the  use  of  the  words 
"this"  and  "that,"  supposing  ourselves  to  signi 
fy  something  thereby;  for  they  are  too  volatile 
to  be  detained  in  any  such  expressions  as  "this," 
or  "that,"  or  "relative  to  this,"  or  any  other 
mode  of  speaking  which  represents  them  as 
permanent.  We  ought  not  to  apply  "this"  to 
any  of  them,  but  rather  the  word  "such";  which 
expresses  the  similar  principle  circulating  in 
each  and  all -of  them;  for  example,  that -should 
be  called  "fire"  which- is  of  such  a  nature  al 
ways,  and  so  of  everything  that  has  generation. 
That  in  which  the  elements  severally  grow  up, 
and  appear,  and  decay,  is  alone  to  be- "called  by 
the  name  "this"  or  "that";  [50]  but  that  which 
is  of  a  certain  nature,  hot  or  white,  or  anything 
which  admitsof  opposite  qualities,  and  all  things 
that  are  compounded  of  them,  ought  not  to  be 
so  denominated.  Let  me  make  another  attempt 
to  explain  my  meaning  more  clearly.  Suppose 
a  person  to  make  all  kinds  of  figures  of  gold 
and  to  be  always  transmuting  one  form  into  all 
the  rest — -somebody  points  to  one  of  them  and 
asks  what  it  is.  By, far  the  safest  and  truest  an 
swer  i$j That  is  gold;  and  not  to  call  the  triangle 
or  any  other  figures  which  are  formed  in  the 
gold  "these,"  as  though  they  had  existence, 
since  they  are  in  process  of  change  while  he  is 
making  the  assertion;  but  if  the  questioner  be 
willing  to  take  the  safe  and  indefinite  expres 
sion,  "such,"  we  should  be  satisfied.  And  the 
same  argument  applies  to  the  universal  nature 
which  receives  all  bodies — that  must  be  always 
called  the  same;  for,  while  receiving  all  things, 
she  never  departs  at  all  from  her  own  nature, 
and  never  in  any  way,  or  at  any  time,  assumes 
a  form  like  that  of  any  of  the  things  which  en-r 
ter  into  her;  she  is  the  natural  recipient  of  all 
impressions,  and  is  stirred  and  informed  by 
them,  and  appears  different  from  time  to  time 
by  reason  of  them.  But  the  forms  which  enter 
into  and  go  out  of  her  are  the  likenesses. of  real 
existences  .modelled  affejr  their  patterns  in  a. 
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wonderful  and  inexplicable  manner,  which  we 
will  hereafter  investigate.  For  the  present  we 
have  only  to  conceive  o£  three  natures:  first, 
that  which  is  in  process  of  generation;  secondly, 
that  In  which  the  generation  takes  place;  and 
thirdly,  that  of  which  the  thing  generated  is  a 
resemblance.  And  we  may  liken  the  receiving 
principle  to  a  mother,  and  the  source  or  spring 
to  a  father,  and  the  intermediate  nature  to  a 
child;  and  may  remark  further,  that  if  the  model 
Is  to  take  every  variety  of  form,  then  the  matter 
in  which  the  model  is  fashioned  will  not  be 
duly  prepared,  unless  it  is  formless,  and  free 
from  the  Impress  of  any  of  those  shapes  which 
it  is  hereafter  to  receive  from  without.  For  If 
the  matter  were  like  any  of  the  supervening 
forms,  then  whenever  any  opposite  or  entirely 
different  nature  was  stamped  upon  its  surface, 
it  would  take  the  impression  badly,  because  It 
would  intrude  Its  own  shape.  Wherefore,  that 
which  Is  to  receive  all  forms  should  have  ao 
form;  as  in  making  perfumes  they  first  contrive 
that -the  liquid  substance  which  is  to  receive  the 
scent  shall.be  as  inodorous  as  possible;  or  as 
those  who  wish  to  impress  figures  on  soft  sub 
stances  do  not  allow  any  previous  impression 
to  remain,  [51]  but  begin  by  making  the  sur 
face  as  even  and  smooth  as  possible.  In  the  same 
way  that  which  Is  to  receive  perpetually  ,and 
through  Its  whole  extent  the  resemblances  of 
all  eternal  beings  ought  to  be  devoid  of  any  par 
ticular  form.  Wherefore,  the  mother  and  recep 
tacle  of  all  created  and  visible  and  in  any  way 
sensible  things,  is  not  to  be  termed  earth,  or  air, 
or  fire,- or  water,  or  any  of  their  compounds  or 
any  of  the  elements  from  which  these  are  de 
rived,  but  is  an  invisible  and  formless  being 
which  receives  all  things  and  in  some  mysteri 
ous  way  partakes  of  the  intelligible,  and  is  most 
incomprehensible.  In  saying  this  we  shall  not 
be  far  wrong;  as.  far,  however,, as  we  "can  attain 
to  a  knowledge  of  her  from  the  previous  con 
siderations,  we  may  truly  say  that  Jfrre  is  that 
part  of  her  nature  which  from  time  to  time  ,is 
inflamed,  arid  water  that  which  is  :moistened, 
and  that  the  mother  substance  becomes  earth 
and  air,  in  so  far  as  she  receives  the  impressions 
of  them. 

Let  us  consider  this  question  more  precisely. 
Is  there  any  self-existent  fire?  and  do  all  those 
things  which  we  call  self-existent  exist?  or  are 
only  those  things  which  we  see,  or  in, some  way 
|>erceive;thrpugh  the .bpdily  organs,  truly  exist- 
,£!$>  arid  nothing  whatever  beside^  ,th^m?  And 
is  all  that  which  we  call  an  int;el%iWe  essence 
nothing  at  all,  and  only  a  n,arne?JJere  is  a  ques 


tion  which  we  must  not  leave  unexamined  or 
undetermined,  nor  must  we  affirm  too  confi 
dently  that  there  can  be  no  decision;  neither 
must  we  interpolate  In  our  present  long  dis 
course  a  digression  equally  long,  but  if  it  is 
possible  to  set  forth  a  great  principle  in  a  few 
words,  that  is  just  what  we  want. 

Thus  I  state  my  view; — If  mind  and  true 
opinion  are  two  distinct  classes,  then  I  say  that 
there  certainly  are  these  self-existent  ideas  un- 
perceived  by  sense,  and  apprehended  only  by 
the  mind;  if,  however,  as  some  say,  true  opin 
ion  differs  In  no  respect  from  mind,  then  every 
thing  that  we  perceive  through  the  body  Is  to 
be  regarded  as  most  real  and  certain.  But  we 
must  affirm  them  to  be  distinct,  for  they  have  a 
distinct  origin  and  are  of  a  different  nature;  the 
one  is  implanted  in  us  by  instruction,  the  other 
by  persuasion;  the  one  is  always  accompanied 
by  true  reason,  the  other  is  without  reason;  the 
one  cannot  be  overcome  by  persuasion,  but  the 
other  can:  and  lastly,  every  man  may  be  said  to 
share  in  true  opinion,  but  mind  is  the  attribute 
of  the  gods  and  of  very  few  men.  Wherefore 
also  we  must  acknowledge  that  there  is  one 
kind  of  being  which  is  always  the  same,  ^527 
uncreated  and  indestructible,  never  receiving 
anything  into  itself  from  without,  nor  itself  go 
ing  out  to  any  other,  but  Invisible  and  imper 
ceptible  by  any  sense,  and  of  which  the  con 
templation  is  granted  to  intelligence  only.  And 
there  is  another  nature  of  the  same  name  with 
it,  and  like  to  it,  perceived -by  sense,  created,  al 
ways  in  motion,  becoming  in  place  and  again 
vanishing  out  of  place,  which  is  apprehended 
by  opinion  and  sense.  And  there  is  a  third  na 
ture,  which  is  space,  and  is  eternal,  and  admits 
not  of  destruction  and  provides  a  home  for  all 
created  things,  and  is  apprehended  without  the 
help  of  sense,  by  a  kind  of  spurious  reason,  and 
is  hardly  real ;  which  we  beholding  as  in  a  dream, 
say  of  all  existence  that  it  must  of  necessity  be 
in  some  place  and  occupy  a  space,  but  that  what 
is  neither  in  heaven  nor  in  earth  has  no  exist 
ence.  Of  these  and  other  things  of  the  same 
kind,  relating  to  the  true  and  waking  reality  of 
nature,  we  have  only  this  dreamlike  sense,  and 
we  are  unable  to  cast  off  sleep  and  determine 
the  truth  about  them.  For  an  image,  since  the 
reality, .after  which  it  is  modelled,  does  not  be: 
long  to  It3  an4  it  exists  ever  as  the  fleeting  shad 
ow  ,of  some  other,  must  be  inferred  to  be  in  anr 
pther  (i.e.  in  space], grasping  existence  in  some 
way  or  other,  or  it  could  not  be  at  all.  But  true 
and  exact  reason,  vindicating  tl^e  nature  of  true 
being,  maintains  thajt  while  two  things  [i.e,  the 
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image  and  space]  are  different  they  cannot  exist 
one  of  them  in  the  other  and  so  be  one  and  also 
two  at  the  same  time. 

Thus  have  I  concisely  given  the  result  of  my 
thoughts;  and  my  verdict  is  that  being  and 
space  and  generation,  these  three,  existed  in 
their  three  ways  before  the  heaven;  and  that 
the  nurse  of  generation,  moistened  by  water  and 
inflamed  by  fire,  and  receiving  the  forms  of 
earth  and  air,  and  experiencing  all  the  affections 
which  accompany  these,  presented  a  strange 
variety  of  appearances;  and  being  full  of  pow 
ers  which  were  neither  similar  nor  equally  bal 
anced,  was  never  in  any  part  in  a  state  of  equi 
poise,  but  swaying  unevenly  hither  and  thither, 
was  shaken  by  them,  and  by  its  motion  again 
shook  them;  and  the  elements  when  moved 
were  separated  and  carried  continually,  some 
one  way,  some  another;  as,  when  grain  is  shak 
en  and  winnowed  by  fans  and  other  instru 
ments  used  in  the  threshing  of  corn,  [53]  the 
close  and  heavy  particles  are  borne  away  and 
settle  in  one  direction,  and  the  loose  and  light 
particles  in  another.  In  this  manner,  the  four 
kinds  or  elements  were  then  shaken  by  the  re 
ceiving  vessel,  which,  moving  like  a  winnowing 
machine,  scattered  far  away  from  one  another 
the  elements  most  unlike,  and  forced  the  most 
similar  elements  into  close  contact.  Wherefore 
also  the  various  elements  had  different  places 
before  they  were  arranged  so  as  to  form  the  uni 
verse.  At  first,  they  were  all  without  reason  and 
measure.  But  when  the  world  began  to  get  into 
order,  fire  and  water  and  earth  and  air  had  on 
ly  certain  faint  traces  of  themselves,  and  were 
altogether  such  as  every  thing  might  be  expected 
to  be  in  the  absence  of  God;  this,  I  say,  was 
their  nature  at  that  time,  and  God  fashioned 
them  by  form  and  number.  Let  it  be  consistent 
ly  maintained  by  us  in  all  that  we  say  that  God 
made  them  as  far  as  possible  the  fairest  and 
best,  out  of  things  which  were  not  fair  and 
good.  And  now  I  will  endeavour  to  show  you 
the  disposition  and  generation  of  them  by  an 
unaccustomed  argument,  which  I  am  compelled 
to  use;  but  I  believe  that  you  will  be  able  to  fol 
low  me,  for  your  education  has  made  you  fa 
miliar  with  the  methods  of  science. 

In  the  first  place,  then,  as  is  evident  to  all, 
fire  and  earth  and  water  and  air  are  bodies.  And 
every  sort  of  body  possesses  solidity,  and  every 
solid  must  necessarily  be  contained  in  planes; 
and  every  plane  rectilinear  figure  is  composed 
of  triangles;  and  all  triangles  are  originally  of 
two  kinds,  both  of  which  are  made  up  of  one 
right  and  two  acute  angles;  one  of  them  has  at 


either  end  of  the  base  the  half  of  a  divided  right 
angle,  having  equal  sides,  while  in  the  other 
the  right  angle  is  divided  into  unequal  parts, 
having  unequal  sides.  These,  then,  proceeding 
by  a  combination  of  probability  with  demon 
stration,  we  assume  to  be  the  original  elements 
of  fire  and  the  other  bodies;  but  the  principles 
which  are  prior  to  these  God  only  knows,  and 
he  of  men  who  is  the  friend  of  God.  And  next 
we  have  to  determine  what  are  the  four  most 
beautiful  bodies  which  are  unlike  one  another, 
and  of  which  some  are  capable  of  resolution  in 
to  one  another;  for  having  discovered  thus 
much,  we  shall  know  the  true  origin  of  earth 
and  fire  and  of  the  proportionate  and  inter 
mediate  elements.  And  then  we  shall  not  be 
willing  to  allow  that  there  are  any  distinct  kinds 
of  visible  bodies  fairer  than  these.  Wherefore 
we  must  endeavour  to  construct  the  four  forms 
of  bodies  which  excel  in  beauty,  and  then  we 
shall  be  able  to  say  that  we  have  sufficiently  ap 
prehended  their  nature.  [54]  Now  of  the  two 
triangles,  the  isosceles  has  one  form  only;  the 
scalene  or  unequal-sided  has  an  infinite  num 
ber.  Of  the  infinite  forms  we  must  select  the 
most  beautiful,  if  we  are  to  proceed  in  due  or 
der,  and  any  one  who  can  point  out  a  more 
beautiful  form  than  ours  for  the  construction 
of  these  bodies,  shall  carry  off  the  palm,  not  as 
an  enemy,  but  as  a  friend.  Now,  the  one  which 
we  maintain  to  be  the  most  beautiful  of  all  the 
many  triangles  (and  we  need  not  speak  of  the 
others)  is  that  of  which  the  double  forms  a 
third  triangle  which  is  equilateral;  the  reason 
of  this  would  be  long  to  tell;  he  who  disproves 
what  we  are  saying,  and  shows  that  we  are  mis 
taken,  may  claim  a  friendly  victory.  Then  let 
us  choose  two  triangles,  out  of  which  fire  and 
the  other  elements  have  been  constructed,  one 
isosceles,  the  other  having  the  square  of  the 
longer  side  equal  to  three  times  the  square  of 
the  lesser  side. 

Now  is  the  time  to  explain  what  was  before 
obscurely  said:  there  was  an  error  in  imagining 
that  all  the  four  elements  might  be  generated 
by  and  into  one  another;  this,  I  Say,  was  an  er 
roneous  supposition,  for  there  are  generated 
from  the  triangles  which  we  have  selected  four 
kinds — three  from  the  one  which  has  the  sides 
unequal;  the  fourth  alone  is  framed  out  of  the 
isosceles  triangle.  Hence  they  cannot  all  be  re 
solved  into  one  another,  a  great  number  of  small 
bodies  being  combined  into  a  few  large  ones, 
or  the  converse.  But  three  of  them  can  be  thus 
resolved  and  compounded,  for  they  all  spring 
from  one,  and  when  the  greater  bodies  are 
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broken  up,  many  small  bodies  will  spring  up 
out  of  them  and  take  their  own  proper  figures; 
or,  again,  when  many  small  bodies  are  dissolved 
into  their  triangles,  if  they  become  one,  they 
will  form  one  large  mass  of  another  kind.  So 
much  for  their  passage  into  one  another.  I  have 
now  to  speak  of  their  several  kinds,  and  show 
out  of  what  combinations  of  numbers  each  of 
them  was  formed.  The  first  will  be  the  simplest 
and  smallest  construction,  and  its  element  is 
that  triangle  which  has  its  hypothenuse  twice 
the  lesser  side.  When  two  such  triangles  are 
joined  at  the  diagonal, and  this  is  repeated  three 
times,  and  the  triangles  rest  their  diagonals  and 
shorter  sides  on  the  same  point  as  a  centre,  a 
single  equilateral  triangle  is  formed  out  of  six 
triangles;  and  four  equilateral  triangles,  if  put 
together,  make  out  of  every  three  plane  angles 
one  solid  angle,  being  that  which  is  nearest  to 
the  most  obtuse  of  plane  angles;  /55/  and  out 
of  the  combination  of  these  four  angles  arises 
the  first  solid  form  which  distributes  into  equal 
and  similar  parts  the  whole  circle  in  which  it  is 
inscribed.  The  second  species  of  solid  is  formed 
out  of  the  same  triangles,  which  unite  as  eight 
equilateral  triangles  and  form  one  solid  angle 
out  of  four  plane  angles,  and  out  of  six  such 
angles  the  second  body  is  completed.  And  the 
third  body  is  made  up  of  120  triangular  ele 
ments,  forming  twelve  solid  angles,  each  of 
them  included  in  five  plane  equilateral  trian 
gles,  having  altogether  twenty  bases,  each  of 
which  is  an  equilateral  triangle.  The  one  ele 
ment  [that  is,  the  triangle  which  has  its  hypoth 
enuse  twice  the  lesser  side]  having  generated 
these  figures, generated  no  more;  but  the  isosce 
les  triangle  produced  the  fourth  elementary  fig 
ure,  which  is  compounded  of  four  such  trian 
gles,  joining  their  right  angles  in  a  centre,  and 
forming  one  equilateral  quadrangle.  Six  of  these 
united  form  eight  solid  angles,  each  of  which  is 
made  by  the  combination  of  three  plane  right 
angles;  the  figure  of  the  body  thus  composed  is 
a  cube,  having  six  plane  quadrangular  equi 
lateral  bases.  There  was  yet  a  fifth  combination 
which  God  used  in  the  delineation  of  the  uni 
verse. 

Now,  he  who,  duly  reflecting  on  all  this,  en 
quires  whether  the  worlds  are  to  be  regarded  as 
indefinite  or  definite  in  number,  will  be  of  opin 
ion  that  the  notion  of  their  indefmiteness  is 
characteristic  of  a  sadly  indefinite  and  ignorant 
mind.  He,  however,  who  raises  the  question 
whether  they  are  to  be  truly  regarded  as  one  or 
five,  takes  up  a  more  reasonable  position.  Argu 
ing  from  probabilities,  I  am  of  opinion  that  they 


are  one;  another,  regarding  the  question  from 
another  point  of  view,  will  be  of  another  mind. 
But,  leaving  this  enquiry,  let  us  proceed  to  dis 
tribute  the  elementary  forms,  which  have  now 
been  created  in  idea,  among  the  four  elements. 

To  earth,  then,  let  us  assign  the  cubical  form; 
for  earth  is  the  most  immoveable  of  the  four 
and  the  most  plastic  of  all  bodies,  and  that  which 
has  the  most  stable  bases  must  of  necessity  be  of 
such  a  nature.  Now,  of  the  triangles  which  we 
assumed  at  first,  that  which  has  two  equal  sides 
is  by  nature  more  firmly  based  than  that  which 
has  unequal  sides;  and  of  the  compound  fig 
ures  which  are  formed  out  of  either,  the  plane 
equilateral  quadrangle  has  necessarily,  a  more 
stable  basis  than  the  equilateral  triangle,  both 
in  the  whole  and  in  the  parts.  [56]  Wherefore, 
in  assigning  this  figure  to  earth,  we  adhere  to 
probability;  and  to  water  we  assign  that  one  of 
the  remaining  forms  which  is  the  least  move- 
able;  and  the  most  moveable  of  them  to  fire; 
and  to  air  that  which  is  intermediate.  Also  we 
assign  the  smallest  body  to  fire,  and  the  greatest 
to  water,  and  the  intermediate  in  size  to  air; 
and,  again,  the  acutest  body  to  fire,  and  the 
next  in  acuteness  to  air,  and  the  third  to  water. 
Of  all  these  elements,  that  which  has  the  fewest 
bases  must  necessarily  be  the  most  moveable, 
for  it  must  be  the  acutest  and  most  penetrating 
in  every  way,  and  also  the  lightest  as  being  com 
posed  of  the  smallest  number  of  similar  parti 
cles:  and  the  second  body  has  similar  properties 
in  a  second  degree,  and  the  third  body  in  the 
third  degree.  Let  it  be  agreed,  then,  both  ac 
cording  to  strict  reason  and  according  to  proba-r 
bility,  that  the  pyramid  is  the  solid  which  is  the 
original  element  and  seed  of  fire;  and  let  us  as 
sign  the  element  which  was  next  in  the  order  of 
generation  to  air,  and  the  third  to  water.  We 
must  imagine  all  these  to  be  so  small  that  no 
single  particle  of  any  of  the  four  kinds  is  seen 
by  us  on  account  of  their  smallness:  but  when 
many  of  them  are  collected  together  their  ag 
gregates  are  seen.  And  the  ratios  of  their  num 
bers,  motions,  and  other  properties,  everywhere 
God,  as  far  as  necessity  allowed  or  gave  con 
sent,  has  exactly  perfected,  and  harmonised  in 
due  proportion. 

From  all  that  we  have  just  been  saying  about 
the  elements  or  kinds,  the  most  probable  con 
clusion  is  as  follows : — earth,  when  meeting  with 
fire  and  dissolved  by  its  sharpness,  whether  the 
dissolution  take  place  in  the  fire  itself  or  per 
haps  in  some  mass  of  air  or  water,  is  borne 
hither  and  thither,  until  its  parts,  meeting  to 
gether  and  mutually  harmonising,  again  be- 
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come  earth;  for  they  can  never  take  any  other 
form.  But  water,  when  divided  by  fire  or  by 
air,  on  re-forming,  may  become  one  part  fire 
and  two  parts  air;  and  a  single  volume  of  air 
divided  becomes  two  of  fire.  Again,  when  a 
small  body  of  fire  is  contained  in  a  larger  body 
of  air  or  water  or  earth,  and  both  are  moving, 
and  the  fire  struggling  is  overcome  and  broken 
up,  then  two  volumes  of  fire  form  one  volume 
of  air;  and  when  air  is  overcome  and  cut  up  in 
to  small  pieces,  two  and  a  half  parts  of  air  are 
condensed  into  one  part  of  water.  Let  us  con 
sider  the  matter  in  another  way.  When  one  of 
the  other  elements  is  fastened  upon  by  fire,  [yj] 
and  is  cut  by  the  sharpness  of  its  angles  and 
sides,  it  coalesces  with  the  fire,  and  then  ceases 
to  be  cut  by  them  any  longer.  For  no  element 
which  is  one  and  the  same  with  itself  can  be 
changed  by  or  change  another  of  the  same  kind 
and  in  the  same  state.  But  so  long  as  in  the 
process  of  transition  the  weaker  is  fighting 
against  the  stronger,  the  dissolution  continues. 
Again,  when  a  few  small  particles,  enclosed  in 
many  larger  ones,  are  in  process  of  decomposi 
tion  and  extinction,  they, only  cease  from  their 
tendency  to  extinction  when  they  consent  to 
pass  into  the  conquering  nature,  and  fire  be 
comes  air  and  air  water.  But  if  bodies  of  an 
other  kind  go  and  attack  them  [i.e.  the  small 
particles],  the  latter  continue  to  be  dissolved 
until,  being  completely  forced  back  and  dis 
persed,  they  make  their  escape  to  their  own 
kindred,  or  else,  being  overcome  and  assimilated 
to  the  conquering  power,  they  remain  where 
they  are  and  dwell  with  their  victors,  and  from 
being  many  become  one.  And  owing  to  these 
affections,  all  things  are  changing  their  place, 
for  by  the  motion  of  the  receiving  vessel  the 
bulk  of  each  class  is  distributed  into  its  proper 
place;  but  those  things  which  become  unlike 
themselves  and  like  other  things,  are  hurried 
by  the  shaking  into  the  place  of  the  things  to 
which  they  grow  like. 

Now  all  unmixed  and  primary  bodies  are 
produced  by  such  causes  as  these.  As  to  the  sub 
ordinate  species  which  are  included  in  the 
greater  kinds,  they  are  to  be  attributed  to  the 
varieties  in  the  structure  of  the  two  original 
triangles. For  either  structure  did  not  originally 
produce  the  triangle  of  one  size  only,  but  some 
larger  and  some  smaller,  and  there  are  as  many 
sizes  as  there  are  species  of  the  four  elements. 
Hence  when  they  are  mingled  with  themselves 
and  with  one  another  there  is  an  endless  variety 
of  them,  which  those  who  would  arrive  at  the 
probable  truth  of  nature  ought  duly  to  consider, 


Unless  a  person  comes  to  an  understanding 
about  the  nature  and  conditions  of  rest  and  mo 
tion,  he  will  meet  with  many  difficulties  in  the 
discussion  which  follows.  Something  has  been 
said  of  this  matter  already,  and  somethingmore 
remain's  to  be  said,  which  is,  that  motion  never 
exists  in  what  is  uniform.  For  to  conceive  that 
anything  can  be  moved  without  a  mover  is  hard 
Or  indeed  impossible,  and  equally  impossible 
to  conceive  that  there  can  be  a  mover  unless 
there  be  something  which  can  be  moved — mo 
tion  cannot  exist  where  either  of  these  are  want 
ing,  and  for  these  to  be  uniform  is  impossible; 
wherefore  we  must  assign  rest  to  uniformity 
and  motion  to  the  want  of  uniformity.  [58] 
Now  inequality  is  the  cause  of  the  nature  which 
is  Wanting  in  uniformity;  and  of  this  we  have 
already  described  the  origin.  But  there  still  re 
mains  the  further  point — why  things  when  di 
vided  after  their  kinds  do  not  cease  to  pass 
through  one  another  and  to  change  their  place 
— which* we  will  now  proceed  to  explain.  In  the 
revolution  of  the  universe  are  comprehended 
all  the  four  elements,  and  this  being  circular 
and  having  a  tendency  to  come  together,  com 
presses  everything  and  will  not  allow  any  place 
to  be  left  void.  Wherefore,  also,  fire  above  all 
things  penetrates  everywhere,  and  air  next,  as 
being  next  in  rarity  of  the  elements;  and  the  two 
other  elements  in  like  manner  penetrate  accord 
ing  to  their  degrees  of  rarity.  For  those  things 
which  are  composed  of  the  largest  particles  have 
the  largest  void  left  in  their  compositions,  and 
those  which  are  composed  of  the  smallest  parti 
cles  have  the  least.  And  the  contraction  caused 
by  the  compression  thrusts  the  smaller  particles 
into  the  interstices  of  the  larger.  And  thus,  when 
the  small  parts  are  placed  side  by  side  with  the 
larger,  and  the  lesser  divide  the  greater  and  the 
greater  unite  the  lesser,  all  the  elements  are 
borne  up.  and  *  down  and  hither  and  thither  to 
wards  their  own  places;  for  the  change'  in  the 
size  of  each  changes  its  position  in  space.  And 
these  causes  generate  an  inequality  which  is  al 
ways  maintained,  and  is  continually  creating  a 
perpetual  motion  of  the  elements  in  all  time. 

In  the  next  place  we  have  to  consider  that 
there  are  divers-kinds  of  fire.  There  are,  for  ex 
ample^  first,  flame;  and  secondly,  those  emana 
tions  of  flame  which  do  not  burn  but  only  give 
light  to  the  eyes;  thirdly,  the  remains  of  fire, 
ivhich  are  seen  in  red-hot  embers  after  the  flame 
has  been  extinguished.  There  are  similar  dif 
ferences  in  the  air;  of  which  the  brightest  part 
is  .called  the  aether,  and  the  most  turbid  sort 
mist  and  darkness;  and  there  are  various  other 


TIMAEUS 


461 


nameless  kinds  which  arise  from  the  inequality 
of  the  triangles.  Water,  again,  admits  in  the 
first  place  of  a  division  into  two  kinds;  the  one 
liquid  and  the  other  fusile.  The  liquid  kind  is 
composed  of  the  small  and  unequal  particles  of 
water;  and  moves  itself  and  is  moved  by  other 
bodies  owing  to  the  want  of  uniformity  and  the 
shape  of  its  particles;  whereas  the  fusile  kind, 
being  formed  of  large  and  uniform  particles,  is 
more  stable  than  the  other,  and  is  heavy  and 
compact  by  reason  of  its  uniformity.  But  when 
fire  gets  in  and  dissolves  the  particles  and  de 
stroys  the  uniformity,  it  has  greater  mobility, 
and  becoming  fluid  is  thrust  forth  by  the  neigh 
bouring  air  and  spreads  upon  the  earth;  and 
this  dissolution  of  the  solid  masses  is  called 
melting,  [59]  and  their  spreading  out  upon  the 
earth  flowing.  Again,  when  the  fire  goes  out  of 
the  fusile  substance,  it  does  not  pass  into  a  vacu 
um,  but  into  the  neighbouring  air;  and  the  air 
which  is  displaced  forces  together  the  liquid 
and  still  moveable  mass  into  the  place  which 
was  occupied  by  the  fire,  and  unites  it  with  it 
self.  Thus  compressed  the  mass  resumes  its 
equability,  and  is  again  at  unity  with  itself,  be 
cause  the  fire  which  was  the  author  of  the  in 
equality  has  retreated; and  this  departure  of  the 
fire  is  called  cooling,  and  the  coming  together 
which  follows  upon  it  is  termed  congealment. 
Of  all  the  kinds  termed  fusile,  that  which  is  the 
densest  and  is  formed  out  of  the  finest  and  most 
uniform  parts  is  that  most  precious  possession 
called  gold,  which  is  hardened  by  filtration 
through  rock;  this  is  unique  in  kind,  and  has 
both  a  glittering  and  a  yellow  colour.  A  shoot 
of  gold,  which  is  so  dense  as  to  be  very  hard, 
and  takes  a  black  colour,  is  termed  adamant. 
There  is  also  another  kind  which  has  parts  near 
ly  like  gold,  and  of  which  there  are  several  spe 
cies;  it  is  denser  than  gold,  and  it  contains  a 
small  and  fine*  portion  of  earth,  and  is  therefore 
harder,  yet  also  lighter  because  of,  the  great  in 
terstices  which  it  has  within  itself;  and  this  sub 
stance,  which  is  one  of  the  bright  and  denser 
kinds  of  water,  when  solidified  is  called  cop 
per,  There  is  an  alloy  of  earth  mingled  with,  it, 
which,  when  the  two  parts  grow  old  and  are 
disunited,  shows  itself  separately  and  is  called 
rust.  The  remaining  phenomena  of  the-s^me 
kind  there  will  fcc  np  difficulty  in  reasoning  out 
by  the  method  of  probabilities.  A  man  may 
sometimes  set  aside  meditations  about  eternal 
things,  and  for  recreation  turn  to  consider  the 
truths  of  generation  which  are  probable  only; 
he  will  tjius  gain  a  pleasure  not  to  be  repented 
of,  and  sepure  for  himself  while  he  lives  a  wise 


and  moderate  pastime.  Let  us  grant  ourselves 
this  indulgence,,  and  go  through  the  probabili 
ties  relating  to  the  same  subjects  which  follow 
next  in  order. 

Water  which  is  mingled  with  fire,  so  much 
as  is  fine  and  liquid  (being  so  called  by  reason 
of  its  motion  and  the  way  in  which  it  rolls  along 
the  ground),  and  soft,  because  its  bases  give 
way  and  are  less  stable  than  those  of  earth,  when 
separated  from  fire  and  air  and  isolated,  be 
comes  more  uniform,  and  by  their  retirement  is 
compressed  into  itself;  and  if  the  condensation 
be  very  great,  the  water  above  the  earth  becomes 
hail,  but  on  the  earth,  ice;  and  that  which  is 
congealed  in  a  less  degree  and  is  only  half  solid, 
when  above  the  earth  is  called  snow,  and  when 
upon  the  earth,  and  condensed  from  dew,  hoar 
frost.  Then,  again,  there  are  the  numerous 
kinds  of  water  which  have  been  mingled  with 
one  another,  and  are  distilled  through  plants 
which  grow  in  the  earth;  and  this  whole  class  is 
called  by  the  name  of  juices  or  saps.  [60]  The 
unequal  admixture  of  these  fluids  creates  a  va 
riety  of  species;  most  of  them  are  nameless,  but 
four  which  are1  of  a  fiery  nature  are  clearly  dis 
tinguished  and  have  names.  First,  there  is  wine, 
which  warms  the  soul  as  well  as  the  body; 
secondly,  there  -is  the  oily  nature,  which  is 
smooth  and  divides  the  visual  ray,  and  for  this 
reason  is  bright  and  shining  and  of  a  glistening 
appearance,  including  pitch,  the  juice  of  the 
castor  berry,  oil  itself,  and  other  things  .of  a  like 
kind:  thirdly,  there  is  the  class  of  substances 
which  expand  the  contracted  parts1  of  the 
mouth,  until  they  return  to  their  natural  state, 
and  by  reason  of  this  property  create  sweetness; 
— these  are  included  under  the  general  name  of 
honey:  and,  lastly,  there  is  a  frothy  nature, 
which  differs  from  all  juices,  having  a  burning 
quality  which  dissolves  the  flesh;  it  is  called 
opos  (a  vegetable  acid). 

As  to  the  kinds  of  earth,  that  which  is  filtered 
through  water  passes  into  stone  in  the  follow 
ing  manner: — The  water  which  mixes  with  the 
earth  and  is  broken  up  in  the  process  changes 
into  air,  and  taking  this  form  mounts  into  its 
own  place.  But  as  there  is  no  surrounding  vacu 
um  it  thrusts  away  the  neighbouring  air,  and 
this  .being  rendered  heavy,  and,  when  it  is  dis: 
placed,  having  been  poured  around  the  mass  of 
earth,  forcibly  compresses  it  arid  drives  it  into 
the  vacant  space  whence  the  new  air  had  corne 
up;  and  the  earth  when  compressed  by  the  air 
into  an  indissoluble  union  with  water  becomes 
rock.  The  fairer,  sort  is  that  which  is  made  up 
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of  equal  and  similar  parts  and  is  transparent; 
that  which  has  the  opposite  qualities  is  inferior. 
But  when  all  the  watery  part  is  suddenly  drawn 
out  by  fire,  a  more  brittle  substance  is  formed, 
to  which  we  give  the  name  of  pottery.  Some 
times  also  moisture  may  remain,  and  the  earth 
which  has  been  fused  by  fire  becomes,  when 
cool,  a  certain  stone  of  a  black  colour.  A  like 
separation  of  the  water  which  had  been  copi 
ously  mingled  with  them  may  occur  in  two  sub 
stances  composed  of  finer  particles  of  earth  and 
of  a  briny  nature;  out  of  either  of  them  a  half- 
solid  body  is  then  formed,  soluble  in  water — 
the  one,  soda,  which  is  used  for  purging  away 
oil  and  earth,  and  other,  salt,  which  harmonizes 
so  well  in  combinations  pleasing  to  the  palate, 
and  is,  as  the  law  testifies,  a  substance  dear  to 
the  gods.  The  compounds  of  earth  and  water 
are  not  soluble  by  water,  but  by  fire  only,  and 
for  this  reason : — Neither  fire  nor  air  melt  masses 
of  earth;  for  their  particles,  being  smaller  than 
the  interstices  in  its  structure,  have  plenty  of 
room  to  move  without  forcing  their  way,  and 
so  they  leave  the  earth  unmelted  and  undis- 
solved;  but  particles  of  water,  [61]  which  are 
larger,  force  a  passage,  and  dissolve  and  melt 
the  earth.  Wherefore  earth  when  not  consoli 
dated  by  force  is  dissolved  by  water  only;  when 
consolidated,  by  nothing  but  fire;  for  this  is  the 
only  body  which  can  find  an  entrance.  The  co 
hesion  of  water  again,  when  very  strong,  is  dis 
solved  by  fire  only — when  weaker,  then  either 
by  air  or  fire — the  former  entering  the  inter 
stices,  and  the  latter  penetrating  even  the  tri 
angles.  But  nothing  can  dissolve  air,  when 
strongly  condensed,  which  does  not  reach  the 
elements  or  triangles;  or  if  not  strongly  con 
densed,  then  only  fire  can  dissolve  it.  As  to  bod 
ies  composed  of  earth  and  water,  while  the  wa 
ter  occupies  the  vacant  interstices  of  the  earth 
in  them  which  are  compressed  by  force,  the  par 
ticles  of  water  which  approach  them  from  with 
out,  finding  no  entrance,  flow  around  the  en 
tire  mass  and  leave  it  undissolved;  but  the  par 
ticles  of  fire,  entering  into  the  interstices  of  the 
water,  do  to  the  water  what  water  does  to  earth 
and  fire  to  air,  and  are  the  sole  causes  of  the 
compound  body  of  earth  and  water  liquefying 
and  becoming  fluid.  Now  these  bodies  are  of 
two  kinds;  some  of  them,  such  as  glass  and  the 
fusible  sort  of  stones,  have  less  water  than  they 
have  earth;  on  the  other  hand,  substances  of  the 
nature  of  wax  and  incense  have  more  of  water 
entering  into  their  composition. 

I  nave  thus  shown  the  various  classes  of  bod 
ies  as  they  are  diversified  by  their  forms  and 


combinations  and  changes  into  one  another, 
and  now  I  must  endeavour  to  set  forth  their  af 
fections  and  the  causes  of  them.  In  the  first 
place,  the  bodies  which  I  have  been  describing 
are  necessarily  objects  of  sense.  But  we  have  not 
yet  considered  the  origin  of  flesh,  or  what  be 
longs  to  flesh,  or  of  that  part  of  the  soul  which 
is  mortal.  And  these  things  cannot  be  adequate 
ly  explained  without  also  explaining  the  affec 
tions  which  are  concerned  with  sensation,  nor 
the  latter  without  the  former:  and  yet  to  ex 
plain  them  together  is  hardly  possible;  for  which 
reason  we  must  assume  first  one  or  the  other 
and  afterwards  examine  the  nature  of  our  hy 
pothesis.  In  order,  then,  that  the  affections  may 
follow  regularly  after  the  elements,  let  us  pre 
suppose  the  existence  of  body  and  soul. 

First,  let  us  enquire  what  we  mean  by  saying 
that  fire  is  hot;  and  about  this  we  may  reason 
from  the  dividing  or  cutting  power  which  it 
exercises  on  our  bodies.  We  all  of  us  feel  that 
fire  is  sharp;  and  we  may  further  consider  the 
fineness  of  the  sides,  and  the  sharpness  of  the 
angles,  and  the  smallness  of  the  particles,  and 
the  swiftness  of  the  motion — all  this  makes  the 
action  of  fire  violent  and  sharp,  [62]  so  that  it 
cuts  whatever  it  meets.  And  we  must  not  for 
get  that  the  original  figure  of  fire  [i.e.  the  pyra 
mid],  more  than  any  other  form,  has  a  divid 
ing  power  which  cuts  our  bodies  into  small 
pieces  (/cepju,art£ei),and  thusnaturally  produces 
that  affection  which  we  call  heat;  and  hence  the 
origin  of  the  name  (  Ocppos,  /ce/>/>ta) .  Now,  the  op 
posite  of  this  is  sufficiently  manifest;  neverthe 
less  we  will  not  fail  to  describe  it.  For  the  larger 
particles  of  moisture  which  surround  the  body, 
entering  in  and  driving  out  the  lesser,  but  not 
being  able  to  take  their  places,  compress  the 
moist  principle  in  us;  and  this  from  being  un 
equal  and  disturbed,  is  forced  by  them  into  a 
state  of  rest,  which  is  due  to  equability  and  com 
pression.  But  things  which  are  contracted  con 
trary  to  nature  are  by  nature  at  war,  and  force 
themselves  apart;  and  to  this  war  and  convul 
sion  the  name  of  shivering  and  trembling  is 
given;  and  the  whole  affection  and  the  cause  of 
the  affection  are  both  termed  cold.  That  is  called 
hard  to  which  our  flesh  yields,  and  soft  which 
yields  to  our  flesh;  and  things  are  also  termed 
hard  and  soft  relatively  to  one  another.  That 
which  yields  has  a  small  base;  but  that  which 
rests  on  quadrangular  bases  is  firmly  posed  and 
belongs  to  the  class  which  offers  the  greatest  re 
sistance;  so  too  does  that  which  is  the  most  com 
pact  and  therefore  most  repellent.  The  nature 
of  the  light  and  the  heavy  will  be  best  under- 
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stood  when  examined  in  connexion  with  our 
notions  of  above  and  below;  for  it  is  quite  a 
mistake  to  suppose  that  the  universe  is  parted 
into  two  regions,  separate  from  and  opposite  to 
each  other,  the  one  a  lower  to  which  ail  things 
tend  which  have  any  bulk,  and  an  upper  to 
which  things  only  ascend  against  their  will.  For 
as  the  universe  is  in  the  form  of  a  sphere,  all  the 
extremities,  being  equidistant  from  the  centre, 
are  equally  extremities,  and  the  centre,  which 
is  equidistant  from  them,  is  equally  to  be  re 
garded  as  the  opposite  of  them  all.  Such  being 
the  nature  of  the  world,  when  a  person  says  that 
any  of  these  points  is  above  or  below,  may  he 
not  be  justly  charged  with  using  an  improper 
expression?  For  the  centre  of  the  world  cannot 
be  righdy  called  either  above  or  below,  but  is 
the  centre  and  nothing  else;  and  the  circumfer 
ence  is  not  the  centre,  and  has  in  no  one  part  of 
itself  a  different  relation  to  the  centre  from 
what  it  has  in  any  of  the  opposite  parts.  Indeed, 
when  it  is  in  every  direction  similar,  how  can 
one  rightly  give  to  it  names  which  imply  op 
position?  For  if  there  were  any  solid  body  in 
equipoise  at  the  centre  of  the  [63]  universe, 
there  would  be  nothing  to  draw  it  to  this  ex 
treme  rather  than  to  that,  for  they  are  all  per 
fectly  similar;  and  if  a  person  were  to  go  round 
the  world  in  a  circle,  he  would  often,  when 
standing  at  the  antipodes  of  his  former  position, 
speak  of  the  same  point  as  above  and  below; 
for,  as  I  was  saying  just  now,  to  speak  of  the 
whole  which  is  in  the  form  of  a  globe  as  having 
one  part  above  and  another  below  is  not  like  a 
sensible  man. 

The  reason  why  these  names  are  used,  and 
the  circumstances  under  which  they  are  ordi 
narily  applied  by  us  to  the  division  of  the  heav 
ens,  may  be  elucidated  by  the  following  sup 
position: — if  a  person  were  to  stand  in  that  part 
of  the  universe  which  is  the  appointed  place  of 
fire,  and  where  there  is  the  great  mass  of  fire  to 
which  fiery  bodies  gather — if,  I  say,  he  were  to 
ascend  thither,  and,  having  the  power  to  do 
this,  were  to  abstract  particles  of  fire  and  put 
them  in  scales  and  weigh  them,  and  then,  rais 
ing  the  balance,  were  to  draw  the  fire  by  force 
towards  the  uncongenial  element  of  the  air,  it 
would  be  very  evident  that  he  could  compel  the 
smaller  mass  more  readily  than  the  larger;  for 
when  two  things  are  simultaneously  raised  by 
one  and  the  same  power,  the  smaller  body  must 
necessarily  yield  to  the  superior  power  with  less 
reluctance  than  the  larger;  and  the  larger  body 
is  called  heavy  and  said  to  tend  downwards, 
and  the  smaller  body  is  called  light  and  said  to 


tend  upwards.  And  we  may  detect  ourselves 
who  are  upon  the  earth  doing  precisely  the  same 
thing.For  we  often  separate  earthy  natures, and 
sometimes  earth  itself,  and  draw  them  into  the 
uncongenial  element  of  air  by  force  and  con 
trary  to  nature,  both  clinging  to  their  kindred 
elements.  But  that  which  is  smaller  yields  to  the 
impulse  given  by  us  towards  the  dissimilar  ele 
ment  more  easily  than  the  larger;  and  so  we  call 
the  former  light,  and  the  place  towards  which 
it  is  impelled  we  call  above,  and  the  contrary 
state  and  place  we  call  heavy  and  below  respec 
tively.  Now  the  relations  of  these  must  neces 
sarily  vary,  because  the  principal  masses  of  the 
different  elements  hold  opposite  positions;  for 
that  which  is  light,  heavy,  below  or  above  in 
one  place  will  be  found  to  be  and  become  con 
trary  and  transverse  and  every  way  diverse  in 
relation  to  that  which  is  light,  heavy,  below  or 
above  in  an  opposite  place.  And  about  all  of 
them  this  has  to  be  considered: — that  the  ten 
dency  of  each  towards  its  kindred  element 
makes  the  body  which  is  moved  heavy,  and  the 
place  towards  which  the  motion  tends  below, 
but  things  which  have  an  opposite  tendency  we 
call  by  an  opposite  name.  Such  are  the  causes 
which  we  assign  to  these  phenomena.  As  to  the 
smooth  and  the  rough,  any  one  who  sees  them 
can  explain  the  reason  of  them  to  another.  For 
roughness  is  hardness  mingled  with  irregular 
ity,  [64]  and  smoothness  is  produced  by  the 
joint  effect  of  uniformity  and  density. 

The  most  important  of  the  affections  which 
concern  the  whole  body  remains  to  be  consid 
ered — that  is,  the  cause  of  pleasure  and  pain  in 
the  perceptions  of  which  I  have  been  speaking, 
and  in  all  other  things  which  are  perceived  by 
sense  through  the  parts  of  the  body,  and  have 
both  pains  and  pleasures  attendant  on  them. 
Let  us  imagine  the  causes  of  every  affection, 
whether  of  sense  or  not,  to  be  of  the  following 
nature,  remembering  that  we  have  already  dis 
tinguished  between  the  nature  which  is  easy 
and  which  is  hard  to  move;  for  this  is  the  direc 
tion  in  which  we  must  hunt  the  prey  which  we 
mean  to  take.  A  body  which  is  of  a  nature  to  be 
easily  moved,  on  receiving  an  impression  how 
ever  slight,  spreads  abroad  the  motion  in  a  cir 
cle,  the  parts  communicating  with  each  other, 
until  at  last,  reaching  the  principle  of  mind, 
they  announce  the  quality  of  the  agent.  But  a 
body  of  the  opposite  kind,  being  immobile,  and 
not  extending  to  the  surrounding  region,  mere 
ly  receives  the  impression,  and  does  not  stir  any 
pf  the  neighbouring  parts;  and  since  the  parts 
do  not  distribute  the  original  impression  to  oth- 
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er  parts,  it  has  no  effect  of  motion  on  the  whole 
animal,  and  therefore  produces  no  effect  on  the 
patient.  This  is  true  of  the  bones  and  hair  and 
other  more  earthy  parts  of  the  human  body; 
whereas  what  was  said  above  relates  mainly  to 
sight  and  hearing,  because  they  have  in  them 
the  greatest  amount  of  fire  and  air.  Now  we 
must  conceive  of  pleasure  and  pain  in  this  way. 
An  impression  produced  in  us  contrary  to  na 
ture  and  violent,  if  sudden,  is  painful;  and, 
again,  the  sudden  return  to  nature  is  pleasant; 
but  a  gentle  and  gradual  return  is  impercepti 
ble  and  vice  versa.  On  the  other  hand  the  im 
pression  of  sense  which  is  most  easily  produced 
is  most  readily  felt,  but  is  not  accompanied  by 
pleasure  or  pain;  such,  for  example,  are  the  af 
fections  of  the  sight,  which,  as  we  said  above, 
is  a  body  naturally -uniting  with  our  body  in  the 
day-time  (45);  for  cuttings  and  burnings  and 
other  affections  which  happen  to  the  sight  do 
not  give  pain,  nor  is  there  pleasure  when  the 
sight  returns  to  its  natural  state;  but  the  sensa 
tions  are  clearest  and  strongest  according  to 
the  manner  in  which  the  eye  is  affected  by  the 
object,  and  itself  strikes  and  touches  it;  there  is 
no  violence  either  in  the  contraction  or  dilation 
of  the  eye.  But  bodies  formed  of  larger  particles 
yield  to  the  agent  only  with  a  struggle;  and 
then  they  impart  their1  motions  to  the  whole 
and  cause  pleasure  and  pain — pain  when  alien 
ated  from  their  natural  conditions,  {65]  and 
pleasure  when  restored  to  them.  Things  which 
experience  gradual  withdra wings  and  empty 
ings  of  their  nature,  and  great  and  sudden  re 
plenishments,  fail  to  perceive  the  emptying, 
but  are  sensible  of  the  replenishment;  and  so 
they  occasion  no  pain,  but  the  greatest  pleasure, 
to  the  mortal  part  of  the  soul,  as  is  manifest  in 
the  case  of  perfumes.  But  things  which  are 
changed  all  of  a  sudden,  and  only  gradually 
and  with  difficulty  return  to  their  own  nature, 
have  effects  in  every  way  opposite  to  the  former, 
as  is  evident  in  the  case  of  burnings  and  cut 
tings  of  the  body. 

Thus  have  we  discussed  the  general  affec 
tions  of  the  whole  body,  and  the  names  of  the 
agents  which  produce  them.  And  now  I  will 
endeavour  to  speak  of  the  affections  of  particu 
lar  parts,  and  the  causes  and  agents  of  them,  as 
far  as  I  am  able.  In  the  first  place  let  us  set  forth 
what  was  omitted  when  we  were  speaking  of 
juices,  concerning  the  affections  peculiar  to  the 
tongue.  These  too,  like  most  of  the  other  affec 
tions,  appear  to  be  caused  by  certain  contrac 
tions  and  dilations;  but  they  have  besides  more 
of  roughness  and  smoothness  than  is  found  in 


other  affections;  for  whenever  earthy  particles 
enter  into  the  small  veins  which  are  the  testing 
instruments  of  the  tongue,  reaching  to  the  heart, 
and  fall  upon  the  moist,  delicate  portions  of 
flesh — when,  as  they  are  dissolved,  they  contract 
and  dry  up  the  little  veins,  they  are  astringent 
if  they  are  rougher,  but  if  not  so  rough,  then 
only  harsh.  Those  of  them  which  are  of  an  ab 
stergent  nature,  and  purge  the  whole  surface  of 
the  tongue,  if  they  do  it  in  excess,  and  so  en 
croach  as  to  consume  some  part  of  the  flesh  it 
self,  like  potash  and  soda,  are  all  termed  bitter. 
But  the  particles  which  are  deficient  in  the  al 
kaline  quality,  and  which  cleanse  only  moder 
ately,  are  called  salt,  and  having  no  bitterness 
or  roughness,  are  regarded  as  rather  agreeable 
than  otherwise.  Bodies  which  share  in  and  are 
made  smooth  by  the  heat  of  the  mouth,  and 
which  are  inflamed,  and  again  in  turn  inflame 
that  which  heats  them,  and  which  are  so  light 
that  they  are  carried  upwards  to  the  sensations 
of  the  head,  [66]  and  cut  all  that  comes  in  their 
way,  by  reason  of  these  qualities  in  them,  are 
all  termed  pungent.  But  when  these  same  par 
ticles,  refined  by  putrefaction,  enter  into  the 
narrow  veins,  and  are  duly  proportioned  to  the 
particles  of  earth  and  air  which  are  there,  they 
set  them  whirling  about  one  another,  and  while 
they  are  in  a  whirl  cause  them  to  dash  against 
and  enter  into  one  another,  and  so  form  hol 
lows  surrounding  the  particles  that  enter — 
which  watery  vessels  of  air  (for  a  film  of  mois 
ture,  sometimes  earthy,  sometimes  pure,  is 
spread  around  the  air)  are  hollow  spheres  of 
water;  and  those  of  them  which  are  pure,  are 
transparent,  and  are  called  bubbles,  while  those 
composed  of  the  earthy  liquid,  which  is  in  a 
state  of  general  agitation  and  effervescence,  are 
said  to  boil  or  ferment — of  all  these  affections 
the  cause  is  termed  acid.  And  there  is  the  op 
posite  affection  arising  from  an  opposite  cause, 
when  the  mass  of  entering  particles,  immersed 
in  the  moisture  of  the  mouth,  is  congenial  to 
the  tongue,  and  smooths  and  oils  over  the  rough 
ness,  and  relaxes  the  parts  which  are  unnatural 
ly  contracted,  and  contracts  the  parts  which  are 
relaxed,  and  disposes  them  all  according  to  their 
nature — that  sort  of  remedy  of  violent  affec 
tions  is  pleasant  and  agreeable  to  every  man, 
and  hasthe  name  sweet.  But  enough  of  this. 

The  faculty  of  smell  does  not  admit  of  dif 
ferences  of  kind;  for  all  smells  are  of  a  half- 
formed  nature,  and  no  element  is  so  propor 
tioned  as  to  have  any  srriell.  The  veins  about 
the  nose  are  too  narrow  to  admit  earth  and  wa 
ter,  and  too  wide  to  detain  fire  and  air;  and  for 
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this  reason  no  one  ever  perceives  the  smell  of 
any  of  them;  but  smells  always  proceed  from 
bodies  that  are  damp,  or  putrefying,  or  liquefy 
ing,  or  evaporating,  and  are  perceptible  only  in 
the  Intermediate  state,  when  water  is  changing 
into  air  and  air  into  water;  and  all  of  them  are 
either  vapor  or  mist.  That  which  is  passing  out 
of  air  into  water  is  mist,  and  that  which  Is  pass 
ing  from  water  into  air  is  vapour;  and  hence  all 
smells  are  thinner  than  water  and  thicker  than 
air.  The  proof  of  this  Is,  that  when  there  is  any 
obstruction  to  the  respiration,  and  a  man  draws 
in  his  breath  by  force,  then  no  smell  filters 
through,  but  the  air  without  the  smell  alone 
penetrates.  [6j]  Wherefore  the  varieties  of 
smell  have  no  name,  and  they  have  not  many, 
or  definite  and  simple  kinds;  but  they  are  dis 
tinguished  only  as  painful  and  pleasant,  the  one 
sort  irritating  and  disturbing  the  whole  cavity 
which  is  situated  between  the  head  and  the  na 
vel,  the  other  having  a  soothing  Influence,  and 
restoring  this  same  region  to  an  agreeable  and 
natural  condition. 

In  considering  the  third  kind  of  sense,  hear 
ing,  we  must  speak  of  the  causes  in  which  it 
originates.  We  may  in  general  assume  sound  to 
be  a  blow  which  passes  through  the  ears,  and  is 
transmitted  by  means  of  the  air,  the  brain,  and 
the  blood,  to  the  soul,  and  that  hearing  is  the 
vibration  of  this  blow,  which  begins  in  the  head 
and  ends  In  the  region  of  the  liver.  The  sound 
which  moves  swiftly  is  acute,  and  the  sound 
which  moves  slowly  is  grave,  and  that  which  is 
regular  is  equable  and  smooth,  and  the  reverse 
is  harsh.  A  great  body  of  sound  is  loud,  and  a 
small  body  of  sound  the  reverse.  Respecting  the 
harmonies  of  sound  I  must  hereafter  speak. 

There  is  a  fourth  class  of  sensible  things,  hav 
ing  rnany  intricate  varieties,  which  must  now 
be  distinguished.  They  are  called  by  the  gen 
eral  name  of  colours,  and  are  a  flame  which  em 
anates  from  every  sort  of  body,  and  has  parti-; 
cles  corresponding  to  the  sense  of  sight.  I  have 
spoken  already,  in  what  has  preceded,  of  the 
causes  which  generate  sight,  and  in  this  place  it 
will  be  natural  and  suitable  to  give  a  rational 
theory  of  colours.  ; , 

Of  the  particles  coming  from  other  bodies 
which  fall  upon  the  sight,  some  are  smaller  and 
some  are  larger,  and  some  are,  equal  to  the  parts 
of  the  sight  itself.  Those  which  are  equal  are 
imperceptible,  and  we  call  them  transparent. 
The  larger  produce  cpntraction,  the  smaller  di 
lation,  in  the  sight,  exercising  a  power  akin  to 
that  of  hot  and  cold  bodies  on  the  flesh,,  ,or  of 
astringent  bodies  on  the  tongue,  or  of  those 


heatmgbodies  which  we  termed  pungent.  White 
and  black  are  similar  effects  of  contraction  and 
dilation  In  another  sphere,  and  for  this  reason 
have  a  different  appearance.  Wherefore,  we 
ought  to  term  white  that  which  dilates  the  vis 
ual  ray,  and  the  opposite  of  this  is  black.  There 
is  also  a  swifter  motion  of  a  different  sort  of 
fire  which  strikes  and  dilates  the  ray  of  sight 
until  It  reaches  the  eyes,  [68]  forcing  a  way 
through  their  passages  and  melting  them,  and 
eliciting  from  them  a  union  of  fire  and  water 
which  we  call  tears,  being  itself  an  opposite  fire 
which  comes  to  them  from  an  opposite  direc 
tion — the  inner  fire  flashes  forth  like  lightning, 
and  the  outer  finds  a  way  in  and  is  extinguished 
in  the  moisture,  and  all  sorts  of  colours  are  gen 
erated  by  the  mixture.  This  affection  is  termed 
dazzling,  and  the  object  which  produces  it  is 
called  bright  and  flashing.  There  is  another  sort 
of  fire  which  Is  intermediate,  and  which  reaches 
and  mingles  with  the  moisture  of  the  eye  with 
out  flashing;  and  in  this,  the  fire  mingling  with 
the  ray_of  the  moisture,  produces  a  colour  like 
blood,  to  which  we  give  the  name  of  red.  A 
bright  hue  mingled  with  red  and  white  gives 
the  colour  called  auburn.  The  law  of  propor 
tion,  however,  according  to  which  the  several 
colours  are  formed,  even  if  a  man  knew  he 
would  be  foolish  in  telling,  for  he  could  not  give 
any  necessary  reason,  nor  indeed  any  tolerable 
or  probable  explanation  of  them.  Again,  red, 
when  mingled  with  black  and  white,  becomes 
purple,"  but  it  becomes  umber  when  the  colours 
are  burnt  as  well  as  mingled  and  the  black  is 
more  thoroughly  mixed  with  them.  Flame- 
colour  is  produced  by  a  union  of  auburn  and 
dun,  and  dun  by  an  admixture  of  black  and 
white;  pale  yellow,  by  an  admixture  of  white 
and  auburn.  White  and  bright  meeting,  and 
falling  upon  a  full  black,  become  dark  blue, 
and  when  dark  blue  mingles  with  white,  a  light 
blue  colour  is  formed,  as  flame-colour  with  black 
makes  leek  green.  There  will  be  no  difficulty  in 
seeing  how  and  by  what  mixtures  the  colours, 
derived  from  these  are  made  according  to  the 
rules  of  probability.  He,  however,  who  should 
attempt  to  verify  all  this  by  experiment,  would 
forget  the  difference  of  the  human  and  divine 
nature.  For  God  only  has  the  knowledge  and 
also  the  power  which  are  able  to  combine  many 
things  i  into  one  and  again  resolve  the  one  into 
many.  But  no  man  either  is  or  ever  will  be  able 
to  accomplish,  either  the  one  or  the  other  operar 
tion.  , 

These  are  the  elements,  thus  of  necessity  then 
subsisting,  which  the  creator  of  the  fairest  and 
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best  of  created  things  associated  with  himself, 
when  he  made  the  self-sufficing  and  most  per 
fect  God,  using  the  necessary  causes  as  his  min 
isters  in  the  accomplishment  of  his  work,  hut 
himself  contriving  the  good  in  all  his  creations. 
Wherefore  we  may  distinguish  two  sorts  of 
causes,  the  one  divine  and  the  other  necessary, 
and  may  seek  for  the  divine  in  all  things,  as  far 
as  our  nature  admits,  [69]  with  a  view  to  the 
blessed  life;  but  the  necessary  kind  only  for  the 
sake  of  the  divine,  considering  that  without 
them  and  when  isolated  from  them,  these  high 
er  things  for  which  we  look  cannot  be  appre 
hended  or  received  or  in  any  way  shared  by  us. 
Seeing,  then,  that  we  have  now  prepared  for 
our  use  the  various  classes  of  causes  which  are 
the  material  out  of  which  the  remainder  of  our 
discourse  must  be  woven,  just  as  wood  is  the 
material  of  the  carpenter,  let  us  revert  in  a  few 
words  to  the  point  at  which  we  began,  and  then 
endeavour  to  add  on  a  suitable  ending  to  the 
beginning  of  our  tale. 

As  I  said  at  first,  when  all  things  were  in  dis 
order  God  created  in  each  thing  in  relation  to 
itself,  and  in  all  things  in  relation  to  each  other, 
all  the  measures  and  harmonies  which  they 
could  possibly  receive.  For  in  those  days  noth 
ing  had  any  proportion  except  by  accident;  nor 
did  any  of  the  things  which  now  have  names 
deserve  to  be  named  at  all — as,  for  example, 
fire,  water,  and  the  rest  of  the  elements.  All 
these  the  creator  first  set  in  order,  and  out  of 
them  he  constructed  the  universe,  which  was  a 
single  animal  comprehending  in  itself  all  other 
animals,  mortal  and  immortal.  Now  of  the  di 
vine,  he  himself  was  the  creator,  but  the  crea 
tion  of  the  mortal  he  committed  to  his  off 
spring.  And  they,  imitating  him,  received  from 
him  the  immortal  principle  of  the  soul;  and 
around  this  they  proceeded  to  fashion  a  mortal 
body,  and  made  it  to  be  the  vehicle  of  the  soul, 
and  constructed  within  the  body  a  soul  of  an 
other  nature  which  was  mortal,  subject  to  terri 
ble  and  irresistible  affections — first  of  all,  pleas 
ure,  the  greatest  incitement  to  evil;  then,  pain, 
which  deters  from  good;  also  rashness  and  fear, 
two  foolish  counsellors,  anger  hard  to  be  ap 
peased,  and  hope  easily  led  astray — these  they 
mingled  with  irrational  sense  and  with  all-dar 
ing  love  according  to  necessary  laws,  and  so 
framed  man.  Wherefore,  fearing  to  pollute  the 
divine  any  more  than  was  absolutely  unavoid 
able,  they  gave  to  the  mortal  nature  a  separate 
habitation  in  another  part  of  the  body,  placing 
the  neck  between  them  to  be  the  isthmus  and 
boundary,  which  they  constructed  between  the 


head  and  breast,  to  keep  them  apart.  And  in  the 
breast,  and  in  what  is  termed  the  thorax,  they 
encased  the  mortal  soul;  and  as  the  one  part  of 
this  was  superior  and  the  other  inferior  they  di 
vided  the  cavity  of  the  [jo]  thorax  into  two 
parts,  as  the  women's  and  men's  apartments  are 
divided  in  houses,  and  placed  the  midriff  to  be 
a  wall  of  partition  between  them.  That  part  of 
the  inferior  soul  which  is  endowed  with  cour- 
age-and  passion  and  loves  contention  they  set 
tled  nearer  the  head,  midway  between  the  mid 
riff  and  the  neck,  in  order  that  it  might  be  un 
der  the  rule  of  reason  and  might  join  with  it  in 
controlling  and  restraining  the  desires  when 
they  are  no  longer  willing  of  their  own  accord 
to  obey  the  word  of  command  issuing  from  the 
citadel. 

The  heart,  the  knot  of  the  veins  and  the 
fountain  of  the  blood  which  races  through  all 
the  limbs  was  set  in  the  place  of  guard,  that 
when  the  might  of  passion  was  roused  by  rea 
son  making  proclamation  of  any  wrong  assail 
ing  them  from  without  or  being  perpetrated  by 
the  desires  within,  quickly  the  whole  power  of 
feeling  in  the  body,  perceiving  these  commands 
and  threats;  might  obey  and  follow  through 
every  turn  and  alley,  and  thus  allow  the  princi 
ple  of  the  best  to  have  the  command  in  all  of 
them.  But  the  gods,  foreknowing  that  the  pal 
pitation  of  the  heart  in  the  expectation  of  dan 
ger  and  the  swelling  and  excitement  of  passion 
was  caused  by  fire,  formed  and  implanted  as  a 
supporter  to  the  heart  the  lung,  which  was,  in 
the  first  place,  soft  and  bloodless,  and  also  had 
within  hollows  like  the  pores  of  a  sponge,  in 
order  that  by  receiving  the  breath  and  the 
drink,  it  might  give  coolness  and  the  power  of 
respiration  and  alleviate  the  heat.  Wherefore 
they  cut  the  air-channels  leading  to  the  lung, 
and  placed  the  lung  about  the  heart  as  a  soft 
spring,  that,  when  passion  was  rife  within,  the 
heart,  beating  against  a  yielding  body,  might 
be  cooled  and  suffer  less,  and  might  thus  be 
come  more  ready  to  join  with  passion  in  the 
service  of  reason. 

The  part  of  the  soul  which  desires  meats  and 
drinks  and  the  other  things  of  which  it  has  need 
by  reason  of  the  bodily  nature,  they  placed  be 
tween  the  midriff  and  the  boundary  of  the  na 
vel,  contriving  in  all  this  region  a  sort  of  manger 
for  the  food  of  the  body;  and  there  they  bound 
it  down  like  a  wild  animal  which  was  chained 
up  with  man,  and  must  be  nourished  if  man 
was  to  exist.  They  appointed  this  lower  crea 
tion  his  place  here  in  order  that  he  might  be 
always  feeding  at  the  manger,  and  have  his 
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dwelling  as  far  as  might  be  from  the  council- 
chamber,  making  as  little  noise  and  disturb 
ance  as  possible,  [71]  and  permitting  the  best 
part  to  advise  quietly  for  the  good  of  tie  whole. 
And  knowing  that  this  lower  principle  in  man 
would  not  comprehend  reason,  and  even  if  at 
taining  to  some  degree  of  perception  would 
never  naturally  care  for  rational  notions,  but 
that  it  would  be  led  away  by  phantoms  and  vi 
sions  night  and  day — to  be  a  remedy  for  this, 
God  combined  with  it  the  liver,  and  placed  it 
in  the  house  of  the  lower  nature,  contriving  that 
it  should  be  solid  and  smooth,  and  bright  and 
sweet,  and  should  also  have  a  bitter  quality,  in 
order  that  the  power  of  thought,  which  pro 
ceeds  from  the  mind,  might  be  reflected  as  in  a 
mirror  which  receives  likenesses  of  objects  and 
gives  back  images  of  them  to  the  sight;  and  so 
might  strike  terror  into  the  desires,  when,  mak 
ing  use  of  the  bitter  part  of  the  liver,  to  which  it 
is  akin,  it  comes  threatening  and  invading,  and 
diffusing  this  bitter  element  swiftly  through 
the  whole  liver  produces  colours  like  bile,  and 
contracting  every  part  makes  it  wrinkled  and 
rough;  and  twisting  out  of  its  right  place  and 
contorting  the  lobe  and  closing  and  shutting 
up  the  vessels  and  gates,  causes  pain  and  loath 
ing.  And  the  converse  happens  when  some  gen 
tle  inspiration  of  the  understanding  pictures 
images  of  an  opposite  character,  and  allays  the 
bile  and  bitterness  by  refusing  to  stir  or  touch 
the  nature  opposed  to  itself,  but  by  making  use 
of  the  natural  sweetness  of  the  liver,  corrects  all 
things  and  makes  them  to  be  right  and  smooth 
and  free,  and  renders  the  portion  of  the  soul 
which  resides  about  the  liver  happy  and  joyful, 
enabling  it  to  pass  the  night  in  peace,  and  to 
practise  divination  in  sleep,  inasmuch  as  it  has 
no  share  in  mind  and  reason.  For  the  authors 
of  our  being,  remembering  the  command  of 
their  father  when  he  bade  them  create  the  hu 
man  race  as  good  as  they  could,  that  they  might 
correct  our  inferior  parts  and  make  them  to  at 
tain  a  measure  of  truth,  placed  in  the  liver  the 
seat  of  divination.  And  herein  is  a  proof  that 
God  has  given  the  art  of  divination  not  to  the 
wisdom,  but  to  the  foolishness  of  man.  No  man, 
when  in  his  wits,  attains  prophetic  truth  and  in 
spiration;  but  when  he  receives  the  inspired 
word,  either  his  intelligence  is  enthralled  in 
sleep,  or  he  is  demented  by  some  distemper  or 
possession.  And  he  who  would  understand  what 
he  remembers  to  have  been  said,-/^/  whether 
in  a  dream  or  when  he  was  awake,  by  the  pro 
phetic  and  inspired  nature,  or  would  determine 
by  reason  the  meaning  of  the  apparitions  which 


he  has  seen,  and  what  indications  they  afford 
to  this  man  or  that,  of  past,  present  or  future 
good  and  evil,  must  first  recover  his  wits.  But, 
while  he  continues  demented,  he  cannot  judge 
of  the  visions  which  he  sees  or  the  words  which 
he  utters;  the  ancient  saying  is  very  true,  that 
"only  a  man  who  has  his  wits  can  act  or  judge 
about  himself  and  his  own  affairs."  And  for 
this  reason  it  is  customary  to  appoint  interpret 
ers  to  be  judges  of  the  true  inspiration.  Some 
persons  call  them  prophets;  they  are  quite 
unaware  that  they  are  only  the  expositors  of 
dark  sayings  and  visions,  and  are  not  to  be 
called  prophets  at  all,  but  only  interpreters  of 
prophecy. 

Suchic  the  nature  of  the  liver,  which  is  placed 
as  we  have  described  in  order  that  it  may  give 
prophetic  intimations.  During  the  life  of  each 
individual  these  intimations  are  plainer,  but 
after  his  death  the  liver  becomes  blind,  and  de 
livers  oracles  too  obscure  to  be  intelligible.  The 
neighbouring  organ  [the  spleen]  is  situated  on 
the  left-hand  side,  and  is  constructed  with  a 
view  of  keeping  the  liver  bright  and  pure — like 
a  napkin,  always  ready  prepared  and  at  hand 
to  clean  the  mirror.  And  hence,  when  any  im 
purities  arise  in  the  region  of  the  liver  by  reason 
of  disorders  of  the  body,  the  loose  nature  of  the 
spleen,  which  is  composed  of  a  hollow  and  blood 
less  tissue,  receives  them  all  and  clears  them 
away,  and  when  filled  with  the  unclean  matter, 
swells  and  festers,  but,  again,  when  the  body  is 
purged,  settles  down  into  the  same  place  as  be 
fore,  and  is  humbled. 

Concerning  the  soul,  as  to  which  part  is  mor 
tal  and  which  divine,  and  how  and  why  they  are 
separated,  and  where  located,  if  God  acknowl 
edges  that  we  have  spoken  the  truth,  then,  and 
then  only,  can  we  be  confident;  still,  we  may 
venture  to  assert  that  what  has  been  said  by  us 
is  probable,  and  will  be  rendered  more  probable 
by  investigation.  Let  us  assume  thus  much. 

The  creation  of  the  rest  of  the  body  follows 
next  in  order,  and  this  we  may  investigate  in  a 
similar  mariner.  And  it  appears  to  be  very  meet 
that  the  body  should  be  framed  on  the  following 
principles: — 

The  authors  of  our  race  were  aware  that  we 
should  be  intemperate  in  eating  and  drinking, 
and  take  a  good  deal  more  than  was  necessary 
or  proper^  by  reason  of  gluttony.  In  order  then 
that  disease  might  not  quickly  destroy  us,  /"/j/ 
and  lest  our  mortal  race  should  perish  without 
fulfilling  its  end — intending  to  provide  against 
this,  the  gods  made  what  is  called  the  lower  bel 
ly,  to  .be  a  receptacle  for  the  superfluous  meat 
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and  drink*  and  formed  the  convolution  of  the 
bowels,  so  that  the  food  might  be  prevented 
from  passing  quickly  through  and  compelling 
the  body  to  require  more  food,  thus  producing 
insatiable  gluttony,  and  making  the  whole  race 
an  enemy  to  philosophy  and  music,  and  rebel 
lious  against  the  divinest  element  within  us. 

The  bones  and  flesh,  and  other  similar  parts 
of  us,  were  made  as  follows.  The  first  principle 
of  all  of  them  was  the  generation  of  the  mar 
row.  For  the  bonds  of  life  which  unite  the  soul 
with  the  body  are  made  fast  there,  and  they  are 
the  root  and  foundation  of  the  human  race.  The 
marrow  itself  is  created  out  of  other  materials: 
God  took  such  of  the  primary  triangles  as  were 
straight  and  smooth,  and  were  adapted  by  then- 
perfection  to  produce  fire  and  water,  and  air  and 
earth — these,  I  say,  he  separated  from  their 
kinds,  and  mingling  them  in  due  proportions 
with  one  another,  made  the  marrow  out  of 
them  to  be  a  universal  seed  of  the  whole  race  of 
mankind;  and  in  this  seed  he  then  planted  and 
enclosed  the  souls,  and  in  the  original  distribu 
tion  gave  to  the  marrow  as  many  and  various 
forms  as  the  different  kinds  of  souls  were  here 
after  to  receive.  That  which,  like  a  field,  was  to 
receive  the  divine  seed,  he  made  round  every 
way,  and  called  that  portion  of  the  marrow, 
brain,  intending  that,  when  an  animal  was 
perfected,  the  vessel  containing  this  substance 
should  be  the  head;  but  that  which  was  intend 
ed  to  contain  the  remaining  and  mortal  part  of 
the  soul  he  distributed  into  figures  at  once  round 
and  elongated,  and  he  called  them  all  by  the 
name  "marrow";  and  to  these,  as  to  anchors, 
fastening  the_  bonds  of  the  whole  soul,  he  pro 
ceeded  to  fashion  around  them  the  en  tire  frame 
work  of  our  body,  constructing-  for  the  mar 
row,  first  of  all  a  complete  covering  of  bone. 

Bone  was  composed  by  him  in  the  following 
manner.  Having  sifted  pure  and  smooth  earth 
he  kneaded  it  and  wetted  it  with  marrow,  and 
after  thathe  put  it  into  fire  and  then  into  water, 
and  once  more  into*fire  and  again  into  water — 
in  this  way  by  frequent  transfers  from  one  to 
the  other  he  made  it  insoluble  by  either.  Out  of 
this  he  fashioned,  [74]  as  in  a  lathe,  a  globe 
made  of  bone,  which  he  placed  around  the 
brain,  and  in  this  he  left  a  narrow  opening; 
and  around  the  marrow  of  the  neck  and  back 
he,  formed  vertebrae  which  he  placed  under 
one  another  like  pivots,  beginning  at  thd  head 
and  extending  through  the  whole  of  the  trunk. 
Thus  wishing  to  preserve  the  entire  seed,  he  en- 
dosed  it  in  a  stone-like  casing,  inserting  joints, 
and  using  in  the  formation  of  them  the  power 


of  the  other  or  diverse  as  an  intermediate  na 
ture,  that  they  might  have  motion  and  flexure. 
Then  again,  considering  that  the  bone  would 
be  too  britde  and  inflexible,  and  when  heated 
and  again  cooled  would  soon  mortify  and  de 
stroy  the  seed  within — having  this  in  view,  he 
contrived  the  sinews  and  the  flesh,  that  so  bind 
ing  all  the  members  together  by  the  sinews, 
which  admitted  of  being  stretched  and  relaxed 
about  the  vertebrae,  he  might  thus  make  the 
body  capable  of  flexion  and  extension,  while  the 
flesh  would  serve  as  a  protection  against  thesum- 
mer  heat  and^against  the  winter  cold,  and  also 
against  falls,  softly  and  easily  yielding  to  exter 
nal  bodies,  like  articles  made  of  felt;  and  con- 
taming  in  itself  a  warm  moisture  which  in  sum 
mer  exudes  and  makes  the  surface  damp,  would 
impart  a  natural  coolness  to  the  whole  body;  and 
again  in  winter  by  the  help  of  this  internal 
warmth  would  form  a  very  tolerable  defence 
against  the  frost  which  surrounds  it  and  attacks 
it  from  without.  He  who  modelled  us,  consider 
ing  these  things,  mixed  earth  with  fire  and  wa 
ter  and  blended  them;  and  making  a  ferment 
of  acid  and  salt,  he  mingled  it  with  them  and 
formed  soft  and  succulent  flesh.  As  for  the  sin 
ews,  he  made  them  of  a  mixture  of  bone  and 
unfermented  flesh,  attempered  so  as  to  be  in  a 
mean,  and  gave  them  a  yellow  colour;  where 
fore  the  sinews  have  a  firmer  and  more  gluti 
nous  nature  than  flesh,  but  a  softer  and  moister 
nature  than  the  bones.  With  these  God  covered 
the  bones  and  marrow,  binding  them*  together 
by  sinews,  and  then  enshrouded  them  all  in  an 
upper  covering  of  flesh.  The  more  living  and 
sensitive  of  the  bones  he  enclosed  in  the  thin 
nest  film  of  flesh,  and  those  which  had  the  least 
life  within  them  in  the  thickest  and  most  solid 
flesh.  So  again  on  the  joints  of  the  bones,  -where 
reason  indicated  that  no  more  was  required,  he 
placed  only  a  thin  covering  of  flesh,  that  it  might 
not  interfere  with  the  flexion  of  our  bodies  and 
make  them  unwieldy  because  difficult  to  move; 
and  also  that  it  might  not,  by  being  crowded 
and  pressed  and  matted  together,  destroy  sen 
sation  by  reason  of  its  hardness,  [75]  and  im 
pair  the  memory  and  ,dull  the  edge  of  intelli 
gence.  Wherefore  also  the  thighs  and  the  shanks 
and  the  hips,  and  the  bones  of  the  arms  and  the 
forearms*  and  other  parts  which  have  no  joints, 
and  the  inner  bones,; which  on  account  of  the 
rarity  of  the  soul  in  the  marrow  are  destitute  of 
reason — all  these  are  abundantly  provided  with 
flesh;  but  such  as  have  mind  in  them  are  in 
general  less  fleshy,  except  where  the  creator  has 
made  some  part  solely  ,of  flesh  in  order  to  give 
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sensation — as,  for  example,  the  tongue.  But 
commonly  tills  Is  not  the  case.  For  the  nature 
which  comes  into  being  and  grows  up  in  us  by 
a  law  of  necessity,  does  not  admit  of  the  combi 
nation  of  solid  bone  and  much  flesh  with  acute 
perceptions.  More  than  any  other  part  the  frame 
work  of  the  head  would  have  had  them,  if 
they  could  have  co-existed,  and  the  human  race, 
having  a  strong  and  fleshy  and  sinewy  head, 
would  have  had  a  life  twice  or  many  times  as 
long  as  it  now  has,  and  also  more  healthy  and 
free  from  pain. 

But  our  creators,  considering  whether  they 
should  make  a  longer-lived  race  which  was 
worse,  or  a  shorter-lived  race  which  was  better, 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  every  one  ought 
to  prefer  a  shorter  span  of  life,  which  was  bet 
ter,  to  a  longer  one,  which  was  worse;  and 
therefore  they  covered  the  head  with  thin  bone, 
but  not  with  flesh  and  sinews,  since  it  had  no 
joints;  and  thus  the  head  was  added,  having 
more  wisdom  and  sensation  than  the  rest  of  the 
body,  but  also  being  in  every  man  far  weaker. 
For  these  reasons  and  after  this  manner  God 
placed  the  sinews  at  the  extremity  of  the  head^ 
in  a  circle  round  the  neck,  and  glued  them  to 
gether  by  the  principle  of  likeness  and  fastened 
the  extremities  of  the  jawbones  to  them  below 
the  face,  and  the  other  sinews  he  dispersed 
throughout  the  body,  fastening  limb  to  limb. 
The  framersof  us  framed  the  mouth,  as  now  ar 
ranged,  having  teeth  and  tongue  and  lips,  with 
a  view  to  the  necessary  and  the  good,  contriving 
the  way  in  for  necessary  purposes,  the  way  out 
for  the  best  purposes^  for  that  is  necessary  which 
enters  in  and  gives  food  to  the  body;  but  the 
river  of  speech,  which  flows  out  of  a  man  and 
ministers  to  the  intelligence,  is  the  fairest  and 
noblest  of  all  streams.  Still  the  head  could  nei 
ther  be  left  a  bare  frame  of  bones,  on  account  of 
the  extremes  of  heat  and  cold  in  the  different 
seasons,  nor  yet  be  allowed  to  be  wholly  covered, 
and  so  become  dull  and  senseless  'by  reason  of 
an  overgrowth  of  flesh.  The  fleshy  nature  was 
not  therefore  wholly  dried  up,  [j6]  but  a  large 
sort  of  peel  was  parted  oft  and  remained  over, 
which  is  now  called  the  skin.  This  met  and 
grew  by  the  help  of  the  cerebral  moisture,  and 
became  the  circular  envelopment  of  "the  head. 
And  the  moisture,  rising  up  under  the  sutures, 
watered  and  closed  in  the  skin  upon  the  crown, 
forming  a  sort  of  knot.  The  diversity  of  the  su 
tures  was  caused  by  the  power  of  the  courses  of 
the  soul  and  of  the  food,  and  the  more  these 
struggled  against  one  another  the  more  numer 
ous  they  became,  and  fewer  if  the  struggle  were 


less  violent.  This  skin  the  divine  power  pierced 
all  round  with  fire,  and  out  of  the  punctures 
which  were  thus  made  the  moisture  issued  forth, 
and  the  liquid  and  heat  which  was  pure  came 
away,  and  a  mixed  part  which  was  composed 
of  the  same  material  as  the  skin,  and  had  a 
fineness  equal  to  the  punctures,  was  borne  up 
by  its  own  Impulse  and  extended  far  outside 
the  head,  but  being  too  slow  to  escape,  was 
thrust  back  by  the  external  air,  and  rolled  up 
underneath  the  skin,  where  it  took  root.  Thus 
the  hair  sprang  up  in  the  skin,  being  akin  to  it 
because  it  is  like  threads  of  leather,  but  rendered 
harder  and  closer  through  the  pressure  of  the 
cold,  by  which  each  hair,  while  in  process  of 
separation  from  the  skin,  is  compressed  and 
cooled.  Wherefore  the  creator  formed  the  head 
hairy,  making  use  of  the  causes  which  I  have 
mentioned,  and  reflecting  also  that  instead  of 
flesh  the  brain  needed  the  hair  to  be  a  light 
covering  or  guard,  which  would  give  shade  in 
summer  and  shelter  in  winter,  and  at  the  same 
time  would  not  impede  our  quickness  of  per 
ception.  From  the  combination  of  sinew,  skin, 
and  bone,  in  the  structure  of  the  finger,  there 
arises  a  triple  compound,  which,  when  dried 
up,  takes  the  form  of  one  hard  skin  partaking 
of  all  three  natures,  and  was  fabricated  by  these 
second  causes,  but  designed  by  mind  which  is 
the  principal  cause  with  an  eye  to  the  future. 
For  our  creators  well  knew  that  women  and 
other  animals  would  some  day  be  framed  out 
of  men,  and  they  further  knew  that  many  ani 
mals  would  require  the  use  of  nails  for  many 
purposes;  wherefore  they  fashioned  in  men  at 
their  first  creation  the  rudiments  of  nails.  For 
this  purpose  and  for  these  reasons  they  caused 
skin,  hair,  and  nails  to  grow  at  the  extremities 
of  the  limbs.  And  now  that  all  the  parts  and 
members  of  the  mortal  animal  had  [*jj]  come 
together,  since  its  life  of  necessity  consisted  of 
fire  and  breath,  and  it  therefore  wasted  away 
by  dissolution  and  depletion,  the  gods  con 
trived  the  following  remedy:  They  mingled  a 
nature  akin  to  that  of  man  with  other  forms 
and  perceptions,  and  thus  created  another  kind 
of  animal.  These  are  the  trees  and  plants  and 
seeds  which  have  been  improved  by  cultivation 
and  are  now  domesticated  among  us;  anciently 
there  were  only  the  wild1  kinds,  which  are  old 
er  than  the  cultivated.  For  everything  that,  par 
takes  of  life  may  be  truly  called  a  living  being, 
and  the  animal  of  which  we  are  now  speaking 
partakes  of  the  third  kind  of  soul,  which  is  .said 
^to  be  seated  between  the  midriff  and  the  navel, 
having  no  part  in  opinion  or  reason  or  mind, 
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but  only  in  feelings  of  pleasure  and  pain  and 
the  desires  which  accompany  them.  For  this  na 
ture  is  always  in  a  passive  state,  revolving  in  and 
about  itself,  repelling  the  motion  from  without 
and  using  its  own,  and  accordingly  is  not  en 
dowed  by  nature  with  the  power  of  observing 
or  reflecting  on  its  own  concerns.  Wherefore  it 
lives  and  does  not  differ  from  a  living  being, 
but  is  fixed  and  rooted  in  the  same  spot,  having 
no  power  of  self-motion. 

Now  after  the  superior  powers  had  created 
all  these  natures  to  be  food  for  us  who  are  of  the 
inferior  nature,  they  cut  various  ,  channels 
through  the  body  as  through  a  garden,  that  it 
might  be  watered  as  from  a  running  stream. 
In  the  first  place,  they  cut  two  hidden  channels 
or  veins  down  the  back  where  the  skin  and  the 
flesh  join,  which  answered  severally  to  the  right 
and  left  side  of  the  body.  These  they  let  down 
along  the  backbone,  so  as  to  have  the  marrow 
of  generation  between  them,  where  it  was  most 
likely  to  flourish,  and  in  order  that  the  stream 
coming  down  from  above  might  flow  freely  to 
the  other  parts,  and  equalise  the  irrigation.  In 
the  next  place,  they  divided  the  veins  about  the 
head,  and  interlacing  them,  they  sent  them  in 
opposite  directions;  those  coming  from  the 
right  side  they  sent  to  the  left  of  the  body,  and 
those  from  the  left  they  diverted  towards  the 
right,  so  that  they  and  the  skin  might  together 
form  a  bond  which  should  fasten  the  head  to 
the  body,  since  the  crown  of  the  head  was  not 
encircled  by  sinews;  and  also  in  order  that  the 
sensations  from  both  sides  might  be  distributed 
over  the  whole  body.  And  next,  they  ordered 
the  water-courses  of  the  body  in  a  manner 
which  I  will  describe,  [j8]  and  which  will  be 
more  easily  understood  if  we  begin  by  admit 
ting  that  all  things  which  have  lesser  parts  re 
tain  the  greater,  but  the  greater  cannot  retain 
the  lesser.  Now  of  all  natures  fire  has  the  small 
est  parts,  and  therefore  penetrates  through 
earth  and  water  and  air  and  their  compounds, 
nor  can  anything  hold  it.  And  a  similar  princi 
ple  applies  to  the  human  belly;  for  when  meats 
and  drinks  enter  it,  it  holds  them,  but  it  can 
not  hold  air  and  fire,  because  the  particles  of 
which  they  consist  are  smaller  than  its  own 
structure. 

These  elements,  therefore,  God  employed 
for  the  sake  of  distributing  moisture  from  the 
belly  into  the  veins,  weaving  together  a  network 
of  fire  and  air  like  a  weel,  having  at  the  entrance 
two  lesser  weels;  further  he  constructed  one  of 
these  with  two  openings,  and  from  the  lesser 
weels  he  extended  cords  Beaching  all  round  to 


the  extremities  of  the  network.  All  the  interior 
of  the  net  he  made  of  fire,  but  the  lesser  weels 
and  their  cavity,  of  air.  The  network  he  took 
and  spread  over  the  newly-formed  animal  in  the 
following  manner: — He  let  the  lesser  weels 
pass  into  the  mouth;  there  were  two  of  them, 
and  one  he  let  down  by  the  air-pipes  into  the 
lungs,  the  other  by  the  side  of  the  air-pipes  into 
the  belly.  The  former  he  divided  into  two 
branches,  both  of  which  he  made  to  meet  at  the 
channels  of  the  nose,  so  that  when  the  way 
through  the  mouth  did  not  act,  the  streams  of 
the  mouth  as  well  were  replenished  through 
the  nose.  With  the  other  cavity  (i.e.  of  the 
greater  weel)  he  enveloped  the  hollow  parts  of 
the  body,  and  at  one  time  he  made  all  this  to 
flow  into  the  lesser  weels,  quite  gently,  for  they 
are  composed  of  air,  and  at  another  time  he 
caused  the  lesser  weels  to  flow  back  again;  and 
the  net  he  made  to  find  a  way  in  and  out  through 
the  pores  of  the  body,  and  the  rays  of  fire  which 
are  bound  fast  within  followed  the  passage  of 
the  air  either  way,  never  at  any  time  ceasing  so 
long  as  the  mortal  being  holds  together.  This 
process,  as  we  affirm,  the  name-giver  named  in 
spiration  and  expiration.  And  all  this  move 
ment,  active  as  well  as  passive,  takes  place  in 
order  that  the  body,  being  watered  and  cooled, 
may  receive  nourishment  and  life;  for  when  the 
respiration  is  going  in  and  out,  and  the  fire, 
which  is  fast  bound  within,  follows  it,  and  ever 
and  anoa  moving  to  and  fro,  enters  through 
the  belly  and  reaches  the  meat  and  drink,  [jg  / 
it  dissolves  them,  and  dividing  them  into  small 
portions  and  guiding  them  through  the  passages 
where  it  goes,  pumps  them  as  from  a  fountain 
into  the  channels  of  the  veins,  and  makes  the 
stream  of  the  veins  flow  through  the  body  as 
through  a  conduit. 

Let  us  once  more  consider  the  phenomena  of 
respiration,  and  enquire  into  the  causes  which 
have  made  it  what  it  is.  They  are  as  follows: — 
Seeing  that  there  is  no  such  thing  as  a  vacuum 
into  which  any  of  those  things  which  are  moved 
can  enter,  and  the  breath  is  carried  from  us  in 
to  the  external  air,  the  next  point  is,  as  will  be 
clear  to  every  one,  that  it  does  not  go  into  a  va 
cant  space,  but  pushes  its  neighbour  out  of  its 
place,  and  that  which  is  thrust  out  in  turn  drives 
out  its  neighbour;  and  in  this  way  everything  of 
necessity  at  last  comes  round  to  that  place  from 
whence  the  breath  came  forth,  and  enters  in 
there,  and  following  the  breath,  fills  up  the  va 
cant  space;  and  this  goes  on  like  the  rotation  of 
a  wheel,  because  there  can  be  no  such  thing  as  a 
vacuum.  Wherefore  also  the  breast  and  the 
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lungs,  when  they  emit  the  breath,  are  replen 
ished  by  the  air  which  surrounds  the  body  and 
which  enters  in  through  the  pores  of  the  flesh 
and  is  driven  round  in  a  circle;  and  again,  the 
air  which  is  sent  away  and  passes  out  through 
the  body  forces  the  breath  inwards  through  the 
passage  of  the  mouth  and  the  nostrils.  Now  the 
origin  of  this  movement  may  be  supposed  to  be 
as  follows.  In  the  interior  of  every  animal  the 
hottest  part  is  that  which  is  around  the  blood 
and  veins;  it  is  in  a  manner  an  internal  foun 
tain  of  fire,  which  we  compare  to  the  network 
of  a  creel,  being  woven  all  of  fire  and  extended 
through  the  centre  of  the  body,  while  the  outer 
parts  are  composed  of  air.  Now  we  must  admit 
that  heat  naturally  proceeds  outward  to  its  own 
place  and  to  its  kindred  element;  and  as  there 
are  two  exits  for  the  heat,  the  one  out  through 
the  body,  and  the  other  through  the  mouth  and 
nostrils,  when  it  moves  towards  the  one,  it 
drives  round  the  air  at  the  other,  and  that  which 
is  driven  round  falls  into  the  fire  and  becomes 
warm,  and  that  which  goes  forth  is  cooled.  But 
when  the  heat  changes  its  place,  and  the  parti 
cles  at  the  other  exit  grow  warmer,  the  hotter 
air  inclining  in  that  direction  and  carried  to 
wards  its  native  element,  fire,  pushes  round  the 
air  at  the  other;  and  this  being  affected  in  the 
same  way  and  communicating  the  same  impulse, 
a  circular  motion  swaying  to  and  fro  is  produced 
by  the  double  process,  which  we  call  inspiration 
and  expiration. 

The  phenomena  of  medical  cupping-glasses 
and  of  the  swallowing  of  drink  and  of  the  pro 
jection  of  bodies,  [80]  whether  discharged  in 
the  air  or  bowled  along  the  ground,  are  to  be  in 
vestigated  on  a  similar  principle;  and  swift  and 
slow  sounds,  which  appear  to  be  high  and  low, 
and  are  sometimes  discordant  on  account  of 
their  inequality,  and  then  again  harmonical  on 
account  of  the  equality  of  the  motion  which  they 
excite  in  us.  For  when  the  motions  of  the  ante 
cedent  swifter  sounds  begin  to  pause  and  the 
two  are  equalised,  the  slower  sounds  overtake 
the  swifter  and  then  propel  them.  When  they 
overtake  them  they  do  not  intrude  a  new  and 
discordant  motion,  but  introduce  the  begin 
nings  of  a  slower,  which  answers  to  the  swifter 
as  it  dies  away,  thus  producing  a  single  mixed 
expression  out  of  high  and  low,  whence  arises 
a  pleasure  which  even  the  unwise  feel,  and 
which  to  the  wise  becomes  a  higher  sort  of  de 
light,  being  an  imitation  of  divine  harmony  in 
mortal  motions.  Moreover,  as  to  the  flowing  of 
water,  the  fall  of  the  thunderbolt,  and  the  mar 
vels  that  are  observed  about  the  attraction  of  am 


ber  and  the  Heraclean  stones, — in  none  of  these 
cases  is  there  any  attraction;  but  he  who  investi 
gates  rightly,  will  find  that  such  wonderful  phe 
nomena  are  attributable  to  the  combination  of 
certain  conditions — the  non-existence  of  a  vac 
uum,  the  fact  that  objects  push  one  another 
round,  and  that  they  change  places,  passing  sev 
erally  into  their  proper  positions  as  they  are  di 
vided  or  combined. 

Such  as  we  have  seen,  is  the  nature  and  such 
are  the  causes  of  respiration — the  subject  in 
which  this  discussion  originated.  For  the  fire 
cuts  the  food  and  following  the  breath  surges 
up  within,  fire  and  breath  rising  together  and 
filling  the  veins  by  drawing  up  out  of  the  belly 
and  pouring  into  them  the  cut  portions  of  the 
food;  and  so  the  streams  of  food  are  kept  flow 
ing  through  the  whole  body  in  all  animals.  And 
fresh  cuttings  from  kindred  substances,  wheth 
er  the  fruits  of  the  earth  or  herb  of  the  field, 
which  God  planted  to  be  our  daily  food,  acquire 
all  sorts  of  colours  by  their  inter-mixture;  but 
red  is  the  most  pervading  of  them,  being 
created  by  the  cutting  action  of  fire  and  by  the 
impression  which  it  makes  on  a  moist  sub 
stance;  and  hence  the  liquid  which  circulates 
in  the  body  has  a  colour  such  as  we  have  de 
scribed.  The  liquid  itself  we  call  blood,  which 
nourishes  the  flesh  and  the  whole  body,  [81] 
whence  all  parts  are  watered  and  empty  places 
filled. 

Now  the  process  of  repletion  and  evacuation 
is  effected  after  the  manner  of  the  universal  mo 
tion  by  which  all  kindred  substances  are  drawn 
towards  one  another.  For  the  external  elements 
which  surround  us  are  always  causing  us  to  con 
sume  away,  and  distributing  and  sending  off 
like  to  like;  the  particles  of  blood,  too,  which 
are  divided  and  contained  within  the  frame  of 
the  animal  as  in  a  sort  of  heaven,  are  compelled 
to  imitate  the  motion  of  the  universe.  Each, 
therefore,  of  the  divided  parts  within  us,  being 
carried  to  its  kindred  nature,  replenishes  the 
void.  When  more  is  taken  away  than  flows  in, 
then  we  decay,  and  when  less,  we  grow  and  in 
crease. 

The  frame  of  the  entire  creature  when  young 
has  the  triangles  of  each  kind  new,  and  may  be 
compared  to  the  keel  of  a  vessel  which  is  just 
off  the  stocks;  they  are  locked  firmly  together 
and  yet  the  whole  mass  is  soft  and  delicate,  be 
ing  freshly  formed  of  marrow  and  nurtured  on 
milk.  Now  when  the  triangles  out  of  which 
meats  and  drinks  are  composed  come  in  from 
without,  and  are  comprehended  in  the  body, 
being  older  and  weaker  than  the  triangles  al- 
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ready  there,  the  frame  of  the  body  gets  the  bet 
ter  of  them  and  its  newer  triangles  cut  them  up, 
and  so  the  animal  grows  great,  being  nourished 
by  a  multitude  of  similar  particles.  But  when 
the  roots  of  the  triangles  are  loosened  by  having 
undergone  many  conflicts  with  many  things 
In  the  course  of  time,  they  are  no  longer  able 
to  cut  or  assimilate  the  food  which  enters,  but 
are  themselves  easily  divided  by  the  bodies 
which  come  in  from  without.  In  this  way  every 
animal  is  overcome  and  decays,  and  this  affec 
tion  is  called  old  age.  And  at  last,  when  the 
bonds  by  which  the  triangles  of  the  marrow 
are  united  no  longer  hold,  and  are  parted  by 
the  strain  of  existence,  they  In  turn  loosen  the 
bonds  of  the  soul,  and  she,  obtaining  a  natural 
release,  flies  away  with  joy.  For  that  which 
takes  place  according  to  nature  is  pleasant,  but 
that  which  Is  contrary  to  nature  is  painful.  And 
thus  death,  if  caused  by  disease  or  produced  by 
wounds,  is  painful  and  violent;  but  that  sort 
of  death  which  comes  with  old  age  and  fulfils 
the  debt  of  nature  is  the  easiest  of  deaths,  and  is 
accompanied  with  pleasure  rather  than  with 
pain. 

Now  every  one  can  see  whence  diseases  arise. 
There  are  four  natures  out  of  which  the  body 
is  compacted,  [82]  earth  and  fire  and  water  and 
air,  and  the  unnatural  excess  or  defect  of  these, 
or  the  change  of  any  of  them  from  its  own  nat 
ural  place  into  an  other,  or — since  there  are  more 
kinds  than  one  of  fire  and  of  the  other  elements 
— the  assumption  by  any  of  these  of  a  wrong 
kind,  or  any  similar  irregularity,  produces  dis 
orders  and  diseases;  for  when  any  of  them  is 
produced  or  changed  in  a  manner  contrary  to 
nature,  the  parts  which  were_  previously  cool 
grow  warm,  and  those  which  were  dry  become 
moist,  and  the  light  become  heavy,  and  the 
heavy  light;  all  sorts  of  changes  occur.  For,  as 
we  affirm,  a  thing  can  only  remain  the  same 
with  itself,  whole  and  sound,  when  the  same  is 
added  to  it,  or  subtracted  from  it,  in  the  same 
respect  and  in  the  same  manner  and  in  due  pro 
portion;  and  whatever  comes  or  goes  away  in 
violation  of  these  laws  causes  all  manner  of 
changes  and  Infinite  diseases  and  corruptions. 
Now  there  is  a  second  class  of  structures  .which 
are  also  natural,  and  this  affords  a  second  op 
portunity  of  observing  diseases  to  him  who 
would  understand  them.  For  whereas  marrow 
and  bone  and  flesh  and  sinews  are  composed  of 
the  four  elements,  and  the  blood,  though  after 
another  manner,  is  likewise  formed  outof  them, 
most  diseases  originate  in  the  way  which  I  have 
described;  but  the  worst  of  all  owe  their  severi 


ty  to  the  fact  that  the  generation  of  these  sub 
stances  proceeds  in  a  wrong  order;  they  are 
then  destroyed.  For  the  natural  order  is  that  the 
flesh  and  sinews  should  be  made  of  blood,  the 
sinews  out  of  the  fibres  to  which  they  are  akin, 
and  the  flesh  out  of  the  clots  which  are  formed 
when  the  fibres  are  separated.  And  the  gluti 
nous  and  rich  matter  which  comes  away  from 
the  sinews  and  the  flesh,  not  only  glues  the 
flesh  to  the  bones,  but  nourishes  and  imparts 
growth  to  the  bone  which  surrounds  the  mar 
row;  and  by  reason  of  the  solidity  of  the  bones, 
that  which  filters  through  consists  of  the  pur 
est  and  smoothest  and  oiliest  sort  of  triangles, 
dropping  like  dew  from  the  bones  and  water 
ing  the  marrow. 

Now  when  each  process  takes  place  in  this 
order,  health  commonly  results;  when  in  the 
opposite  order,  disease.  For  wheri  the  flesh  be 
comes  decomposed  and  sends  back  the  wasting 
substance  into  the  veins,  then  an  over-supply  of 
blood  of  diverse  kinds,  mingling  with  air  in  the 
veins,  having  variegated  colours  and  bitter  prop 
erties,  as  well  as  acid  and  saline  qualities,  con 
tains  all  sorts  of  bile  and  serum  and  phlegm. 
For  all  things  go  the  wrong  way,  [83]  and  hav 
ing  become  corrupted,  first  they  taint  the  blood 
itself,  and  then  ceasing  to  give  nourishment  to 
the  body  they  are  carried  along  the  veins  In  all 
directions,  no  longer  preserving  the  order  of 
their  natural  courses,  but  at  war  with  them 
selves,  because  they  receive  no  good  from  one 
another,  and  are  hostile  to  the  abiding  constitu 
tion  of  the  body,  which  they  corrupt  and  dis 
solve.  The  oldest  part  of  the  flesh  which  is  cor 
rupted,  being  hard  to  decpmpose,  from  long 
burning  grows  black,  and  from  being  every 
where  corroded  becomes  bitter,  and  is  injurious 
to  every  part  of  the  body  which  is  still  uncor- 
rupted.  Sometimes,  when  the  bitter  element  is 
refined'away,  the  black  part  assurnes  an,  acidity 
which  takes  the  place  of  tjie  bitterness;, at  other 
times  the  bitterness  being  tinged  with  blood  has 
a  redder  colqur;  and  this,  when  mixed  with 
black,  takes  the  hue  of  grass;  and  again,  an 
auburn  colour  mingles  with  the  bitter  matter 
when  new  flesh  is  decomposed  by  the  fire  which 
surrounds  the  internal  flame — to  all  which 
symptoms  some  physician  perhaps,  or  rather 
some  philosopher,  who  had  the  power  of  seeing 
in  many  dissimilar  things  one  nature  deserving 
of  a  name,  has  assigned  the  common  name  of 
bile.  But  the  other  kinds  of  bile  are  variously 
distinguished  by  their  colours.  As  for  serum, 
that  sort  which  is  the  watery  part  of  blood  is  in 
nocent,  but  that  which  is  a  secretion  of  black 
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and  acid  bile  is  malignant  when  mingled  by 
the  power  of  heat  with  any  salt  substance,  and  is 
then  called  acid  phlegm. 

Again,  the  substance  which  is  formed  by  the 
liquefaction  of  new  and  tender  flesh  when  air 
is  present,  if  inflated  and  encased  in  liquid  so 
as  to  form  bubbles,  which  separately  are  invis 
ible  owing  to  their  small  size,  but  when  col 
lected  are  of  a  bulk  which  is  visible,  and  have  a 
white  colour  arising  out  of  the  generation  of 
foam — all  this  decomposition  of  tender  flesh 
when  inter-mingled  with  air  is  termed  by  us 
white  phlegm.  And  the  whey  or  sediment  of 
newly-formed  phlegm  is  sweat  and  tears,  and 
includes  the  various  daily  discharges  by  which 
the  body  is  purified.  Now  all  these  become 
causes  of  disease  when  the  blood  is  not  replen 
ished  in  a  natural  manner  by  food  and  drink 
but  gains  bulk  from  opposite  sources  in  viola 
tion  of  the  laws  of  nature.  [84]  When  the  sev 
eral  parts  of  the  flesh  are  separated  by  disease, 
if  the  foundation  remains,  the  power  of  the  dis 
order  is  only  half  as  great,  and  there  is  still  a 
prospect  of  an  easy  recovery;  but  when  that 
which  binds  the  flesh  to  the  bones  is  diseased, 
and  no  longer  being  separated  from  the  muscles 
and  sinews,  ceases  to  give  nourishment  to  the 
bone  and  to  unite  flesh  and  bone,  and  from  be 
ing  oily  and  smooth  and  glutinous  becomes 
rough  and  salt  and  dry,  owing  to  bad  regimen, 
then  all  the  substance  thus  corrupted  crumbles 
away  under  the  flesh  and  the  sinews,  and  sep 
arates  from  the  bone,  and  the  fleshy  parts  fall 
away  from  their  foundation  and  leave  the  sin 
ews  bare  and  full  of  brine,  and  the  flesh  again 
gets  into  the  circulation  of  the  blood  and  makes 
the  previously-mentioned  disorders  still  great 
er.  And  if  these  bodily  affections  be  severe,  still 
worse  are  the  prior  disorders;  as  when  the  bone 
itself,  by  reason  of  the  density  of  the  flesh,  does 
not  obtain  sufficient  air,  but  becomes  mouldy 
and  hot  and  gangrened  and  receives  no  nutri 
ment,  and  the  natural  process  is  inverted,  and 
the  bone  crumbling  passes  into  the  food,  and  the 
food  into  the  flesh,  and  the  flesh  again  falling 
•into  the  blood  makes  all  maladies  that  may  oc 
cur  more  virulent  than  those  already  mentioned. 
But  the  worst  case  of  all  is  when  the  marrow 
is  diseased,  either  from  excess  or  defect;  and  this 
is  the  cause  of  the  very  greatest  and  most  fatal 
disorders,  in  which  the  whole  course  of  the 
body  is -reversed. 

•  There  is  a  third  class  of  diseases  which  may 
be  conceived  of  as  arisingin  three  ways;  for  they 
are 'produced  sometimes  by  wind,  and  some 
times  by  phlegm,,  and  sometimes  by  bile.  When 


the  lung,  which  is  the  dispenser  of  the  air  to  the 
body,  is  obstructed  by  rheums  and  its  passages 
are  not  free,  some  of  them  not  acting,  while 
through  others  too  much  air  enters,  then  the 
parts  which  are  unrefreshed  by  air  corrode, 
while  in  other  parts  the  excess  of  air  forcing  its 
way  through  the  veins  distorts  them  and  de 
composing  the  body  is  enclosed  in  the  midst  of 
it  and  occupies  the  midriff;  thus  numberless 
painful  diseases  are  produced,  accompanied  by 
copious  sweats.  And  oftentimes  when  the  flesh 
is  dissolved  in  the  body,  wind,  generated  within 
and  unable  to  escape,  is  the  source  of  quite  as 
much  pain  as  the  air  coming  in  from  without; 
but  the  greatest  pain  is  felt  when  the  wind  gets 
about  the  sinews  and  the  veins  of  the  shoulders, 
and  swells  them  up,  and  so  twists  back  the  great 
tendons  and  the  sinews  which  are  connected 
with  them.  These  disorders  are  called  tetanus 
and  opisthotonus,  by  reason  of  the  tension 
which  accompanies  them.  The  cure  of  them  is 
difficult;  relief  is  in  most  cases  given  by  fever 
supervening.  [85]  The  white  phlegm,  though 
dangerous  when  detained  within  by  reason  of 
the  air-bubbles,  yet  if  it  can  communicate  with 
the  outside  air,  is  less  severe,  and  only  discolours 
the  body,  generating  leprous  eruptions  and 
similar  diseases.  When  it  is  mingled  with  black 
bile  and  dispersed  about  the  courses  of  the 
head,  which  are  the  divinest  part  of  us,  the  at 
tack  if  coming  on  in  sleep,  is  not  so  severe;  but 
when  assailing  those  who  are  awake  it  is  hard 
to  be  got  rid  of,  and  being  an  affection  of  a 
sacred  part,  is  most  justly  called  sacred.  An  acid 
and  salt  phlegm,  again,  is  the  source  of  all 
those  diseases  which  take  the  form  of  catarrh, 
but  they  have  many  names  because  the  places 
into  which  they  flow  are  manifold. 

Inflammations  of  the  body  come  from  burn 
ings  and  inflamings,  and  all  of  them  originate 
in  bile.  When  bile  finds  a  means  of  discharge, 
it  boils  up  and  sends  forth  all  sorts  of  tumours; 
but  when  imprisoned  within,  it  generates  many 
inflammatory  diseases,  above  all  when  mingled 
with  pure  blood;  since  it  then  displaces  the  fi 
bres  which  are  scattered  about  in  the  blood  and 
are  designed  to  maintain  the  balance  of  rare 
and  dense,  in  order  that  the  blood  may  not  be  so 
liquefied  by  heat  as  to  exude  from  the  pores  of 
the  body,  nor  again  become  too  dense  and  thus 
find  a  difficulty  in  circulating  through  the  veins. 
The  fibres  are  so  constituted  as  to  maintain  this 
balance;  and  if, any  one  brings  them  all  together 
when  the  blood  is  dead  and  in  process  of  cool 
ing,  then  the  blopd  which  remains  becomes 
fluid,  but  if  they  are  left  alone,  they  soon  con- 
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geal  by  reason  of  the  surrounding  cold.  The  fi 
bres  having  this  power  over  the  blood,  bile, 
which  is  only  stale  blood,  and  which  from  be 
ing  flesh  is  dissolved  again  into  blood,  at  the 
first  influx  coming  in  little  by  little,  hot  and 
liquid,  is  congealed  by  the  power  of  the  fibres; 
and  so  congealing  and  made  to  cool.  It  produces 
internal  cold  and  shuddering.  When  it  enters 
with  more  of  a  flood  and  overcomes  the  fibres 
by  its  heat,  and  boiling  up  throws  them  into 
disorder,  if  it  have  power  enough  to  maintain 
its  supremacy,  it  penetrates  the  marrow  and 
burns  up  what  may  be  termed  the  cables  of  the 
soul,  and  sets  her  free;  but  when  there  is  not 
so  much  of  it,  and  the  body  though  wasted  still 
holds  out,  the  bile  is  itself  mastered,  and  is  ei 
ther  utterly  banished,  or  is  thrust  through  the 
veins  into  the  lower  or  upper  belly,  and  is  driven 
out  of  the  body  like  an  exile  from  a  state  in  which 
there  has  been  civil  war;  [86]  whence  arise  di 
arrhoeas  and  dysenteries,  and  all  such  disorders. 
When  the  constitution  is  disordered  by  excess 
of  fire,  continuous  heat  and  fever  are  the  re 
sult;  when  excess  of  air  is  the  cause,  then  the 
fever  is  quotidian;  when  of  water,  which  is  a 
more  sluggish  element  than  either  fire  or  air, 
then  the  fever  is  a  tertian;  when  of  earth,  which 
is  the  most  sluggish  of  the  four,  and  is  only 
purged  away  in  a  four-fold  period,  the  result 
is  a  quartan  fever,  which  can  with  difficulty  be 
shaken  off. 

Such  is  the  manner  in  which  diseases  of  the 
body  arise;  the  disorders  of  the  soul,  which  de 
pend  upon  the  body,  originate  as  follows.  We 
must  acknowledge  disease  of  the  mind  to  be  a 
want  of  intelligence;  and  of  this  there  are  two 
kinds;  to  wit,  madness  and  ignorance.  In  what 
ever  state  a  man  experiences  either  of  them,  that 
state  may  be  called  disease;  and  excessive  pains 
and  pleasures  are  justly  to  be  regarded  as  the 
greatest  diseases  to  which  the  soul  is  liable.  For 
a  man  who  is  in  great  joy  or  in  great  pain,  in 
his  unseasonable  eagerness  to  attain  the  one  and 
to  avoid  the  other,  is  not  able  to  see  or  to  hear 
anything  rightly;  but  he  is  mad,  and  is  at  the 
time  utterly  incapable  of  any  participation  in 
reason.  He  who  has  the  seed  about  the  spinal 
marrow  too  plentiful  and  overflowing,  like  a 
tree  overladen  with  fruit,  has  many  throes,  and 
also  obtains  many  pleasures  in  his  desires  and 
their  offspring,  and  is  for  the  most  part  of  his 
life  deranged,  because  his  pleasures  and  pains 
are  so  very  great;  his  soul  is  rendered  foolish 
and  disordered  by  his  body;  yet  he  is  regarded 
not  as  one  diseased,  but  as  one  who  is  voluntari 
ly  bad,  which  is  a  mistake.  The  truth  is  that  the 


intemperance  of  love  is  a  disease  of  the  soul  due 
chiefly  to  the  moisture  and  fluidity  which  is  pro 
duced  in  one  of  the  elements  by  the  loose  con 
sistency  of  the  bones.  And  in  general,  all  that 
which  is  termed  the  incontinence  of  pleasure 
and  is  deemed  a  reproach  under  the  idea  that 
the  wicked  voluntarily  do  wrong  is  not  justly 
a  matter  for  reproach.  For  no  man  is  voluntari 
ly  bad;  but  the  bad  become  bad  by  reason  of  an 
ill  disposition  of  the  body  and  bad  education, 
things  which  are  hateful  to  every  man  and  hap 
pen  to  him  against  his  will.  And  in  the  case  of 
pain  too  in  like  manner  the  soul  suffers  much 
evil  from  the  body.  For  where  the  acid  and 
briny  phlegm  and  other  bitter  and  bilious  hu 
mours  wander  about  in  the  body,  and  find  no 
exit  or  escape,  but  are  pent  up  within  and  min 
gle  their  own  vapours  with  the  motions  of  the 
soul,  and  are  blended,  [8j]  with  them,  they 
produce  all  sorts  of  diseases,  more  or  fewer, 
and  in  every  degree  of  intensity;  and  being  car 
ried  to  the  three  places  of  the  soul,  whichever 
they  may  severally  assail,  they  create  infinite 
varieties  of  ill-temper  and  melancholy,  of  rash 
ness  and  cowardice,  and  also  of  forgetfulness 
and  stupidity.  Further,  when  to  this  evil  consti 
tution  of  body  evil  forms  of  government  are 
added  and  evil  discourses  are  uttered  in  private 
as  well  as  in  public,  and  no  sort  of  instruction  is 
given  in  youth  to  cure  these  evils,  then  all  of  us 
who  are  bad  become  bad  from  two  causes  which 
are  entirely  beyond  our  control.  In  such  cases 
the  planters  are  to  blame  rather  than  the  plants, 
the  educators  rather  than  the  educated.  But 
however  that  may  be,  we  should  endeavour  as 
far  as  we  can  by  education,  and  studies,  and 
learning,  to  avoid  vice  and  attain  virtue;  this, 
however,  is  part  of  another  subject. 

There  is  a  corresponding  enquiry  concerning 
the  mode  of  treatment  by  which  the  mind  and 
the  body  are  to  be  preserved,  about  which  it  is 
meet  and  right  that  I  should  say  a  word  in  turn; 
for  it  is  more  our  duty  to  speak  of  the  good  than 
of  the  evil.  Everything  that  is  good  is  fair,  and  the 
fair  is  not  without  proportion,  and  the  animal 
which  is  to  be  fair  must  have  due  proportion. 
Now  we  perceive  lesser  symmetries  or  propor 
tions  and  reason  about  them,  but  of  the  high 
est  and  greatest  we  take  no  heed;  for  there  is  no 
proportion  or  disproportion  more  productive  of 
health  and  disease,  and  virtue  and  vice,  than 
that  between  soul  and  body.  This  however  we 
do  not  perceive,  nor  do  we  reflect  that  when  a 
weak  or  small  frame  is  the  vehicle  of  a  great 
and  mighty  soul,  or  conversely,  when  a  little 
soul  is  encased  in  a  large  body,  then  the  whole 
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animal  is  not  fair,  for  it  lacks  the  most  impor 
tant  of  all  symmetries;  but  the  due  proportion 
of  mind  and  body  is  the  fairest  and  loveliest  of 
all  sights  to  him  who  has  the  seeing  eye.  Just  as 
a  body  which  has  a  leg  too  long,  or  which  is  un- 
symmetrical  in  some  other  respect,  is  an  un 
pleasant  sight,  and  also,  when  doing  its  share  of 
work,  is  much  distressed  and  makes  convulsive 
efforts,  and  often  stumbles  through  awkward 
ness,  and  is  the  cause  of  infinite  evil  to  its  own 
self — in  like  manner  we  should  conceive  of  the 
double  nature  which  we  call  the  living  being; 
and  when  in  this  compound  there  is  an  impas 
sioned  soul  more  powerful  than  the  body,  [88 J 
that  soul,  I  say,  convulses  and  fills  with  disor 
ders  the  whole  inner  nature  of  man;  and  when 
eager  in  the  pursuit  of  some  sort  of  learning  or 
study,  causes  wasting;  or  again,  when  teaching 
or  disputing  in  private  or  in  public,  and  strifes 
and  controversies  arise,  inflames  and  dissolves 
the  composite  frame  of  man  and  introduces 
rheums;  and  the  nature  of  this  phenomenon 
is  not  understood  by  most  professors  of  medi 
cine,  who  ascribe  it  to  the  opposite  of  the 
real  cause.  And  once  more,  when  a  body  large 
and  too  strong  for  the  soul  is  united  to  a  small 
and  weak  intelligence,  then  inasmuch  as  there 
are  two  desires  natural  to  man, — one  of  food 
for  the  sake  of  the  body,  and  one  of  wisdom  for 
the  sake  of  the  diviner  part  of  us — then,  I  say, 
the  motions  of  the  stronger,  getting  the  better 
and  increasing  their  own  power,  but  making 
the  soul  dull,  and  stupid,  and  forgetful,  engen 
der  ignorance,  which  is  the  greatest  of  diseases. 
There  is  one  protection  against  both  kinds  of 
disproportion: — that  we  should  not  move  the 
body  without  the  soul  or  the  soul  without  the 
body,  and  thus  they  will  be  on  their  guard 
against  each  other,  and  be  healthy  and  well  bal 
anced.  And  therefore  the  mathematician  or  any 
one  else  whose  thoughts  are  much  absorbed  in 
some  intellectual  pursuit,  must  allow  his  body 
also  to  have  due  exercise,  and  practise  gymnastic; 
and  he  who  is  careful  to  fashion  the  body,  should 
in  turn  impart  to  the  soul  its  proper  motions, 
and  should  cultivate  music  and  all  philosophy, 
if  he  would  deserve  to  be  called  truly  fair  and 
truly  good.  And  the  separate  parts  should  be 
treated  in  the  same  manner,  in  imitation  of  the 
pattern  of  the  universe;  for  as  the  body  is  heat 
ed  and  also  cooled  within  by  the  elements  which 
enter  into  it,  and  is  again  dried  up  and  moistened 
by  external  things,  and  experiences  these  and  the 
like  affections  from  both  kinds  of  motions,  the 
result  is  that  the  body  if  given  up  to  motion 
when  in  a  state  of  quiescence  is  overmastered 


and  perishes;  but  if  any  one,  in  imitation  of 
that  which  we  call  the  foster-mother  and  nurse 
of  the  universe,  will  not  allow  the  body  ever  to 
be  inactive,  but  is  always  producing  motions 
and  agitations  through  its  whole  extent,  which 
form  the  natural  defence  against  other  motions 
both  internal  and  external,  and  by  moderate 
exercise  reduces  to  order  according  to  their  af 
finities  the  particles  and  affections  which  are 
wandering  about  the  body,  as  we  have  already 
said  when  speaking  of  the  universe,1  he  will 
not  allow  enemy  placed  by  the  side  of  enemy  to 
stir  up  wars  and  disorders  in  the  body,  but  he 
will  place  friend  by  the  side  of  friend,  so  as  to 
create  health. 

Now  of  all  motions  that  is  the  best  which  is 
produced  in  a  thing  by  itself,  [89]  for  it  is  most 
akin  to  the  motion  of  thought  and  of  the  uni 
verse;  but  that  motion  which  is  caused  by  others 
is  not  so  good,  and  worst  of  all  is  that  which 
moves  the  body,  when  at  rest,  in  parts  only  and 
by  some  external  agency.  Wherefore  of  all  modes 
of  purifying  and  reuniting  the  body  the  best  is 
gymnastic;  the  next  best  is  a  surging  motion, 
as  in  sailing  or  any  other  mode  of  conveyance 
which  is  not  fatiguing;  the  third  sort  of  mo 
tion  maybe  of  use  in  a  case  of  extreme  necessity, 
but  in  any  other  will  be  adopted  by  no  man  of 
sense:  I  mean  the  purgative  treatment  of  phy 
sicians;  for  diseases  unless  they  are  very  dan 
gerous  should  not  be  irritated  by  medicines, 
since  every  form  of  disease  is  in  a  manner  akin 
to  the  living  being,  whose  complex  frame  has 
an  appointed  term  of  life.  For  not  the  whole 
race  only,  but  each  individual — barring  inevi 
table  accidents — comes  into  the  world  having  a 
fixed  span,  and  the  triangles  in  us  are  original 
ly  framed  with  power  to  last  for  a  certain  time, 
beyond  which  no  man  can  prolong  his  life.  And 
this  holds  also  of  the  constitution  of  diseases;  if 
any  one  regardless  of  the  appointed  time  tries 
to  subdue  them  by  medicine,  he  only  aggravates 
and  multiplies  them.  Wherefore  we  ought  al 
ways  to  manage  them  by  regimen,  as  far  as  a 
man  can  spare  the  time,  and  not  provoke  a  dis 
agreeable  enemy  by  medicines. 

Enough  of  the  composite  animal,  and  of  the 
body  which  is  a  part  of  him,  and  of  the  manner 
in  which  a  man  may  train  and  be  trained  by 
himself  so  as  to  live  most  according  to  reason: 
and  we  must  above  and  before  all  provide  that 
the  element  which  is  to  train  him  shall  be  the 
fairest  and  best  adapted  to  that  purpose.  A  mi 
nute  discussion  of  this  subject  would  be  a  seri 
ous  task;  but  if,  as  before,  I  am  to  give  only  an 
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outline,  the  subject  may  not  unfitly  be  summed 
up  as  follows. 

I  have  often  remarked  that  there  are  three 
kinds  of  soul  located  within  us,  having  each  of 
them  motions,  and  I  must  now  repeat  in  the 
fewest  words  possible,  that  one  part,  if  remain 
ing  inactive  and  ceasing  from  its  natural  mo 
tion,  must  necessarily  become  very  weak,  but 
that  which  is  trained  and  exercised,  very  strong. 
Wherefore  we  should  take  care  that  the  move 
ments  of  the  different  parts  [go]  of  the  soul 
should  be  in  due  proportion. 

And  we  should  consider  that  God  gave  the 
sovereign  part  of  the  human  soul  to  be  the  di 
vinity  of  each  one,  being  that  part  which,  as  we 
say,  dwells  at  the  top  of  the  body,  and  inasmuch 
as  we  are  a  plant  not  of  an  earthly  but  of  a 
heavenly  growth,  raises  us  from  earth  to  our 
kindred  who  are  in  heaven.  And  in  this  we  say 
truly;  for  the  divine  power  suspended  the  head 
and  root  of  us  from  that  place  where  the  gener 
ation  of  the  soul  first  began,  and  thus  made  the 
whole  body  upright.  When  a  man  is  always  oc 
cupied  with  the  cravings  of  desire  and  ambi 
tion,  and  is  eagerly  striving  to  satisfy  them,  all 
his  thoughts  must  be  mortal,  and,  as  far  as  it  is 
possible  altogether  to  become  such,  he  must  be 
mortal  every  whit,  because  he  has  cherished  his 
mortal  part.  But  he  who  has  been  earnest  in  the 
love  of  knowledge  and  of  true  wisdom,  and  has 
exercised  his  intellect  more  than  any  other  part 
of  him,  must  have  thoughts  immortal  and  di 
vine,  if  he  attain  truth,  and  in  so  far  as  human 
nature  is  capable  of  sharing  in  immortality,  he 
must  altogether  be  immortal;  and  since  he  is 
ever  cherishing  the  divine  power,  and  has  the  di 
vinity  within  him  in  perfect  order,  he  will  be 
perfectly  happy.  Now  there  is  only  one  way 
of  taking  care  of  things,  and  this  is  to  give  to 
each  the  food  and  motion  which  are  natural  to 
it.  And  the  motions  which  are  naturally  akin  to 
the  divine  principle  within  us  are  the  thoughts 
and  revolutions  of  the  universe.  These  each  man 
should  follow,  and  correct  the  courses  of  the 
head  which  were  corrupted  at  our  birth,  and  by 
learning  the  harmonies  and  revolutions  of  the 
universe,  should  assimilate  the  thinking  being 
to  the  thought,  renewing  his  original  nature, 
and  having  assimilated  them  should  attain  to 
that  perfect  life  which  the  gods  have  set  before 
mankind,  both  for  the  present  and  the  future. 
,Thus  our  original  design  of  discoursing  about 
the  universe  down  to  the  creation  of  man  is 
nearly  completed.  A  brief  mention  may  be  made 
©f  the  generation  of  other  animals,  so  far  as  the 
subject  admits  of  brevity;  in  this  manner  our 


argument  will  best  attain  a  due  proportion.  On 
the  subject  of  animals,  then,  the  following  re 
marks  may  be  offered.  Of  the  men  who  came 
into  the  world,  those  who  were  cowards  or  led 
unrighteous  lives  may  with  reason  be  supposed 
to  have  changed  into  the  nature  of  women  in 
the  second  generation./p/y  And  this  was  the 
reason  why  at  that  time  the  gods  created  in  us 
the  desire  of  sexual  intercourse,  contriving  in 
man  one  animated  substance,  and  in  woman  an 
other,  which  they  formed  respectively  in  the  fol 
lowing  manner.  The  outlet  for  drink  by  which 
liquids  pass  through  the  lung  under  the  kid 
neys  and  into  the  bladder,  which  receives  and 
then  by  the  pressure  of  the  air  emits  them,  was 
so  fashioned  by  them  as  to  penetrate  also  into 
the  body  of  the  marrow,  which  passes  from  the 
head  along  the  neck  and  through  the  back,  and 
which  in  the  preceding  discourse  we  have 
named  the  seed.  And  the  seed  having  life,  and 
becoming  endowed  with  respiration,  produces 
in  that  part  in  which  it  respires  a  lively  desire 
of  emission,  and  thus  creates  in  us  the  love  of 
procreation.  Wherefore  also  in  men  the  organ 
of  generation  becoming  rebellious  and  master 
ful,  like  an  animal  disobedient  to  reason,  and 
maddened  with  the  sting  of  lust,  seeks  to  gain 
absolute  sway;  and  the  same  is  the  case  with 
the  so-called  womb  or  matrix  of  women;  the 
animal  within  them  is  desirous  of  procreating 
children,  and  when  remaining  unfruitful  long 
beyond  its  proper  time,  gets  discontented  and  an 
gry,  and  wandering  in  every  direction  through 
the  body,  closes  up  the  passages  of  the  breath, 
and,  by  obstructing  respiration,  drives  them  to 
extremity,  causing  all  varieties  of  disease,  until 
at  length  the  desire  and  love  of  the  man  and 
the  woman,  bringing  them  together  and  as  it 
were  plucking  the  fruit  from  the  tree,  sow  in 
the  womb,  as  in  a  field,  animals  unseen,  by  rea 
son  of  their  smallness  and  without  form;  these 
again  are  separated  and  matured  within;  they 
are  then  finally  brought  out  into  the  light,  and 
thus  the  generation  of  animals  is  completed. 

Thus  were  created  women  and  the  female 
sex  in  general.  But  the  race  of  birds  was  created 
out  of  innocent  light-minded  men,  who,  al 
though  their  minds  were  directed  toward  heav 
en,  imagined,  in  their  simplicity,  that  the  clear 
est  demonstration  of  the  things  above  was  to 
be  obtained  by  sight;  these  were  remodelled 
and  transformed  into  birds,  :and  they  grew 
feathers  instead  of  hair,' The  race  of  wild  pedes 
trian  animals,  again,  came  from  those  who  had 
no  philosophy  in  any  of  their  thoughts,  and 
never  considered  at  all  about  the  nature  of  the 
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heavens,  because  they  had  ceased  to  use  the 
courses  of  the  head,  but  followed  the  guidance 
of  those  parts  of  the  soul  which  are  in  the  breast. 
In  consequence  of  these  habits  of  theirs  they 
had  their  front-legs  and  their  heads  resting  up 
on  the  earth  to  which  they  were  drawn  by  nat 
ural  affinity;  and  the  crowns  of  their  heads  were 
elongated  and  of  all  sorts  of  shapes,  into  which 
the  courses  of  the  soul  were  crushed  by  reason 
of  disuse.  And  this  was  the  reason  why  they 
were  created  quadrupeds  and  polypods:  [92] 
God  gave  the  more  senseless  of  them  the  more 
support  that  they  might  be  more  attracted  to 
the  earth.  And  the  most  foolish  of  them,  who 
trail  their  bodies  entirely  upon  the  ground  and 
have  no  longer  any  need  of  feet,  he  made  with 
out  feet  to  crawl  upon  the  earth.  The  fourth 
class  were  the  inhabitants  of  the  water:  these 
were  made  out  of  the  most  entirely  senseless 
and  ignorant  of  all,  whom  the  transformers  did 


not  think  any  longer  worthy  of  pure  respira 
tion,  because  they  possessed  a  soul  which  was 
made  impure  by  all  sorts  of  transgression;  and 
instead  of  the  subtle  and  pure  medium  of  air, 
they  gave  them  the  deep  and  muddy  sea  to  be 
their  element  of  respiration;  and  hence  arose 
the  race  of  fishes  and  oysters,  and  other  aquatic 
animals,  which  have  received  the  most  remote 
habitations  as  a  punishment  of  their  outlandish 
ignorance.  These  are  the  laws  by  which  animals 
pass  into  one  another,  now,  as  ever,  changing 
as  they  lose  or  gain  wisdom  and  folly. 

We  may  now  say  that  our  discourse  about 
the  nature  of  the  universe  has  an  end.  The  world 
has  received  animals,  mortal  and  immortal,  and 
is  fulfilled  with  them,  and  has  become  a  visible 
animal  containing  the  visible — the  sensible  God 
who  is  the  image  of  the  intellectual,  the  great 
est,  best,  fairest,  most  perfect — the  one  only- 
begotten  heaven. 
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[106]  Timaeus.  How  thankful  I  am,  Socrates, 
that  I  have  arrived  at  last,  and,  like  a  weary 
traveller  after  a  long  journey,  may  be  at  rest! 
And  I  pray  the  being  who  always  was  o£  old, 
and  has  now  been  by  me  revealed,  to  grant  that 
my  words  may  endure  in  so  far  as  they  have 
been  spoken  truly  and  acceptably  to  him;  but  if 
unintentionally  I  have  said  anything  wrong,  I 
pray  that  he  will  impose  upon  me  a  just  retribu 
tion,  and  the  just  retribution  of  him  who  errs  is 
that  he  should  be  set  right.  Wishing,  then,  to 
speak  truly  in  future  concerning  the  generation 
of  the  gods,  I  pray  him  to  give  me  knowledge, 
which  of  all  medicines  is  the  most  perfect  and 
best.  And  now  having  offered  my  prayer  I  de 
liver  up  the  argument  to  Critias,  who  is  to 
speak  next  according  to  our  agreement.1 

Critias.  And  I,  Timaeus,  accept  the  trust,  and 
as  you  at  first  said  that  you  were  going  to  speak 
of  high  matters,  and  begged  that  some  forbear 
ance  might  be  shown  to  you,  I  too  ask  the  same 
or  greater  forbearance  for  what  I  am  about  to 
say.  And  although  I  very  well  know  that  my 
request  may  appear  to  be  somewhat  ambitious 
and  discourteous,  I  must  make  it  nevertheless. 
[107]  For  will  any  man  of  sense  deny  that  you 
have  spoken  well?  I  can  only  attempt  to  show 
that  I  ought  to  have  more  indulgence  than  you, 
because  my  theme  is  more  difficult;  and  I  shall 
argue  that  to  seem  to  speak  well  of  the  gods  to 
men  is  far  easier  than  to  speak  well  of  men  to 
men:  for  the  inexperience  and  utter  ignorance 
of  his  hearers  about  any  subject  is  a  great  assist 
ance  to  him  who  has  to  speak  of  it,  and  we  know 
how  ignorant  we  are  concerning  the  gods.  But 
I  should  like  to  make  my  meaning  clearer,  if 

1  flimaeus)  27. 
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you  will  follow  me.  All  that  is  said  by  any  of 
us  can  only  be  imitation  and  representation. 
For  if  we  consider  the  likenesses  which  painters 
make  of  bodies  divine  and  heavenly,  and  the 
different  degrees  of  gratification  with  which 
the  eye  of  the  spectator  receives  them,  we  shall 
see  that  we  are  satisfied  with  the  artist  who  is 
able  in  any  degree  to  imitate  the  earth  and  its 
mountains,  and  the  rivers,  and  the  woods,  and 
the  universe,  and  the  things  that  are  and  move 
therein,  and  further,  that  knowing  nothing  pre 
cise  about  such  matters,  we  do  not  examine  or 
analyze  the  painting;  all  that  is  required  is  a 
sort  of  indistinct  and  deceptive  mode  of  shad 
owing  them  forth.  But  when  a  person  endeav 
ours  to  paint  the  human  form  we  are  quick  at 
finding  out  defects,  and  our  familiar  knowl 
edge  makes  us  severe  judges  of  any  one  who 
does  not  render  every  point  of  similarity.  And 
we  may  observe  the  same  thing  to  happen  in 
discourse;  we  are  satisfied  with  a  picture  of  di 
vine  and  heavenly  things  which  has  very  little 
likeness  to  them;  but  we  are  more  precise  in  our 
criticism  of  mortal  and  human  things.  Where 
fore  if  at  the  moment  of  speaking  I  cannot  suit 
ably  express  my  meaning,  you  must  excuse  me, 
considering  that  to  form  approved  likenesses  of 
human  things  is  the  reverse  of  easy.  This  is 
what  I  want  to  suggest  to  you,  [108]  and  at  the 
same  time  to  beg,  Socrates,  that  I  may  have  not 
less,  but  more  indulgence  conceded  to  me  in 
what  I  am  about  to  say.  Which  favour,  if  I  am 
right  in  asking,  I  hope  that  you  will  be  ready 
to  grant. 

Socrates.  Certainly,  Critias,  we  will  grant 
your  request,  and  we  will  grant  the  same  by 
anticipation  to  Hermocrates,  as  well  as  to  you 
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and  TImaeus;  for  I  have  no  doubt  that  when 
his  turn  conies  a  little  while  hence,  he  will  make 
the  same  request  which  you  have  made.  In  or 
der,  then,  that  he  may  provide  himself  with  a 
fresh  beginning,  and  not  be  compelled  to  say 
the  same  things  over  again,  let  him  understand 
that  the  indulgence  is  already  extended  by  antic 
ipation  to  him.  And  now,  friend  Critias,  I  will 
announce  to  you  the  judgment  of  the  theatre. 
They  are  of  opinion  that  the  last  performer 
was  wonderfully  successful,  and  that  you  will 
need  a  great  deal  of  indulgence  before  you  will 
be  able  to  take  his  place. 

Hermocrates.  The  warning,  Socrates,  which 
you  have  addressed  to  him,  I  must  also  take  to 
myself.  But  remember,  Critias,  that  faint  heart 
never  yet  raised  a  trophy;  and  therefore  you 
must  go  and  attack  the  argument  like  a  man. 
First  invoke  Apollo  and  the  Muses,  and  then 
let  us  hear  you  sound  the  praises  and  show 
forth  the  virtues  of  your  ancient  citizens. 

Crit.  Friend  Hermocrates,  you,  who  are  sta 
tioned  last  and  have  another  in  front  of  you, 
have  not  lost  heart  as  yet;  the  gravity  of  the  situ 
ation  will  soon  be  revealed  to  you;  meanwhile 
I  accept  your  exhortations  and  encouragements. 
But  besides  the  gods  and  goddesses  whom  you 
have  mentioned,  I  would  specially  invoke  Mne 
mosyne;  for  all  the  important  part  of  my  dis 
course  is  dependent  on  her  favour,  and  if  I  can 
recollect  and  recite  enough  of  what  was  said  by 
the  priests  and  brought  hither  by  Solon,  I  doubt 
not  that  I  shall  satisfy  the  requirements  of  this 
theatre.  And  now,  making  no  more  excuses,  I 
will  proceed. 

Let  me  begin  by  observing  first  of  all,  that 
nine  thousand  was  the  sum  of  years  which  had 
elapsed  since  the  war  which  was  said  to  have 
taken  place  between  those  who  dwelt  outside 
the  Pillars  of  Heracles  and  all  who  dwelt  with 
in  them;  this  war  I  am  going  to  describe.  Of 
the  combatants  on  the  one  side,  the  city  of 
Athens  was  reported  to  have  been  the  leader 
and  to  have  fought  out  the  war;  the  combatants 
on  the  other  side  were  commanded  by  the  kings 
of  Atlantis,  which,  as  I  was  saying,  was  an  island 
greater  in  extent  than  Libya  and  Asia,  and  when 
afterwards  sunk  by  an  earthquake,  became  an 
impassable  barrier  of  mud  to  voyagers  sailing 
from  hence  to  any  part  of  the  ocean.  [109]  The 
progress  of  the  history  will  unfold  the  various 
nations  of  barbarians  and  families  of  Hellenes 
which  then  existed,  as  they  successively  appear 
on  the  scene;  but  I  must  describe  first  of  all 
Athenians  of  that  day,  and  their  enemies  who 
fought  with  them,  and  then  the  respective  pow 


ers  and  governments  of  the  two  kingdoms.  Let 
us  give  the  precedence  to  Athens. 

In  the  days  of  old  the  gods  had  the  whole 
earth  distributed  among  them  by  allotment.1 
There  was  no  quarrelling;  for  you  cannot  right 
ly  suppose  that  the  gods  did  not  know  what 
was  proper  for  each  of  them  to  have,  or,  know 
ing  this,  that  they  would  seek  to  procure  for 
themselves  by  contention  that  which  more  prop 
erly  belonged  to  others.  They  all  of  them  by 
just  apportionment  obtained  what  they  wanted, 
and  peopled  their  own  districts;  and  when  they 
had  peopled  them  they  tended  us,  their  nurse 
lings  and  possessions,  as  shepherds  tend  their 
flocks,  excepting  only  that  they  did  not  use 
blows  or  bodily  force,  as  shepherds  do,  but  gov 
erned  us  like  pilots  from  the  stern  of  the  vessel, 
which  is  an  easy  way  of  guiding  animals,  hold 
ing  our  souls  by  the  rudder  of  persuasion  ac 
cording  to  their  own  pleasure; — thus  did  they 
guide  all  mortal  creatures.  Now  different  gods 
had  their  allotments  in  different  places  which 
they  set  in  order.  Hephaestus  and  Athene,  who 
were  brother  and  sister,  and  sprang  from  the 
same  father,  having  a  common  nature,  and  be 
ing  united  also  in  the  love  of  philosophy  and 
art,  both  obtained  as  their  common  portion  this 
land,  which  was  naturally  adapted  for  wisdom 
and  virtue;  and  there  they  implanted  brave  chil 
dren  of  the  soil,  and  put  into  their  minds  the 
order  of  government;  their  names  are  preserved, 
but  their  actions  have  disappeared  by  reason  of 
the  destruction  of  those  who  received  the  tradi 
tion,  and  the  lapse  of  ages.  For  when  there 
were  any  survivors,  as  I  have  already  said,  they 
were  men  who  dwelt  in  the  mountains;  and 
they  were  ignorant  of  the  art  of  writing,  and 
had  heard  only  the  names  of  the  chiefs  of  the 
land,  but  very  little  about  their  actions.  The 
names  they  were  willing  enough  to  give  to  their 
children;  but  the  virtues  and  the  laws  of  their 
predecessors,  they  knew  only  by  obscure  tradi 
tions;  and  as  they  themselves  and  their  children 
lacked  for  many  generations  the  necessaries  of 
life,  they  directed  their  attention  to  the  supply 
of  their  wants,  and  of  them  they  conversed, 
[no]  to  the  neglect  of  events  that  had  hap 
pened  in  times  long  past;  for  mythology  and 
the  enquiry  into  antiquity  are  first  introduced 
into  cities  when  they  begin  to  have  leisure,3  and 
when  they  see  that  the  necessaries  of  life  have 
already  been  provided,  but  not  before.  And  this 
is  the  reason  why  the  names  of  the  ancients  have 
been  preserved  to  us  and  not  their  actions;  This 

1  Cf.  Statesman,  271  ff. 

3  Cf.  Aristotle,  Metaphysics,  I.  i.  981*  13-24. 
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I  infer  because  Solon  said  that  the  priests  in 
their  narrative  of  that  war  mentioned  most  of 
the  names  which  are  recorded  prior  to  the  time 
of  Theseus,  such  as  Cecrops,  and  Erechtheus, 
and  Erichthonius,  and  Erysichthon,  and  the 
names  of  the  women  in  like  manner.  Moreover, 
since  military  pursuits  were  then  common  to 
men  and  women,  the  men  of  those  days  in  ac 
cordance  with  the  custom  of  the  time  set  up  a 
figure  and  image  of  the  goddess  in  full  armour, 
to  be  a  testimony  that  all  animals  which  associ 
ate  together,  male  as  well  as  female,  may,  if 
they  please,  practise  in  common  the  virtue  which 
belongs  to  them  without  distinction  of  sex. 

Now  the  country  was  inhabited  in  those  days 
by  various  classes  of  citizens; — there  were  arti 
sans,  and  there  were  husbandmen,  and  there 
was  also  a  warrior  class  originally  set  apart  by 
divine  men.  The  latter  dwelt  by  themselves, 
and  had  all  things  suitable  for  nurture  and  edu 
cation;  neither  had  any  of  them  anything  of 
their  own,  but  they  regarded  all  that  they  had 
as  common  property;  nor  did  they  claim  to  re 
ceive  of  the  other  citizens  anything  more  than 
their  necessary  food.  And  they  practised  all  the 
pursuits  which  we  yesterday  described  as  those 
of  .our  imaginary  guardians.  Concerning  the 
country  the  Egyptian  priests  said  wJhat  is  not 
only  probable  but  manifestly  true,  that  the 
boundaries  were  in  those  days  fixed  by  the  Isth 
mus,  and  that  in  the  direction  of  the  continent 
they  extended  as  far  as  the  heights  of  Cithaeron 
and  Parnes;  the  boundary  line  came  down  in 
the  direction  of  the  sea,  having  the  district  of 
Oropus  on  the  right,  and  with  the  river  Asopus 
as  the  limit  on  the  left.  The  land  was  the  best 
in  the  world,  and  was  therefore  able  in  those 
days  to  support  a  vast  army,  raised  from  the 
surrounding  people.  Even  the  remnant  of  At 
tica  which  now  exists  may  compare  with  any 
region  in  the  world  for  the  variety  and  excel 
lence  of  its  fruits  and  the  suitableness  of  its 
pastures  to  [in]  every  sort  of  animal,  which 
proves  what  I  am  saying;  but  in  those  days  the 
country  was  fair  as  now  and  yielded  far  more 
abundant  produce.  How  shall  I  establish  my 
words?  and  what  part  of  it  can  be  truly  called 
3.  remnant  of  the  land  that  then  was  ?  The  whole 
country  is  only  a  long  promontory  extending 
far  into  the  sea  away  from,  the  rest  of  the  con 
tinent,  while  the  surrounding  basin  of  the  sea 
is  eyery  where  deep  in  the  neighbourhood  of  the 
shore.  Many  great  deluges  have  taken  place 
during  the  nine  thousand  years,  for  that  is  the 
number  of  years  which  have  elapsed  since  the 
time  of  which  I  am  speaking;  and  during  all 


this  time  and  through  so  many  changes,  there 
has  never  been  any  considerable  accumulation 
of  the  soil  coming  down  from  the  mountains, 
as  in  other  places,  but  the  earth  has  fallen  away 
all  round  and  sunk  out  of  sight.  The  conse 
quence  is,  that  in  comparison  of  what  then  was, 
there  are  remaining  only  the  bones  of  the  wasted 
body,  as  they  may  be  called,  as  in  the  case  of 
small  islands,  all  the  richer  and  softer  parts  of 
the  soil  having  fallen  away,  and  the  mere  skele 
ton  of  the  land  being  left.  But  in  the  primitive 
state  of  the  country,  its  mountains  were  high 
hills  covered  with  soil,  and  the  plains,  as  they 
are  termed  by  us,  of  Phelleus  were  full  of  rich 
earth,  and  there  was  abundance  of  wood  in  the 
mountains.  Of  this  last  the  traces  still  remain, 
for  although  some  of  the  mountains  now  only 
afford  sustenance  to  bees,  not  so  very  long  ago 
there  were  still  to  be  seen  roofs  of  timber  cut 
from  trees  growing  there,  which  were  of  a  size 
sufficient  to  cover  the  largest  houses;  and  there 
were  many  other  high  trees,  cultivated  by  man 
and  bearing  abundance  of  food  f  or  cattle.  More 
over,  the  land  reaped  the  benefit  of  the  annual 
rainfall,  not  as  now  losing  the  water  which 
flows  off  the  bare  earth  into  the  sea,  but,  hav 
ing  an  abundant  supply  in  all  places,  and  re 
ceiving  it  into  herself  and  treasuring  it  up  in 
the  close  clay  soil,  it  let  off  into  the  hollows  the 
streams  which  it  absorbed  from  the  heights, 
providing  everywhere  abundant  fountains  and 
rivers,  of  which  there  may  still  be  observed  sa 
cred  memorials  in  places  where  fountains  once 
existed;  and  this  proves  the  truth  of  what  I  am 
saying. 

Such  was  the  natural  state  of  the  country, 
which  was  cultivated,  as  we  may  well  believe, 
by  true  husbandmen,  who  made  husbandry 
their  business,  and  were  lovers  of  honour,  and 
of  a  noble  nature,  and  had  a  soil  the  best  in  the 
world,  and  abundance  of  water,  and  in  the 
heaven  above  an  excellently  attempered  climate. 
Now  the  city  in  those  days  was  arranged  on 
this  wise.  In  the  first  place  the  Acropolis  was 
not  as  now.  [112]  For  the  fact  is  that  a  single 
night  of  excessive  rain  washed  away  the  earth 
and  laid  bare  the  rock;  at  the  same  time  there 
were  earthquakes,  and  then  occurred  the  ex 
traordinary  inundation,  which  was  the  third  be 
fore  the  great  destruction  of  Deucalion.  But  in 
primitive  times  the  hill  of  the  Acropolis  ex 
tended  to  the  Eridanus  and  Ilissus,  and  in 
cluded  the  Pnyx  on  one  side,  and  the  Lycabet- 
tus  as  a  boundary  on  the  opposite  side  to  the 
Pnyx,  and  was  all  well  covered  with  soil,  and 
level  at  the  top,  except  in  one  or  two  places. 
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Outside  the  Acropolis  and  under  the  sides  of 
the  hill  there  dwelt  artisans,  and  such  of  the 
husbandmen  as  were  tilling  the  ground  near; 
the  warrior  class  dwelt  by  themselves  around 
the  temples  of  Athene  and  Hephaestus  at  the 
summit,  which  moreover  they  had  enclosed 
with  a  single  fence  like  the  garden  of  a  single 
house.  On  the  north  side  they  had  dwellings  in 
common  and  had  erected  halls  for  dining  in 
winter,  and  had  all  the  buildings  which  they 
needed  for  their  common  life,  besides  temples, 
but  there  was  no  adorning  of  them  with  gold 
and  silver,  for  they  made  no  use  of  these  for 
any  purpose;  they  took  a  middle  course  be 
tween  meanness  and  ostentation,  and  built  mod 
est  houses  in  which  they  and  their  children's 
children  grew  old,  and  they  handed  them  down 
to  others  who  were  like  themselves,  always  the 
same.  But  in  summer-time  they  left  their  gar 
dens  and  gymnasia  and  dining  halls,  and  then 
the  southern  side  of  the  hill  was  made  use  of 
by  them  for  the  same  purpose.  Where  the  Acrop 
olis  now  is  there  was  a  fountain,  which  was 
choked  by  the  earthquake,  and  has  left  only  the 
few  small  streams  which  still  exist  in  the  vi 
cinity,  but  in  those  days  the  fountain  gave  an 
abundant  supply  of  water  for  all  and  of  suit 
able  temperature  in  summer  and  in  winter. 
This  is  how  they  dwelt,  being  the  guardians  of 
their  own  citizens  and  the  leaders  of  the  Hel 
lenes,  who  were  their  willing  followers.  And 
they  took  care  to  preserve  the  same  number  of 
men  and  women  through  all  time,  being  so 
many  as  were  required  for  warlike  purposes, 
then  as  now — that  is  to  say,  about  twenty  thou 
sand.  Such  were  the  ancient  Athenians,  and 
after  this  manner  they  righteously  adminis 
tered  their  own  land  and  the  rest  of  Hellas;  they 
were  renowned  all  over  Europe  and  Asia  for 
the  beauty  of  their  persons  and  for  the  many 
virtues  of  their  souls,  and  of  all  men  who  lived 
in  those  days  they  were  the  most  illustrious. 
And  next,  if  I  have  not  forgotten  what  I  heard 
when  I  was  a  child,  I  will  impart  to  you  the 
character  and  origin  of  their  adversaries.  For 
friends  should  not  keep  their  stories  to  them 
selves,  but  have  them  in  common. 

[113]  Yet,  before  proceeding  further  in  the 
narrative,  I  ought  to  warn  you,  that  you  must 
not  be  surprised  if  you  should  perhaps  hear 
Hellenic  names  given  to  foreigners.  I  will  tell 
you  the  reason  of  this:  Solon,  who  was  intend 
ing  to  use  the  tale  for  his  poem,  enquired  into 
the  meaning  of  the  names,  and  found  that  the 
early  Egyptians  in  writing  them  down  had 
translated  them  into  their  own  language,  and 


he  recovered  the  meaning  of  the  several  names 
and  when  copying  them  out  again  translated 
them  into  our  language.  My  great-grandfather, 
Dropides,  had  the  original  writing,  which  is 
still  in  my  possession,  and  was  carefully  studied 
by  me  when  1  was  a  child.  Therefore  if  you  hear 
names  such  as  are  used  in  this  country,  you 
must  not  be  surprised,  for  I  have  told  how  they 
came  to  be  introduced.  The  tale,  which  was  of 
great  length,  began  as  follows: — 

I  have  before  remarked  in  speaking  of  the  al 
lotments  of  the  gods,  that  they  distributed  the 
whole  earth  into  portions  differing  in  extent, 
and  made  for  themselves  temples  and  instituted 
sacrifices.  And  Poseidon,  receiving  for  his  lot 
the  island  of  Atlantis^begat  children  by  a  mortal 
woman,  and  settled  them  in  a  part  of  the  island, 
which  I  will  describe.  Looking  towards  the  sea, 
but  in  the  centre  of  the  whole  island,  there  was 
a  plain  which  is  said  to  have  been  the  fairest  of 
all  plains  and  very  fertile.  Near  the  plain  again, 
and  also  in  the  centre  of  the  island  at  a  distance 
of  about  fifty  stadia,  there  was  a  mountain  not 
very  high  on  any  side. 

In  this  mountain  there  dwelt  one  of  the  earth- 
born  primeval  men  of  that  country,  whose  name 
was  Evenor,  and  he  had  a  wife  named  Leucip- 
pe,  and  they  had  an  only  daughter  who  was 
called  Cleito.  The  maiden  had  already  reached 
womanhood,  when  her  father  and  mother  died; 
Poseidon  fell  in  love  with  her  and  had  inter 
course  with  her,  and  breaking  the  ground,  in 
closed  the  hill  in  which  she  dwelt  all  round, 
making  alternate  zones  of  sea  and  land  larger 
and  smaller,  encircling  one  another;  there  were 
two  of  land  and  three  of  water,  which  he  turned 
as  with  a  lathe,  each  having  its  circumference 
equidistant  every  way  from  the  centre,  so  that 
no  man  could  get  to  the  island,  for  ships  and 
voyages  were  not  as  yet.  He  himself,  being  a 
god,  found  no  difficulty  in  making  special  ar 
rangements  for  the  centre  island,  bringing  up 
two  springs  of  water  from  beneath  the  earth, 
one  of  warm  water  and  the  other  of  cold,  and 
making  every  variety  of  food  to  spring  up  abun 
dantly  from  the  soil.  He  also  begat  and  brought 
up  five  pairs  of  twin  male  children;  andjdividr 
ing  the  island  of  Atlantis  into  ten  portions, 
[114]  he  gave  to  the  first-born  of  the  eldest  pair 
his  mother's  dwelling  and  the  surrounding-  al 
lotment,  which  was  the  largest  and  best,  and 
made  him  king  over  the/  rest;  the  others  he  made 
princes,  and  gave  them  rule  over  many  merj^ 
and  a  large  territory.  And  he  named  them  all; 
the  eldest,  who  was  the  first  king,"  'he  named 
Atlas,  and  after  him  the% whole  island  and  the 
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ocean  were  called  Atlantic.  To  his  twin  brother, 
who  was  born  after  him*  and  obtained  as  his  lot 
the  extremity  of  the  island  towards  the  Pillars 
of  Heracles,  facing  the  country  which  is  now 
called  the  region  of  Gades  in  that  part  of  the 
world,  he  gave  the  name  which  in  the  Hellenic 
language  is  Eumelus,  in  the  language  of  the 
country  which  is  named  after  him,  Gadeirus. 
Of  the  second  pair  of  twins  he  called  one  Am- 
pheres,  and  the  other  Evaemon.  To  the  elder  of 
the  third  pair  of  twins  he  gave  the  name  Mne- 
seus,  and  Autochthon  to  the  one  who  followed 
him.  Of  the  fourth  pair  of  twins  he  called  the 
elder  Elasippus,  and  the  younger  Mestor.  And 
of  the  fifth  pair  he  gave  to  the  elder  the  name 
of  Azaes,  and  to  the  younger  that  of  Diaprepes. 
All  these  and  their  descendants  for  many  gen 
erations  were  the  inhabitants  and  rulers  of  di 
vers  islands  in  the  open  sea;  and  also,  as  has  been 
already  said,  they  held  sway  in  our  direction 
over  the  country  within  the  Pillars  as  far  as 
Egypt  and  Tyrrhenia. 

Now  Adas  had  a  numerous  and  honourable 
family,  and  they  retained  the  kingdom,  the  eld 
est  son  handing  it  on  to  his  eldest  for  many  gen 
erations;  and  they  had  such  an  amount  of  wealth 
as  was  never  before  possessed  by  kings  and  po 
tentates,  and  is  not  likely  ever  to  be  again,  and 
they  were  furnished  with  everything  which 
they  needed,  both  in  the  city  and  country.  For 
because  of  the  greatness  of  their  empire  many 
things  were  brought  to  them  from  foreign  coun 
tries,  and  the  island  itself  provided  most  of  what 
was  required  by  them  for  the  uses  of  life.  In  the 
first  place,  they  dug  out  of  the  earth  whatever 
was  to  be  found  there,  solid  as  well  as  fusile, 
and  that  which  is  now  only  a  name  and  was 
then  something  more  than  a  name,  orichalcum, 
was  dug  out  of  the  earth  in  many  parts  of  the 
island,  being  more  precious  in  those  days  than 
anything  except  gold.  There  was  an  abundance 
of  wood  for  carpenter's  work,  and  sufficient 
maintenance  for  tame  and  wild  animals.  More 
over,  there  were  a  great  number  of  elephants  in 
the  island;  [115]  for  as  there  was  provision  for 
all  other  sorts  of  animals,  both  for  those  which 
live 'in  lakes  and  marshes  and  rivers,  and  also 
for  those  which  live  in  mountains  and  on  plains, 
so  there  was  for  the  animal  which  is  the  largest 
and  most  voracious  of  all.  Also  whatever  fra 
grant  things  there  now  are  in  the  earth,  wheth 
er  roots,  or  herbage,  or  woods,  or  essences  which 
distil  from  fruit  and  flower,  grew  and  thrived 
in  that  land;  also  the  fruit  which  admits  of  culti 
vation,  both  the  dry  sort,  which  is  given  us  for 
nourishment  and  &ny  other  which  we  use  for 


food — we  call  them  all  by  the  common  name 
of  pulse,  and  the  fruits  having  a  hard  rind,  af 
fording  drinks  and  meats  and  ointments,  and 
good  store  of  chestnuts  and  the  like,  which 
furnish  pleasure  and  amusement,  and  are  fruits 
which  spoil  with  keeping,  and  the  pleasant 
kinds  of  dessert,  with  which  we  console  our 
selves  after  dinner,  when  we  are  tired  of  eating 
— all  these  that  sacred  island  which  then  be 
held  the  light  of  the  sun,  brought  forth  fair  and 
wondrous  and  in  infinite  abundance.  With  such 
blessings  the  earth  freely  furnished  them;  mean 
while  they  went  on  constructing  their  temples 
and  palaces  and  harbours  and  docks.  And  they 
arranged  the  whole  country  in  the  following 
manner: 

First  of  all  they  bridged  over  the  zones  of  sea 
which  surrounded  the  ancient  metropolis,  mak 
ing  a  road  to  and  from  the  royal  palace.  And  at 
the  very  beginning  they  built  the  palace  in  the 
habitation  of  the  god  and  of  their  ancestors, 
which  they  continued  to  ornament  in  successive 
generations,  every  king  surpassing  the  one  who 
went  before  him  to  the  utmost  of  his  power, 
until  they  made  the  building  a  marvel  to  be 
hold  for  size  and  for  beauty.  And  beginning 
from  the  sea  they  bored  a  canal  of  three  hun 
dred  feet  in  width  and  one  hundred  feet  in 
depth  and  fifty  stadia  in  length,  which  they 
carried  through  to  the  outermost  zone,  making 
a  passage  from  the  sea  up  to  this,  which  became 
a  harbour,  and  leaving  an  opening  sufficient  to 
enable  the  largest  vessels  to  find  ingress.  More 
over,  they  divided  at  the  bridges  the  zones  of 
land  which  parted  the  zones  of  sea,  leaving 
room  for  a  single  trireme  to  pass  out  of  one 
zone  into  another,  and  they  covered  over  the 
channels  so  as  to  leave  a  way  underneath  for 
the  ships;  for  the  banks  were  raised  consider 
ably  above  the  water.  Now  the  largest  of  the 
zones  into  which  a  passage  was  cut  from  the 
sea  was  three  stadia  in  breadth,  and  the  zone  of 
land  which  came  next  of  equal  breadth;  but 
the  next  two  zones,  the  one  of  water,  the  other 
of  land,  were  two  stadia,  and  the  one  which 
surrounded  the  central  island  was  a  stadium 
only  in  width.  [116]  The  island  in  which  the 
palace  was  situated  had  a  diameter  of  five  sta 
dia.  All  this  including  the  zones  and  the  bridge, 
which  was  the  sixth  part  of  a  stadium  in  width, 
they  surrounded  by  a  stone  wall  on  every  side, 
placing  towers  and  gates  on  the  bridges  where 
the  sea  passed  in.  The  stone  which  was  used  in 
the  work  they  quarried  from  underneath  the 
centre  island,  and  from  underneath  the  zones, 
on  the  outer  as  well  as  the  inner  side,  Cue  kind 
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was  white,  another  black,  and  a  third  red,  and 
as  they  quarried,  they  at  the  same  time  hol 
lowed  out  double  docks,  having  roofs  formed 
out  of  the  native  rock.  Some  of  their  buildings 
were  simple,  but  in  others  they  put  together  dif 
ferent  stones,  varying  the  colour  to  please  the 
eye,  and  to  be  a  natural  source  of  delight.  The 
entire  circuit  of  the  wall,  which  went  round  the 
outermost  zone,  they  covered  with  a  coating  of 
brass,  and  the  circuit  of  the  next  wall  they  coated 
with  tin,  and  the  third,  which  encompassed  the 
citadel,  flashed  with  the  red  light  of  orichal- 
cum. 

The  palaces  in  the  interior  of  the  citadel  were 
constructed  on  this  wise: — in  the  centre  was  a 
holy  temple  dedicated  to  Cleito  and  Poseidon, 
which  remained  inaccessible,  and  was  surround 
ed  by  an  enclosure  of  gold;  this  was  the  spot 
where  the  family  of  the  ten  princes  first  saw 
the  light,  and  thither  the  people  annually 
brought  the  fruits  of  the  earth  in  their  season 
from  all  the  ten  portions,  to  be  an  offering  to 
each  of  the  ten.  Here  was  Poseidon's  own  tem 
ple  which  was  a  stadium  in  length,  and  half  a 
stadium  in  width,  and  of  a  proportionate  height, 
having  a  strange  barbaric  appearance.  All  the 
outside  of  the  temple,  with  the  exception  of  the 
pinnacles,  they  covered  with  silver,  and  the 
pinnacles  with  gold.  In  the  interior  of  the  tem 
ple  the  roof  was  of  ivory,  curiously  wrought 
everywhere  with  gold  and  silver  and  orichal- 
cum;  and  all  the  other  parts,  the  walls  and  pil 
lars  and  floor,  they  coated  with  orichalcum.  In 
the  temple  they  placed  statues  of  gold:  there 
was  the  god  himself  standing  in  a  chariot — the 
charioteer  of  six  winged  horses — and  of  such  a 
size  that  he  touched  the  roof  of  the  building 
with  his  head;  around  him  there  were  a  hun 
dred  Nereids  riding  on  dolphins,  for  such  was 
thought  to  be  the  number  of  them  by  the  men 
of  those  days.  There  were  also  in  the  interior  of 
the  temple  other  images  which  had  been  dedi 
cated  by  private  persons.  And  around  the  tem 
ple  on  the  outside  were  placed  statues  of  gold 
of  all  the  descendants  of  the  ten  kings  and  of 
their  wives,  and  there  were  many  other  great 
offerings  of  kings  and  of  private  persons,  com 
ing  both  from  the  city  itself  and  from  the  for 
eign  cities  over  which  they  held  sway.  There 
was  an  altar  too,  which  in  size  and  workman 
ship  corresponded  to  this  magnificence,  [nj] 
and  the  palaces,  in  like  manner,  answered  to 
the  greatness  of  the  kingdom  and  the  glory  of 
the  temple. 

In  the  next  place,  they  had  fountains,  one  of 
cold  and  another  of  hot  water,  in  gracious  plen 


ty  flowing;  and  they  were  wonderfully  adapted 
for  use  by  reason  of  the  pleasantness  and  excel 
lence  of  their  waters.  They  constructed  build 
ings  about  them  and  planted  suitable  trees;  also 
they  made  cisterns,  some  open  to  the  heav 
ens,  others  roofed  over,  to  be  used  In  winter  as 
warm  baths;  there  were  the  kings'  baths,  and 
the  baths  of  private  persons,  which  were  kept 
apart;  and  there  were  separate  baths  for  women, 
and  for  horses  and  cattle,  and  to  each  of  them 
they  gave  as  much  adornment  as  was  suitable. 
Of  the  water  which  ran  off  they  carried  some 
to  the  grove  of  Poseidon,  where  were  growing 
all  manner  of  trees  of  wonderful  height  and 
beauty,  owing  to  the  excellence  of  the  soil,  while 
the  remainder  was  conveyed  by  aqueducts  along 
the  bridges  to  the  outer  circles;  and  there  were 
many  temples  built  and  dedicated  to  many 
gods;  also  gardens  and  places  of  exercise,  some 
for  men,  and  others  for  horses  in  both  of  the 
two  islands  formed  by  the  zones;  and  in  the 
centre  of  the  larger  of  the  two  there  was  set 
apart  a  race-course  of  a  stadium  in  width,  and 
in  length  allowed  to  extend  all  round  the  island, 
for  horses  to  race  in.  Also  there  were  guard 
houses  at  intervals  for  the  guards,  the  more 
trusted  of  whom  were  appointed  to  keep  watch 
in  the  lesser  zone,  which  was  nearer  the  Acrop 
olis;  while  the  most  trusted  of  all  had  houses 
given  them  within  the  citadel,  near  the  persons 
of  the  kings.  The  docks  were  full  of  triremes 
and  naval  stores,  and  all  things  were  quite 
ready  for  use.  Enough  of  the  plan  of  the  royal 
palace. 

Leaving  the  palace  and  passing  out  across 
the  three  harbours,  you  came  to  a  wall  which  be 
gan  at  the  sea  and  went  all  round:  this  was 
everywhere  distant  fifty  stadia  from  the  largest 
zone  or  harbour,  and  enclosed  the  whole,  the 
ends  meeting  at  the  mouth  of  the  channel  which 
led  to  the  sea.  The  entire  area  was  densely 
crowded  with  habitations;  and  the  canal  and 
the  largest  of  the  harbours  were  full  of  vessels 
and  merchants  coming  from  all  parts,  who, 
from  their  numbers,  kept  up  a  multitudinous 
sound  of  human  voices,  and  din  and  clatter  of 
all  sorts  night  and  day. 

I  have  described  the  city  and  the  environs  of 
the  ancient  palace  nearly  in  the  words  of  Solon, 
and  now  I  must  endeavour  to  represent  to  you 
the  nature  and  arrangement  of  the  rest  of  the 
land,  [118]  The  whole  country  was  said  by 
him  to  be  very  lofty  and  precipitous  on  the  side 
of  the  sea,  but  the  country  immediately  about 
and  surrounding  the  city  was  a  level  plain,  it 
self  surrounded  by  mountains  which  descended 
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towards  the  sea;  it  was  smooth  and  even,  and 
of  an  oblong  shape,  extending  in  one  direction 
three  thousand  stadia,  but  across  the  centre  in 
land  it  was  two  thousand  stadia.  This  part  of 
the  island  looked  towards  the  south,  and  was 
sheltered  from  the  north.  The  surrounding 
mountains  were  celebrated  for  their  number 
and  size  and  beauty,  far  beyond  any  which  still 
exist,  having  in  them  also  many  wealthy  vil 
lages  of  country  folk,  and  rivers,  and  lakes,  and 
meadows  supplying  food  enough  for  every  ani 
mal,  wild  or  tame,  and  much  wood  of  various 
sorts,  abundant  for  each  and  every  kind  of 
work. 

I  will  now  describe  the  plain,  as  it  was  fash 
ioned  by  nature  and  by  the  labours  of  many 
generations  of  kings  through  long  ages.  It  was 
for  the  most  part  rectangular  and  oblong,  and 
where  falling  out  of  the  straight  line  followed 
the  circular  ditch.  The  depth,  and  width,  and 
length  of  this  ditch  were  incredible,  and  gave 
the  impression  that  a  work  of  such  extent,  in 
addition  to  so  many  others,  could  never  have 
been  artificial.  Nevertheless  I  must  say  what  I 
was  told.  It  was  excavated  to  the  depth  of  a 
hundred  feet,  and  its  breadth  was  a  stadium 
everywhere;  it  was  carried  round  the  whole  of 
the  pkin,  and  was  ten  thousand  stadia  in  length. 
It  received  the  streams  which  came  down  from 
the  mountains,  and  winding  round  the  plain 
and  meeting  at  the  city,  was  there  let  off  into 
the  sea. Further  inland, likewise,  straight  canals 
of  a  hundred  feet  in  width  were  cut  from  it 
through  the  plain,  and  again  let  off  into  the 
ditch  leading  to  the  sea:  these  canals  were  at 
intervals  of  a  hundred  stadia,  and  by  them  they 
brought  down  the  wood  from  the  mountains  to 
the  city^  and  conveyed  the  fruits  of  the  earth  in 
ships,  cutting  transverse  passages  from  one  canal 
into  another,  and  to  the  city.  Twice  in  the  year 
they  gathered  the  fruits  of  the  earth — in  winter 
having  the  benefit  of  the  rains  of  heaven,  and 
in  summer  the  water  which  the  land  supplied 
by  introducing  streams  from  the  canals. 

•As  to  the  population,  each  of  the  lots  in  the 
plain  had  to  find  a  leader  for  the  men  who  were 
fit  for  military  service,  [119]  and  the  size  of  a 
lot  was  a  square  of  ten  stadia  each  way,  and  the 
total, number  of  all  the  lots  was  sixty  thousand. 
And  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  mountains  and 
of  the  yest  of  the  country  there  was  also  a  vast 
multitude,  which- was  distributed  among  the 
lots  and  had  leaders  assigned  to  them  accord 
ing  to  their  districts  and  villages.  The  leader 
Wias  required  to  furnish  for  the  war  the  sixth 
portion  of  a  war-chariot,  so  as  to  make  up  a 


total  of  ten  thousand  chariots;  also  two  horses 
and  riders  for  them,  and  a  pair  of  chariot-horses 
without  a  seat,  accompanied  by  a  horseman 
who  could  fight  on  foot  carrying  a  small  shield, 
and  having  a  charioteer  who  stood  behind  the 
man-at-arms  to  guide  the  two  horses;  also,  he 
was  bound  to  furnish  two  heavy  armed  soldiers, 
two  archers,  two  slingers,  three  stone-shooters 
and  three  javelin-men,  who  were  light-armed, 
and  four  sailors  to  make  up  the  complement  of 
twelve  hundred  ships.  Such  was  the  military 
order  of  the  royal  city — the  order  of  the  other 
nine  governments  varied,  and  it  would  be  weari 
some  to  recount  their  several  differences. 

As  to  offices  and  honours,  the  following  was 
the  arrangement  from  the  first.  Each  of  the  ten 
kings  in  his  own  division  and  in  his  own  city 
had  the  absolute  control  of  the  citizens,  and,  in 
most  cases,  of  the  laws,  punishing  and  slaying 
whomsoever  he  would.  Now  the  order  of  pre 
cedence  among  them  and  their  mutual  rela 
tions  were  regulated  by  the  commands  of  Posei 
don  which  the  law  had  handed  down.  These 
were  inscribed  by  the  first  kings  on  a  pillar  of 
orichalcum,  which  was  situated  in  the  middle 
of  the  island,  at  the  temple  of  Poseidon,  whither 
the  kings  were  gathered  together  every  fifth 
and  every  sixth  year  alternately,  thus  giving 
equal  honour  to  the  odd  and  to  the  even  num 
ber.  And  when  they  were  gathered  together 
they  consulted  about  their  common  interests, 
and  enquired  if  any  one  had  transgressed  in 
anything,  and  passed  judgment,  and  before  they 
passed  judgment  they  gave  their  pledges  to  one 
another  on  this  wise: — There  were  bulls  who 
had  the  range  of  the  temple  of  Poseidon;  and 
the  ten  kings,  being  left  alone  in  the  temple, 
after  they  had  offered  prayers  to  the  god  that 
they  might  capture  the  victim  which  was  ac 
ceptable  to  him,  hunted  the  bulls,  without  weap 
ons,  but  with  staves  and  nooses;  and  the  bull 
which  they  caught  they  led  up  to  the  pillar  and 
cut  its  throat  over  the  top  of  it  so  that  the  blood 
fell  upon  the  sacred  inscription.  Now  on  the 
pillar,  besides  the  laws,  there  was  inscribed  an 
oath  invoking  mighty  curses  on  the  disobedient. 
When  therefore,  after  slaying  the  bull  in  the 
accustomed  manner,  they  had  burnt  its  limbsj 
they  filled  a  bowl  of  wine  and  cast  in  a  clot  of 
blood  for  each  of  them;  [120]  the  rest  of  the 
victim  they  put  in  the  fire,  after  having  purified 
the  column  all  round.  Then  they  drew  from  the 
bowl  in  golden  cups,  and  pouring  a  libation  on 
die  fire,  they  swore  that  they  would  judge  ac 
cording  to  the  laws  on  the  pillar,  and  would 
punish  him  who  in  any  point  had  already  trans- 
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gressed  them,  and  that  for  the  future  they  would 
not,  If  they  could  help,  offend  against  the  writ 
ing  on  the  pillar,  and  would  neither  command 
others,  nor  obey  any  ruler  who  commanded 
them,  to  act  otherwise  than  according  to  the 
laws  o£  their  father  Poseidon.  This  was  the 
prayer  which  each  of  them  offered  up  for  him 
self  and  for  his  descendants,  at  the  same  time 
drinking  and  dedicating  the  cup  out  of  which 
he  drank  in  the  temple  of  the  god;  and  after 
they  had  supped  and  satisfied  their  needs,  when 
darkness  came  on,  and  the  fire  about  the  sacri 
fice  was  cool,  all  of  them  put  on  most  beautiful 
azure  robes,  and,  sitting  on  the  ground,  at 
night,  over  the  embers  of  the  sacrifices  by  which 
they  had  sworn,  and  extinguishing  all  the  fire 
about  the  temple,  they  received  and  gave  judg 
ment,  if  any  of  them  had  an  accusation  to  bring 
against  any  one;  and  when  they  had  given  judg 
ment,  at  daybreak  they  wrote  down  their  sen 
tences  on  a  golden  tablet,  and  dedicated  it  to 
gether  with  their  robes  to  be  a  memorial. 

There  were  many  special  laws  affecting  the 
several  kings  inscribed  about  the  temples,  but 
the  most  important  was  the  following:  They 
were  not  to  take  up  arms  against  one  another, 
and  they  were  all  to  come  to  the  rescue  if  any 
one  in  any  of  their  cities  attempted  to  over 
throw  the  royal  house;  like  their  ancestors,  they 
were  to  deliberate  in  common  about  war  and 
other  matters,  giving  the  supremacy  to  the  de 
scendants  of  Atlas.  And  the  king  was  not  to 
have  the  power  of  life  and  death  over  any  of 
his  kinsmen  unless  he  had  the  assent  of  the  ma 
jority  of  the  ten. 

Such  was  the  vast  power  which  the  god  set 
tled  in  the  lost  island  of  Atlantis;  and  this  he 
afterwards  directed  against  our  land  for  the 
following  reasons,  as  tradition  tells:  For  many 
generations,  as  long  as  the  divine  nature  lasted 
in  them,  they  were  obedient  to  the  laws,  and 


well-afxectioned  towards  the  god,  whose  seed 
they  were;  for  they  possessed  true  and  in  every 
way  great  spirits,  uniting  gentleness  with  wis 
dom  in  the  various  chances  of  life,  and  in  their 
intercourse  with  one  another.  They  despised 
everything  but  virtue,  caring  little  for  their  pres 
ent  state  of  life,  and  thinking  lightly  of  the 
possession  of  gold  and  other  property,  which 
seemed  only  a  burden  to  them;  neither  were 
they  intoxicated  by  luxury;  nor  did  wealth  de 
prive  them  of  their  self-control;  [12,1]  but  they 
were  sober,  and  saw  clearly  that  all  these  goods 
are  increased  by  virtue  and  friendship  with  one 
another,  whereas  by  too  great  regard  and  re 
spect  for  them,  they  are  lost  and  friendship 
with  them.  By  such  reflections  and  by  the 
continuance  in  them  of  a  divine  nature,  the 
qualities  which  we  have  described  grew  and 
increased  among  them;  but  when  the  divine 
portion  began  to  fade  away,  and  became  dilut 
ed  too  often  and  too  much  with  the  mortal  ad 
mixture,  and  the  human  nature  got  the  upper 
hand,  they  then,  being  unable  to  bear  their  for 
tune,  behaved  unseemly,  and  to  him  who  had 
an  eye  to  see,  grew  visibly  debased,  for  they  were 
losing  the  fairest  of  their  precious  gifts;  but  to 
those  who  had  no  eye  to  see  the  true  happiness, 
they  appeared  glorious  and  blessed  at  the  very 
time  when  they  were  full  of  avarice  and  un 
righteous  power.  Zeus,  the  god  of  gods,  who 
rules  according  to  law,  and  is  able  to  see  into 
such  things,  perceiving  that  an  honourable  race 
was  in  a  woeful  plight,  and  wanting  to  inflict 
punishment  on  them,  that  they  might  be  chas 
tened  and  improve,  collected  all  the  gods  into 
their  most  holy  habitation,  which,  being  placed 
in  the  centre  of  the  world,  beholds  all  created 
things.  And  when  he  had  called  them  together, 
he  spake  as  follows — 1 

aThe  fragment  Critias  thus  breaks  off  in  the 
middle  of  a  sentence. 
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PERSONS  OF  THE  DIALOGUE:  CEPHALUS;  ADEIMANTUS;  GLAUCON;  ANTIPHON;  PYTHODORUS; 
SOCRATES;  ZENO;  PARMENIDES;  ARISTOTELES.  Cephalus  rehearses  a  dialogue  -which  is  sup 
posed  to  have  been  narrated  in  his  presence  by  Antiphon,  the  half-brother  of  Adeimantus 
and  Glaucon,  to  certain  Clazomenians 


[126]  WE  had  come  from  our  home  at  Cla- 
zomenae  to  Athens,  and  met  Adeimantus  and 
Glaucon  in  the  Agora.  Welcome,  Cephalus, 
said  Adeimantus,  taking  me  by  the  hand;  is 
there  anything  which  we  can  do  for  you  in 
Athens? 

Yes;  that  is  why  I  am  here;  I  wish  to  ask  a 
favour  of  you. 

What  may  that  be?  he  said. 

I  want  you  to  tell  me  the  name  of  your  half- 
brother,  which  I  have  forgotten;  he  was  a  mere 
child  when  I  last  came  hither  from  Clazome- 
nae,  but  that  was  a  long  time  ago;  his  father's 
name,  if  I  remember  rightly,  was  Pyrilampes? 

Yes,  he  said,  and  the  name  of  our  brother, 
Antiphon;  but  why  do  you  ask? 

Let  me  introduce  some  countrymen  of  mine, 
I  said;  they  are  lovers  of  philosophy,  and  have 
heard  that  Antiphon  was  intimate  with  a  cer 
tain  Pythodorus,  a  friend  of  Zeno,  and  remem 
bers  a  conversation  which  took  place  between 
Socrates,  Zeno,  and  Parmenides  many  years 
ago,  Pythodorus  having  often  recited  it  to  him. 

Quite  true. 

And  could  we  hear  it?  I  asked. 

Nothing  easier,  he  replied;  when  he  was  a 
youth  he  made  a  careful  study  of  the  piece;  at 
present  his  thoughts  run  in  another  direction; 
like  his  grandfather  Antiphon  he  is  devoted  to 
horses.  But,  if  that  is  what  you  want,  let  us  go 
and  look  for  him;  he  dwells  at  Melita,  which  is 
quite  near,  and  he  has  only  just  left  us  to  go 
home. 
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[i2.j]  Accordingly  we  went  to  look  for  him; 
he  was  at  home,  and  in  the  act  of  giving  a  bri 
dle  to  a  smith  to  be  fitted.  When  he  had  done 
with  the  smith,  his  brothers  told  him  the  pur 
pose  of  our  visit;  and  he  saluted  me  as  an  ac 
quaintance  whom  he  remembered  from  my 
former  visit,  and  we  asked  him  to  repeat  the 
dialogue.  At  first  he  was  not  very  willing,  and 
complained  of  the  trouble,  but  at  length  he  con 
sented.  He  told  us  that  Pythodorus  had  de 
scribed  to  him  the  appearance  of  Parmenides 
and  Zeno;  they  came  to  Athens,  as  he  said,  at 
the  great  Panathenaea;  the  former  was,  at  the 
time  of  his  visit,  about  65  years  old,  very  white 
with  age,  but  well  favoured.  Zeno  was  nearly 
40  years  of  age,  tall  and  fair  to  look  upon;  in 
the  days  of  his  youth  he  was  reported  to  have 
been  beloved  by  Parmenides.  He  said  that  they 
lodged  with  Pythodorus  in  the  Ceramicus,  out 
side  the  wall,  whither  Socrates,  then  a  very 
young  man,  came  to  see  them,  and  many  others 
with  him;  they  wanted  to  hear  the  writings  of 
Zeno,  which  had  been  brought  to  Athens  for 
the  first  time  on  the  occasion  of  their  visit. 
These  Zeno  himself  read  to  them  in  the  absence 
of  Parmenides,  and  had  very  nearly  finished 
when  Pythodorus  entered,  and  with  him  Par 
menides  and  Aristoteles  who  was  afterwards 
one  of  the  Thirty,  and  heard  the  little  that  re 
mained  of  the  dialogue.  Pythodorus  had  heard 
Zeno  repeat  them  before. 

When  the  recitation  was  completed,  Socrates 
requested  that  the  first  thesis  of  the  first  argu- 
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ment  might  be  read  over  again,  and  this  having 
been  done,  he  said:  What  is  your  meaning, 
Zeno?  Do  you  maintain  that  if  being  is  many, 
it  must  be  both  like  and  unlike,  and  that  this  is 
impossible,  for  neither  can  the  like  be  unlike, 
nor  the  unlike  like — is  that  your  position? 

Just  so,  said  Zeno. 

And  if  the  unlike  cannot  be  like,  or  the  like 
unlike,  then  according  to  you,  being  could  not 
be  many;  for  this  would  involve  an  impossibil 
ity.  In  all  that  you  say  have  you  any  other  pur 
pose  except  to  disprove  the  being  of  the  many? 
and  is  not  each  division  of  your  treatise  in  tended 
to  furnish  a  separate  proof  of  this,  there  being 
in  all  as  many  proofs  of  the  not-being  of  the 
many  as  you  have  composed  arguments?  Is  that 
your  meaning,  or  have  I  misunderstood  you? 

[128]  No,  said  Zeno;  you  have  correctly  un 
derstood  my  general  purpose. 

I  see,  Parmenides,  said  Socrates,  that  Zeno 
would  like  to  be  not  only  one  with  you  in  friend 
ship  but  your  second  self  in  his  writings  too;  he 
puts  what  you  say  in  another  way,  and  would 
fain  make  believe  that  he  is  telling  us  some 
thing  which  is  new.  For  you,  in  your  poems, 
say  The  All  is  one,  and  of  this  you  adduce  ex 
cellent  proofs;  and  he  on  the  other  hand  says 
There  is  no  many;  and  on  behalf  of  this  he  of 
fers  overwhelming  evidence.  You  affirm  unity, 
he  denies  plurality.  And  so  you  deceive  the 
world  into  believing  that  you  are  saying  differ 
ent  things  when  really  you  are  saying  much  the 
same.  This  is  a  strain  of  art  beyond  the  reach  of 
most  of  us. 

Yes,  Socrates,  said  Zeno.  But  although  you 
are  as  keen  as  a  Spartan  hound  in  pursuing  the 
track,  you  do  not  fully  apprehend  the  true  mo 
tive  of  the  composition,  which  is  not  really  such 
an  artificial  work  as  you  imagine;  for  what  you 
speak  of  was  an  accident;  there  was  no  pretence 
of  a  great  purpose;  nor  any  serious  intention 
of  deceiving  the  world.  The  truth  is,  that  these 
writings  of  mine  were  meant  to  protect  the  ar 
guments  of  Parmenides  against  those  who  make 
fun  of  him  and  seek  to  show  the  many  ridicu 
lous  and  contradictory  results  which  they  sup 
pose  to  follow  from  the  affirmation  of  the  one. 
My  answer  is  addressed  to  the  partisans  of  the 
many,  whose  attack  I  return  with  interest  by 
retorting  upon  them  that  their  hypothesis  of 
the  being  of  many,  if  carried  out,  appears  to  be 
still  more  ridiculous  than  the  hypothesis  of  the 
being  of  one.  Zeal  for  my  master  led  me  to  write 
the  book  in  the  days  of  my  youth,  but  some  one 
stole  the  copy;  and  therefore  I  had  no  choice 
whether  it  should  be  published  or  not;  the  mo 


tive,  however,  of  writing,  was  not  the  ambition 
of  an  elder  man,  but  the  pugnacity  of  a  young 
one.  This  you  do  not  seem  to  see,  Socrates; 
though  in  other  respects,  as  I  was  saying,  your 
notion  is  a  very  just  one. 

I  understand,  said  Socrates,  and  quite  accept 
your  account.  But  tell  me,  Zeno,  do  you  not 
further  think  that  there  is  an  idea  of  likeness  in 
itself,  [129]  and  another  idea  of  unlikeness, 
which  is  the  opposite  of  likeness,  and  that  in 
these  two,  you  and  I  and  all  other  things  to 
which  we  apply  the  term  many,  participate — 
things  which  participate  in  likeness  become  in 
that  degree  and  manner  like;  and  so  far  as  they 
participate  in  unlikeness  become  in  that  de 
gree  unlike,  or  both  like  and  unlike  in  the  de 
gree  in  which  they  participate  in  both?  And 
may  not  all  things  partake  of  both  opposites, 
and  be  both  like  and  unlike,  by  reason  of  this 
participation? — Where  is  the  wonder?  Now  if 
a  person  could  prove  the  absolute  like  to  be 
come  unlike,  or  the  absolute  unlike  to  become 
like,  that,  in  my  opinion,  would  indeed  be  a 
wonder;  but  there  is  nothing  extraordinary, 
Zeno,  in  showing  that  the  things  which  only 
partake  of  likeness  and  unlikeness  experience 
both.  Nor,  again,  if  a  person  were  to  show  that 
all  is  one  by  partaking  of  one,  and  at  the  same 
time  many  by  partaking  of  many,  would  that 
be  very  astonishing.  But  if  he  were  to  show  me 
that  the  absolute  one  was  many,  or  the  absolute 
many  one,  I  should  be  truly  amazed.  And  so  of 
all  the  rest:  I  should  be  surprised  to  hear  that 
the  natures  or  ideas  themselves  had  these  op 
posite  qualities;  but  not  if  a  person  wanted  to 
prove  of  me  that  I  was  many  and  also  one. 
When  he  wanted  to  show  that  I  was  many  he 
would  say  that  I  have  a  right  and  a  left  side, 
and  a  front  and  a  back,  and  an  upper  and  a 
lower  half,  for  I  cannot  deny  that  I  partake  of 
multitude;  when,  on  the  other  hand,  he  wants 
to  prove  that  I  am  one,  he  will  say,  that  we  who 
are  here  assembled  are  seven,  and  that  I  am  one 
and  partake  of  the  one.  In  both  instances  he 
proves  his  case.  So  again,  if  a  person  shows  that 
such  things  as  wood,  stones,  and  the  like,  being 
many  are  also  one,  we  admit  that  he  shows  the 
coexistence  of  the  one  and  many,  but  he  does 
not  show  that  the  many  are  one  or  the  one 
many;  he  is  uttering  not  a  paradox  but  a  truism. 
If  however,  as  I  just  now  suggested,  some  one 
were  to  abstract  simple  notions  of  like,  unlike, 
one,  many,  rest,  motion,  and  similar  ideas,  and 
then  to  show  that  these  admit  of  admixture 
and  separation  in  themselves,  I  should  be  very 
much  astonished.  This  part  of  the  argument 
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appears  to  be  treated  by  you,  Zeno,  in  a  very 
spirited  manner;  but^  as  J  was  saying,  I  should 
be  far  more  amazed  if  any  one  found  in  the 
ideas  themselves  which  are  [130]  apprehended 
by  reason,  the  same  puzzle  and  entanglement 
which  you  have  shown  to  exist  in  visible  ob 
jects. 

While  Socrates  was  speaking,  Pythodorus 
thought  that  Parmenides  and  Zeno  were  not 
altogether  pleased  at  the  successive  steps  of  the 
argument;  but  still  they  gave  the  closest  atten 
tion,  and  often  looked  at  one  another,  and 
smiled  as  if  in  admiration  of  him.  When  he  had 
finished,  Parmenides  expressed  their  feelings 
in  the  following  words: — 

Socrates,  he  said,  I  admire  the  bent  of  your 
mind  towards  philosophy;  tell  me  now,  was 
this  your  own  distinction  between  ideas  in  them 
selves  and  the  things  which  partake  of  them? 
and  do  you  think  that  there  is  an  idea  of  like 
ness  apart  from  the  likeness  which  we  possess, 
and  of  the  one  and  many,  and  of  the  other 
things  which  Zeno  mentioned? 

I  think  that  there  are  such  ideas,  said  Soc 
rates. 

Parmenides  proceeded:  And  would  you  also 
make  absolute  ideas  of  the  just  and  the  beauti 
ful  and  the  good,  and  of  all  that  class? 

Yes,  he  said,  I  should. 

And  would  you  make  an  idea  of  man  apart 
from  us  and  from  all  other  human  creatures,  or 
of  fire  and  water? 

I  am  often  undecided,  Parmenides,  as  to 
whether  I  ought  to  include  them  or  not. 

And  would  you  feel  equally  undecided,  Soc 
rates,  about  things  of  which  the  mention  may 
provoke  a  smile? — I  mean  such  things  as  hair, 
mud,  dirt,  or  anything  else  which  is  vile  and 
paltry;  would  you  suppose  that  each  of  these 
has  an  idea  distinct  from  the  actual  objects  with 
which  we  come  into  contact*  or  not?- 

Certainly  not,  said  Socrates;  visible  things 
like  these  are  such  as  they  appear  to  us,  and  I 
am  afraid  that  there  would  be  an  absurdity  in 
assuming  any  idea  of  them,  although  I  some 
times  get  disturbed,  and  begin  to  think  that 
there  is  nothing  without  an  idea;  but  then 
again,  when  I  have  taken  up  this  position,  I  run 
away,  because  I  am  afraid  that  I  may  fall  into  a 
bottomless  pit  of  nonsense,  and  perish;  and  so 
I  return  to  the  ideas  of  which  I  was  just  now 
speaking,  and  occupy  myself  with  them* 

Yes>  Socrates,  said  Parmenides;  that  is  be 
cause  you  are  still  young;  the  time  will  come,  if 
I  am  not  mistaken*  v^hen  philosophy  will  have 
a  firmer  .grasp"  of  you,  and  then  you  will. not 


despise  even  the  meanest  things;  at  your  age, 
you  are  too  much  disposed  to  regard  the  opin 
ions  of  men.  But  I  should  like  to  know  whether 
you  mean  that  there  are  certain  ideas  of  which 
ail  other  things  partake,  and  from  which  they 
derive  their  names;  [131]  that  similars,  for  ex 
ample,  become  similar,  because  they  partake  of 
similarity;  and  great  things  become  great,  be 
cause  they  partake  of  greatness;  and  that  just 
and  beautiful  things  become  just  and  beautiful, 
because  they  partake  of  justice  and  beauty? 

Yes,  certainly,  said  Socrates,  that  is  my  mean 
ing. 

Then  each  individual  partakes  either  of  the 
whole  of  the  idea  or  else  of  a  part  of  the  idea? 
Can  there  be  any  other  mode  of  participation? 

There  cannot  be,  he  said. 

Then  do  you  think  that  the  whole  idea  is  one, 
and  yet,  being  one,  is  in  each  one  of  the  many? 

Why  not,  Parmenides?  said  Socrates. 

Because  one  and  the  same  thing  will  exist  as 
a  whole  at  the  same  time  in  many  separate  in 
dividuals,  and  will  therefore  be  in  a  state  of 
separation  from  itself. 

Nay,  but  the  idea  may  be  like  the  day  which 
is  one  and  the  same  in  many  places  at  once,  and 
yet  continuous  with  itself;  in  this  way  each  idea 
may  be  one  and  the  same  in  all  at  the  same  time. 

I  like  your  way,  Socrates,  of  making  one  in 
many  places  at  once.  You  mean  to  say,  that  if  I 
were  to  spread  out  a  sail  and  cover  a  number  of 
men,  there  would  be  one  whole  including  many 
— is  not  that  your  meaning? 

I  think  so. 

And  would  you  say  that  the  whole  sail  in 
cludes  each  man,  or  a  part  of  it  only,  and  dif 
ferent  parts  different  men? 

The  latter. 

Then,  Socrates,  the  ideas  themselves  will  be 
divisible,  and  things  which  participate  in  them 
will  have  a  part  of  them  only  and  not  the  whole 
idea  existing  in  each  of  them? 

That  seems  to  follow. 

.  Then  would  you  like  to  say,  Socrates,  that  the 
one  idea  is  really  divisible  and  yet  remains  one? 

Certainly  not,  he  said. 

Suppose  that  you  divide  absolute  greatness, 
and  that  of  the  many  great  things,  each  one  is 
great  in  virtue  of  a  portion  of  greatness  less  than 
absolute  greatness — is  that  conceivable? 

No. 

Or  will  each  equal  thing,  if  possessing  some 
small  portion  of  equality  less  than  absolute 
equality,  be  equal  to  some  other  thing  by  virtue 
of  that  portion  only? 
Impossible,    ' 
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Or  suppose  one  of  us  to  have  a  portion  of 
smallness;  this  is  but  a  part  of  the  small,  and 
therefore  the  absolutely  small  is  greater;  if  the 
absolutely  small  be  greater,  that  to  which  the 
part  of  the  small  is  added  will  be  smaller  and 
not  greater  than  before. 

How  absurd  1 

Then  in  what  way,  Socrates,  will  all  things 
participate  in  the  ideas,  if  they  are  unable  to 
participate  in  them  either  as  parts  or  wholes? 

Indeed,  he  said,  you  have  asked  a  question 
which  is  not  easily  answered. 

Well,  said  Parmenides,  and  what  do  you  say 
of  another  question? 

What  question? 

I  imagine  that  the  way  in  which  you  are  led 
to  assume  one  idea  of  each  kind  is  as  follows: 
[132] — You  see  a  number  of  great  objects,  and 
when  you  look  at  them  there  seems  to  you  to  be 
one  and  the  same  idea  (or  nature)  in  them  all; 
hence  you  conceive  of  greatness  as  one. 

Very  true,  said  Socrates. 

And  if  you  go  on  and  allow  your  mind  in  like 
manner  to  embrace  in  one  view  the  idea  of 
greatness  and  of  great  things  which  are  not  the 
idea,  and  to  compare  them,  will  not  another 
greatness  arise,  which  will  appear  to  be  the 
source  of  all  these? 

It  would  seem  so. 

Then  another  idea  of  greatness  now  comes 
into  view  over  and  above  absolute  greatness, 
and  the  individuals  which  partake  of  it;  and 
then  another,  over  and  above  all  these,  by  vir 
tue  of  which  they  will  all  be  great,  and  so  each 
idea  instead  of  .being  one  will  be  infinitely 
multiplied. 

•  But  may  not  the  ideas,  asked  Socrates,  be 
thoughts  only,  and  have  no  proper  existence  ex 
cept  in  our  minds,  Parmenides?  For  in  that 
case  each  idea  may  still  be  one,  and  not  experi- 
ence^this  infinite  multiplication. 

And  can  there  be  individual  thoughts  which 
are  thoughts  of  nothing?  • 

Impossible,  he  said. 

The  thought  must  be  of  something? 

Yes. 

Of  something  which  is  or  which  is  not? 

Of  something  which  is. 

Must  it  not  be  of  a  single  something,  which 
the  thought  recognizes  as  attaching  to  all,  be 
ing  a  single  form  or  nature? 

Yes. 

And  will  not  the  something  which  is  appre 
hended  as  one  and  the  same  in  all,  be  an  idea? 

From  that,  again,  there  is  no  escape. 

The%  said  Parmenides,  if  you  say  that  every 


thing  else  participates  in  the  ideas,  must  you 
not  say  either  that  everything  is  made  up  of 
thoughts,  and  that  all  things  think;  or  that  they 
are  thoughts  but  have  no  thought? 

The  latter  view,  Parmenides,  is  no  more  ra 
tional  than  the  previous  one.  In  my  opinion,  the 
ideas  are,  as  it  were,  patterns  fixed  in  nature, 
and  other  things  are  like  them,  and  resem 
blances  of  them — what  is  meant  by  the  partici 
pation  of  other  things  in  the  ideas,  is  really  as 
similation  to  them. 

But  if,  said  he,  the  individual  is  like  the  idea, 
must  not  the  idea  also  be  like  the  individual,  in 
so  far  as  the  individual  is  a  resemblance  of  the 
idea?  That  which  is  like,  cannot  be  conceived 
of  as  other  than  the  like  of  like. 

Impossible. 

And  when  two  things  are  alike,  must  they 
not  partake  of  the  same  idea? 

They  must. 

And  will  not  that  of  which  the  two  partake, 
and  which  makes  them  alike,  be  the  idea  itself? 

Certainly. 

Then  the  idea  cannot  be  like  the  individual, 
or  the  individual  like  the  idea;  for  if  they  are 
alike,  some  further  idea  af  likeness  will  always 
be  coming  to  light,  [133]  and  if  that  be  like 
anything  else,  another;  and  new  ideas  will  be 
always  arising,  if  the  idea  resembles  that  which 
partakes  of  it? 

Quite  true. 

The  theory,  then,  that  other  things  participate 
in  the  ideas  by  resemblance,  has  to  be  given  up, 
and  some  other  mode  of  participation  devised? 

It  would  seem  so. 

Do  you  see  then,  Socrates,  how  great  is  the 
difficulty  of  affirming  the  ideas  to  be  absolute? 

Yes,  indeed. 

And,  further,  let  me  say  that  as  yet  you  only 
understand  a  small  part  of  the  difficulty  which 
is  involved  if  you  make  of  each  thing  a  single 
idea,  parting  it  of!  from  other  things. 

What  difficulty?  he  said. 

There  are  many,  but  the  greatest  of  all  is  this: 
— If  an  opponent  argues  that  these  ideas,  being 
such  as  we  say  they  ought  to  be,  must  remain 
unknown,  no  one  can  prove  to  him  that  he  is 
wrong,  unless  he  who  denies  their  existence  be 
a  man  of  great  ability  and  knowledge,  and  is 
willing  to  follow  a  long  and  laborious  demon 
stration;  he  will  remain  unconvinced,  and  stiil 
insist  that  they  cannot  be  known. 

What  do  you  mean,  Parmenides?  said  Soc 
rates. 

In  the  first  place,  I  think,  Socrates,  that  you, 
or  any  one  who  maintains  the  existence  of  ab- 
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soluteessences,  will  admit  that  they  cannot  exist 
in  us. 

No,  said  Socrates;  for  then  they  would  be  no 
longer  absolute. 

True,  he  said;  and  therefore  when  ideas  are 
what  they  are  in  relation  to  one  another,  their 
essence  is  determined  by  a  relation  among  them 
selves,  and  has  nothing  to  do  with  the  resem 
blances,  or  whatever  they  are  to  be  termed, 
which  are  in  our  sphere,  and  from  which  we 
receive  this  or  that  name  when  we  partake  of 
them.  And  the  things  which  are  within  our 
sphere  and  have  the  same  names  with  them, 
are  likewise  only  relative  to  one  another,  and 
not  to  the  ideas  which  have  the  same  names 
with  them,  but  belong  to  themselves  and  not  to 
them. 

What  do  you  mean?  said  Socrates. 
I  may  illustrate  my  meaning  in  this  way,  said 
Parmenides: — A  master  has  a  slave;  now  there 
is  nothing  absolute  in  the  relation  between  them, 
which  is  simply  a  relation  of  one  man  to  anoth 
er.  But  there  is  also  an  idea  of  mastership  in  the 
abstract,  which  is  relative  to  the  idea  of  slavery 
in  the  abstract.  [134]  These  natures  have  noth 
ing  to  do  with  us,  nor  we  with  them;  they  are 
concerned  with  themselves  only,  and  we  with 
ourselves.  Do  you  see  my  meaning? 

Yes,  said  Socrates,  I  quite  see  your  meaning. 

And  will  not  knowledge — I  mean  absolute 
knowledge — answer  to  absolute  truth? 

Certainly. 

And  each  kind  of  absolute  knowledge  will 
answer  to  each  kind  of  absolute  being? 

Yes. 

But  the  knowledge  which  we  have,  will  an 
swer  to  the  truth  which  we  have;  and  again, 
each  kind  of  knowledge  which  we  have,  will  be 
a  knowledge  of  each  kind  of  being  which  we 
have? 

Certainly. 

But  the  ideas  themselves,  as  you  admit,  we 
have  not,  and  cannot  have? 

No,  we  cannot. 

And  the  absolute  natures  or  kinds  are  known 
severally  by  the  absolute  idea  of  knowledge? 

Yes. 

And  we  have  not  got  the  idea  of  knowledge? 

No. 

Then  none  of  the  ideas  are  known  to  us,  be 
cause  we  have  no  share  in  absolute  knowledge? 

I  suppose  not. 

Then  the  nature  of  the  beautiful  in  itself,  and 
of  the  good  in  itself,  and  all  other  ideas  which 
we  suppose  to  exist  absolutely,  are  unknown  to 
us? 


It  would  seem  so. 

I  think  that  there  is  a  stranger  consequence 
still. 

What  is  it? 

Would  you,  or  would  you  not  say,  that  ab 
solute  knowledge,  if  there  is  such  a  thing, 
must  be  a  far  more  exact  knowledge  than  our 
knowledge;  and  the  same  of  beauty  and  of 
the  rest? 
Yes. 

And  if  there  be  such  a  thing  as  participation 
in  absolute  knowledge,  no  one  is  more  likely 
than  God  to  have  this  most  exact  knowledge? 
Certainly. 

But  then,  will  God,  having  absolute  knowl 
edge,  have  a  knowledge  of  human  things? 
Why  not? 

Because,  Socrates,  said  Parmenides,  we  have 
admitted  that  the  ideas  are  not  valid  in  relation 
to  human  things;  nor  human  things  in  relation 
to  them;  the  relations  of  either  are  limited  to 
their  respective  spheres. 
Yes,  that  has  been  admitted. 
And  if  God  has  this  perfect  authority,  and 
perfect  knowledge,  his  authority  cannot  rule  us, 
nor  his  knowledge  know  us,  or  any  human 
thing;  just  as  our  authority  does  not  extend  to 
the  gods,  nor  our  knowledge  know  anything 
which  is  divine,  so  by  parity  of  reason  they,  be 
ing  gods,  are  not  our  masters,  neither  do  they 
know  the  things  of  men. 

Yet,  surely,  said  Socrates,  to  deprive  God  of 
knowledge  is  monstrous. 

[I35J  These,  Socrates,  said  Parmenides,  are 
a  few,  and  only  a  few  of  the  difficulties  in  which 
we  are  involved  if  ideas  really  are  and  we  deter 
mine  each  one  of  them  to  be  an  absolute  unity. 
He  who  hears  what  may  be  said  against  them 
will  deny  the  very  existence  of  them — and  even 
if  they  do  exist,  he  will  say  that  they  must  of  ne 
cessity  be  unknown  to  man;  and  he  will  seem 
to  have  reason  on  his  side,  and  as  we  were  re 
marking  just  now,  will  be  very  difficult  to  con 
vince;  a  man  must  be  gifted  with  very  consider 
able  ability  before  he  can  learn  that  everything 
has  a  class  and  an  absolute  essence;  and  still 
more  remarkable  will  he  be  who  discovers  all 
these  things  for  himself,  and  having  thorough 
ly  investigated  them  is  able  to  teach  them  to 
others. 

I  agree  with  you,  Parmenides,  said  Socrates; 
and  what  you  say  is  very  much  to  my  mind. 

And  yet,  Socrates,  said  Parmenides,  if  a  man, 
fixing  his  attention  on  these  and  the  like  diffi 
culties,  does  away  with  ideas  of  things  and  will 
not  admit  that  every  individual  thing  has  its 
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own  determinate  Idea  which  is  always  one  and 
the  same,  he  will  have  nothing  on  which  his 
mind  can  rest;  and  so  he  will  utterly  destroy 
the  power  of  reasoning,  as  you  seem  to  me  to 
have  particularly  noted. 

Very  true,  he  said. 

But,  then,  what  is  to  become  of  philosophy? 
Whither  shall  we  turn,  if  the  ideas  are  un 
known? 

I  certainly  do  not  see  my  way  at  present. 

Yes,  said  Parmenides;  and  I  think  that  this 
arises,  Socrates,  out  of  your  attempting  to  de 
fine  the  beautiful,  the  just,  the  good,  and  the 
ideas  generally,  without  sufficient  previous 
training.  I  noticed  your  deficiency,  when  I  heard 
you  talking  here  with  your  friend  Aristoteles, 
the  day  before  yesterday.  The  impulse  that  car 
ries  you  towards  philosophy  is  assuredly  noble 
and  divine;  but  there  is  an  art  which  is  called  by 
the  vulgar  idle  talking,  and  which  is  often  imag 
ined  to  be  useless;  in  that  you  must  train  and 
exercise  yourself,  now  that  you  are  young,  or 
truth  will  elude  your  grasp. 

And  what  is  the  nature  of  this  exercise,  Par 
menides,  which  you  would  recommend? 

That  which  you  heard  Zeno  practising;  at 
the  same  time,  I  give  you  credit  for  saying  to 
him  that  you  did  not  care  to  examine  the  per 
plexity  in  reference  to  visible  things,  or  to  con 
sider  the  question  in  that  way;  but  only  in  ref 
erence  to  objects  of  thought,  and  to  what  may 
be  called  ideas. 

Why,  yes,  he  said,  there  appears  to  me  to  be 
no  difficulty  in  showing  by  this  method  that  vis 
ible  things  are  like  and  unlike  and  may  experi 
ence  anything. 

Quite  true,  said  Parmenides;  but  I  think  that 
you  should  go  a  step  further,  and  consider  not 
only  the  consequences  which  flow  from  a  given 
hypothesis,  [136]  but  also  the  consequences 
which  flow  from  denying  the  hypothesis;  and 
that  will  be  still  better  training  for  you. 

What  do  you  mean?  he  said. 

I  mean,  for  example,  that  in  the  case  of  this 
very  hypothesis  of  Zeno's  about  the  many,  you 
should  inquire  not  only  what  will  be  the  con 
sequences  to  the  many  in  relation  to  themselves 
and  to  the  one,  and  to  the  one  in  relation  to  it 
self  and  the  many,  on  the  hypothesis  of  the  be 
ing  of  the  many,  but  also  what  will  be  the  con 
sequences  to  the  one  and  the  many  in  their  re 
lation  to  themselves  and  to  each  other,  on  the 
opposite  hypothesis.  Or,  again,  if  likeness  is  or 
is  not,  what  will  be  the  consequences  in  either 
of  these  cases  to  the  subjects  of  the  hypothesis, 
and  to  other  things,  in  relation  both  to  them 


selves  and  to  one  another,  and  so  of  unlikeness; 
and  the  same  holds  good  of  motion  and  rest,  of 
generation  and  destruction,  and  even  of  being 
and  not-being.  In  a  word,  when  you  suppose  any 
thing  to  be  or  not  to  be,  or  to  tie  in  any  way  af 
fected,  you  must  look  at  the  consequences  in  re 
lation  to  the  thing  itself,  and  to  any  other  things 
which  you  choose — to  each  of  them  singly,  to 
more  than  one,  and  to  all;  and  so  of  other  things, 
you  must  look  at  them  in  relation  to  themselves 
and  to  anything  else  which  you  suppose  either 
to  be  or  not  to  be,  if  you  would  train  yourself 
perfecdy  and  see  the  real  truth. 

That,  Parmenides,  is  a  tremendous  business 
of  which  you  speak,  and  I  do  not  quite  under 
stand  you;  will  you  take  some  hypothesis  and  go 
through  the  steps? — then  I  shall  apprehend  you 
better. 

That,  Socrates,  is  a  serious  task  to  impose  on 
a  man  of  my  years. 

Then  will  you,  Zeno?  said  Socrates. 

Zeno  answered  with  a  smile: — Let  us  make 
our  petition  to  Parmenides  himself,  who  is 
quite  right  in  saying  that  you  are  hardly  aware 
of  the  extent  of  the  task  which  you  are  impos 
ing  on  him;  and  if  there  were  more  of  us  I 
should  not  ask  him,  for  these  are  not  subjects 
which  any  one,  especially  at  his  age,  can  well 
speak  of  before  a  large  audience;  most  people 
are  not  aware  that  this  round-about  progress 
through  all  things  is  the  only  way  in  which  the 
mind  can  attain  truth  and  wisdom.  And  there 
fore,  Parmenides,  I  join  in  the  request  of  Soc 
rates,  that  I  may  hear  the  process  again  which 
I  have  not  heard  for  a  long  time. 

When  Zeno  had  thus  spoken,  Pythodorus,  ac 
cording  to  Antiphon's  report  of  him,  said,  that 
he  himself  and  Aristoteles  and  the  whole  com 
pany  entreated  Parmenides  to  give  an  example 
of  the  process,  [i^j]  I  cannot  refuse,  said  Par 
menides;  and  yet  I  feel  rather  like  Ibycus,  who, 
when  in  his  old  age,  against  his  will,  he  fell  in 
love,  compared  himself  to  an  old  racehorse,  who 
was  about  to  run  in  a  chariot  race,  shaking  with 
fear  at  the  course  he  knew  so  well — this  was  his 
simile  of  himself.  And  I  also  experience  a  trem 
bling  when  I  remember  through  what  an  ocean 
of  words  I  have  to  wade  at  my  time  of  life.  But 
I  must  indulge  you,  as  Zeno  says  that  I  ought, 
and  we  are  alone.  Where  shall  I  begin?  And 
what  shall  be  our  first  hypothesis,  if  I  am  to  at 
tempt  this  laborious  pastime?  Shall  I  begin  with 
myself,  and  take  my  own  hypothesis  of  the  one? 
and  consider  the  consequences  which  follow  on 
the  supposition  either  of  the  being  or  of  the  not- 
being  of  one? 
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By  all  means,  said  Zeno. 
And  who  will  answer  me?  he  said.  Shall  I 
propose  the  youngest?  He  will  not  make  diffi 
culties  and  will  be  the  most  likely  to  say  what 
he  thinks;  and  his  answers  will  give  me  time 
to  breathe. 

I  am  the  one  whom  you  mean,  Parmenides, 
said  Aristo teles;  for  I  am  the  youngest  and  at 
your  service.  Ask,  and  I  will  answer. 

Parmenides  proceeded:  If  one  is,  he  said,  the 
one  cannot  be  many? 
Impossible. 

Then  the  one  cannot  have  parts,  and  cannot 
be  a  whole? 
Why  not? 

Because  every  part  is  part  o£  a  whole;  is  it 
not? 
Yes. 

And  what  is  a  whole?  would  not  that  of 
which  no  part  is  wanting  be  a  whole? 
Certainly. 

Then,  in  either  case,  the  one  would  be  made 
up  of  parts;  both  as  being  a  whole,  and  also  as 
having  parts? 
To  be  sure. 

And  in  either  case,  the  one  would  be  many, 
and  not  one? 
True. 

But,  surely,  it  ought  to  be  one  and  not  many  ? 
It  ought. 

Then,  if  the  one  is  to  remain  one,  It  will  not 
be  a  whole,  and  will  not  have  parts  ? 
No. 

But  if  it  has  no  parts,  it  will  have  neither  be 
ginning,  middle,  nor  end;  for  these  would  of 
course  be  parts  of  it. 
Right. 

But  then,  again,  a  beginning  and  an  end  are 
the  limits  of  everything? 
Certainly. 

Then  the  one,  -having  neither  beginning  nor 
end,  is  unlimited? 
Yes,  unlimited. 

And  therefore  formless;  for  it  cannot  par 
take  either  of  round  or  straight. 
But  why? 

Why,  because  the  round  is  that  of  which  all 
the  extreme  points  are  equidistant  from  the  cen 
tre? 
Yes. 

And  the  straight  is  that  of  which  the  centre 
intercepts  the  view  of  the  extremes  ? 
True. 

[*3&]  Then  the  one  would  have  parts  and 
would  be  many,  if  it  partook  either  gf  a  straight 
or  of  a  circular  form? 


Assuredly. 

But  having  no  parts,  it  will  be  neither  straight 
nor  round? 
Right. 

And,  being  of  such  a  nature,  it  cannot  be  in 
any  place,  for  it  cannot  be  either  in  another  or 
in  itself. 
How  so? 

Because  if  it  were  in  another,  it  would  be  en 
circled  by  that  in  which  it  was,  and  would 
touch  it  at  many  places  and  with  many  parts; 
but  that  which  is  one  and  indivisible,  and  does 
not  partake  of  a  circular  nature,  cannot  be 
touched  all  round  in  many  places. 
Certainly  not. 

But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  one  were  in  itself, 
it  would  also  be  contained  by  nothing  else  but 
itself;  that  is  to  say,  if  it  were  really  in  itself; 
for  nothing  can  be  in  anything  which  does  not 
contain  it. 
Impossible. 

But  then,  that  which  contains  must  be  other 
than  that  which  is  contained?  .for  the  same 
whole  cannot  do  and  suffer  both  at  once;  and  if 
so,  one  will  be  no  longer  one,  but  two? 
True. 

Then  one  cannot  be  anywhere,  either  in  it 
self  or  in  another? 
No. 

Further  consider,  whether  that  which  is  of 
such  a  nature  can  have  either  rest  or  motion. 
Why  not? 

Why,;  because  the  one,  if  it  were  moved, 
would  be  either  moved  in  place  or  changed 
in  nature;  for  these  are  the  only  kinds  of  mo 
tion. 
Yes. 

And  the  one,  when  it  changes  and  ceases  to 
be  itself,  cannot  be  any  longer  one. 
It  cannot. 

It  cannot  therefore  experience  the  sort  of  mo 
tion  which  is  change  of  nature? 
Clearly  not. 

Then  can  the  motion  of  the  one  be  in  place? 
,,  Perhaps. 

But  if  the  one  moved  in  place,  must  it  not  ei 
ther  move  round  and  round  in  the  same  place, 
or  from  one  place  to  another? 
It  must. 

And  that: which  moves  in  a  circle  must  rest 
upon  a  centre;  and  that  which  goes  round  upon 
a  centre  must  have  parts  which  are  different 
from  the  centre;  but  that  which  has  no  centre 
and  no  parts  cannot  possibly.be  carried  round 
upon  a  centre?  ,  ,  r 

Impossible. 
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But  perhaps  the  motion  of  the  one  consists 
in  change  of  placer 

Perhaps  so,  if  it  moves  at  all. 

And  have  we  not  already  shown  that  it  can 
not  be  in  anything? 

Yes. 

Then  its  coming  into  being  in  anything  is 
still  more  impossible;  is  it  not? 

I  do  not  see  why. 

Why,  because  anything  which  comes  into 
being  in  anything,  can  neither  as  yet  be  in  that 
other  thing  while  still  coming  into  being,  nor 
be  altogether  out  of  it,  if  already  coming  into 
being  in  it. 

Certainly  not. 

And  therefore  whatever  comes  into  being  in 
another  must  have  parts,  and  then  one  part 
may  be  in,  and  another  part  out  of  that  other; 
but  that  which  has  no  parts  can  never  be  at  one 
and  the  same  time  neither  wholly  within  nor 
wholly  without  anything. 

True. 

And  is  there  not  a  still  greater  impossibility 
in  that  which  has  no  parts,  and  is  not  a  whole, 
coming  into  being  anywhere,,  since  it  cannot 
come  into  being  either  as  a  part  or  as  a  whole? 


Clearly. 

Then  it  does  not  change  place  by  revolving 
in  the  same  spot,  not  by  going  somewhere  and 
coming  into  being  in  something;  nor  again,  by 
change  in  itself? 

Very  true. 

Then  in  respect  of  any  kind  of  motion  the 
one  is  immoveable? 

Immoveable. 

But  neither  can  the  one  be  in  anything,  as  we 
affirm? 

,  Yes,  we  said  so,  : 

Then  it  is  never  in  the  same? 

Why  not? 

Because  if  it  were  in  the  same  it  would  be  in 
something. 

Certainly. 

And  we  said  that  it  could  not  be  in  itself,  and 
could  not  be  in  other? 

True. 

Then  one  is  never  in  the  same  place? 

It  would  seem  not. 

But  that  which  is  never  in  the  same  place  is 
never  quiet  or  at  rest? 

Never. 

One  then,  as  would  seem,  is  neither  at  rest  nor 
in  motion? 

It  certainly  appears  so. 

Neither  will  it  be  the  same  with  itself  or  oth 


er;  nor  again,  other  than  itself  or  other. 

How  is  that? 

If  other  than  itself  it  would  be  other  than 
one,  and  would  not  be  one. 

True, 

And  if  the  same  with  other,  it  would  be  that 
other,  and  not  itself;  so  that  upon  this  supposi 
tion  too,  it  would  not  have  the  nature  of  one, 
but  would  be  other  than  one? 

It  would. 

Then  it  will  not  be  the  same  with  other,  or 
other  than  itself? 

It  will  not. 

Neither  will  it  be  other  than  other,  while  it 
remains  one;  for  not  one,  but  only  other,  can 
be  other  than  other,  and  nothing  else. 

True. 

Then  not  by  virtue  of  being  one  will  it  be 
other? 

Certainly  not. 

But  if  not  by  virtue  of  being  one,  not  by  vir 
tue  of  itself;  and  if  not  by  virtue  of  itself,  not 
itself,  and  itself  not  being  other  at  all,  will  not 
be  other  than  anything? 

Right. 

Neither  will  one  be  the  same  with  itself. 

How  not? 

Surely  the  nature  of  the  one  is  notthe  nature 
of  the  same. 

Why  not? 

It  is  not  when  anything  becomes  the  same 
with  anything  that  it  becomes  one. 

What  of  that? 

Anything  which  becomes  the  same  with  the 
many,  necessarily  becomes  many  and  not  one. 

True. 

But,  if  there  were  no  difference  between  the 
one  and  the  same,  when  a  thing  became  the 
same,  it  would  always  become  one;  and  when 
it  became  one,  the  same? 

Certainly. 

And,  therefore,  if  one  be  the  same  with  it 
self,  it  is  not  one  with  itself,  and  will  therefore 
be  one  and  also  not  one. 

Surely  that  is  impossible. 

And  therefore  the  one  can  neither  be  other 
than  other,  nor  the  same  with  itself. 

Impossible. 

And  thus  the  one  can  neither  be  the  same,  nor 
other,  either  in  relation  to  itself  or  other? 

No. 

Neither  will  the  one  be  like  anything  or  un 
like  itself  or  other. 

Why  not? 

Because  likeness  is  sameness  of  affections. 

Yes. 
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And  sameness  has  been  shown  to  be  of  a  na 
ture  distinct  from  oneness? 

That  has  been  shown. 

[140]  But  if  the  one  had  any  other  affection 
than  that  of  being  one,  it  would  be  affected  in 
such  a  way  as  to  be  more  than  one;  which  is  im 
possible. 

True. 

Then  the  one  can  never  be  so  affected  as  to 
be  the  same  either  with  another  or  with  itself? 

Clearly  not. 

Then  it  cannot  be  like  another,  or  like  itself? 

No. 

Nor  can  it  be  affected  so  as  to  be  other,  for 
then  it  would  be  affected  in  such  a  way  as  to 
be  more  than  one. 

It  would. 

That  which  is  affected  otherwise  than  itself 
or  another,  will  be  unlike  itself  or  another,  for 
sameness  of  affections  is  likeness. 

True. 

But  the  one,  as  appears,  never  being  affected 
otherwise,  is  never  unlike  itself  or  other? 

Never. 

Then  the  one  will  never  be  either  like  or  un 
like  itself  or  other? 

Plainly  not. 

Again,  being  of  this  nature,  it  can  neither  be 
equal  nor  unequal  either  to  itself  or  to  other. 

How  is  that? 

Why,  because  the  one  if  equal  must  be  of  the 
same  measures  as  that  to  which  it  is  equal. 

True. 

And  if  greater  or  less  than  things  which  are 
commensurable  with  it,  the  one  will  have  more 
measures  than  that  which  is  less,  and  fewer 
than  that  which  is  greater? 

Yes. 

And  so  of  things  which  are  not  commensu 
rate  with  it,  the  one  will  have  greater  measures 
than  that  which  is  less  and  smaller  than  that 
which  is  greater. 

Certainly. 

But  how  can  that  which  does  not  partake  of 
sameness,  have  either  the  same  measures  or  have 
anything  else  the  same? 

Impossible. 

And  not  having  the  same  measures,  the  one 
cannot  be  equal  either  with  itself  or  with  an 
other? 

It  appears  so. 

But  again,  whether  it  have  fewer  or  more 
measures,  it  will  have  as  many  parts  as  it  has 
measures;  and  thus  again  the  one  will  be  no 
longer  one  but  will  have  as  many  parts  as  meas 
ures. 


Right. 

And  if  it  were  of  one  measure,  it  would  be 
equal  to  that  measure;  yet  it  has  been  shown 
to  be  incapable  of  equality. 

It  has. 

Then  it  will  neither  partake  of  one  measure, 
nor  of  many,  nor  of  few,  nor  of  the  same  at  all, 
nor  be  equal  to  itself  or  another;  nor  be  great 
er  or  less  than  itself,  or  other? 

Certainly. 

Well,  and  do  we  suppose  that  one  can  be  old 
er,  or  younger  than  anything,  or  of  the  same 
age  with  it? 

Why  not? 

Why,  because  that  which  is  of  the  same  age 
with  itself  or  other,  must  partake  of  equality  or 
likeness  of  time;  and  we  said  that  the  one  did 
not  partake  either  of  equality  or  of  likeness? 

We  did  say  so. 

And  we  also  said,  that  it  did  not  partake  of 
inequality  or  unlikeness. 

[141]  Very  true. 

How  then  can  one,  being  of  this  nature,  be 
either  older  or  younger  than  anything,  or  have 
the  same  age  with  it? 

In  no  way. 

Then  one  cannot  be  older  or  younger,  or 
of  the  same  age,  either  with  itself  or  with  an 
other? 

Clearly  not. 

Then  the  one,  being  of  this  nature,  cannot 
be  in  time  at  all;  for  must  not  that  which  is  in 
time,  be  always  growing  older  than  itself? 

Certainly. 

And  that  which  is  older,  must  always  be  old 
er  than  something  which  is  younger? 

True. 

Then,  that  which  becomes  older  than  itself, 
also  becomes  at  the  same  time  younger  than 
itself,  if  it  is  to  have  something  to  become  older 
than. 

What  do  you  mean? 

I  mean  this: — A  thing  does  not  need  to  be 
come  different  from  another  thing  which  is  al 
ready  different;  it  is  different,  and  if  its  differ 
ent  has  become,  it  has  become  different;  if  its 
different  will  be,  it  will  be  different;  but  of  that 
which  is  becoming  different,  there  cannot  have 
been,  or  be  about  to  be,  or  yet  be,  a  different — 
the  only  different  possible  is  one  which  is  be 
coming. 

That  is  inevitable. 

But,  surely,  the  elder  is  a  difference  relative 
to  the  younger,  and  to  nothing  else. 

True. 

Then  that  which  becomes  older  than  itself 
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must  also,  at  the  same  time,  become  younger 
than  itself? 

Yes. 

But  again,  it  is  true  that  it  cannot  become  for 
a  longer  or  for  a  shorter  time  than  itself,  but  it 
must  become,  and  be,  and  have  become,  and  be 
about  to  be,  for  the  same  time  with  itself? 

That  again  is  inevitable. 

Then  things  which  are  in  time,  and  partake 
of  time,  must  in  every  case,  I  suppose,  be  of  the 
same  age  with  themselves;  and  must  also  be 
come  at  once  older  and  younger  than  them 
selves? 

Yes. 

But  the  one  did  not  partake  of  those  affec 
tions? 

Not  at  all. 

Then  it  does  not  partake  of  time,  and  is  not 
in  any  time? 

So  the  argument  shows. 

Well,  but  do  not  the  expressions  "was,"  and 
"has  become,"  and  "was  becoming,"  signify  a 
participation  of  past  time? 

Certainly. 

And  do  not  "will  be,"  "will  become,"  "will 
have  become,"  signify  a  participation  of  future 
time? 

Yes. 

And  "is,"  or  "becomes,"  signifies  a  participa 
tion  of  present  time? 

Certainly. 

And  if  the  one  is  absolutely  without  partici 
pation  in  time,  it  never  had  become,  or  was  be 
coming,  or  was  at  any  time,  or  is  now  become 
or  is  becoming,  or  is,  or  will  become,  or  will 
have  become,  or  will  be,  hereafter. 

Most  true. 

But  are  there  any  modes  of  partaking  of  be 
ing  other  than  these? 

There  are  none. 

Then  the  one  cannot  possibly  partake  of  be 
ing? 

That  is  the  inference. 

Then  the  one  is  not  at  all? 

Clearly  not. 

Then  the  one  does  not  exist  in  such  way  as  to 
be  one;  for  if  it  were  and  partook  of  being,  it 
would  already  be;  but  if  the  argument  is  to  be 
trusted,  the  one  neither  is  nor  is  one? 

^1427  True. 

But  that  which  is  not  admits  of  no  attribute 
or  relation  ? 

Of  course  not. 

Then  there  is  no  name,  nor  expression,  nor 
perception,  nor  opinion,  nor  knowledge  of  it? 

Clearly  not. 


Then  it  is  neither  named,  nor  expressed,  nor 
opined,  nor  known,  nor  does  anything  that  is 
perceive  it. 

So  we  must  infer. 

But  can  all  this  be  true  about  the  one? 

I  think  not. 

Suppose,  now,  that  we  return  once  more 
to  the  original  hypothesis;  let  us  see  whether,  on 
a  further  re  view,  any  new  aspect  of  the  question 
appears. 

I  shall  be  very  happy  to  do  so. 

We  say  that  we  have  to  work  out  together  all 
the  consequences,  whatever  they  may  be,  which 
follow,  if  the  one  is? 

Yes. 

Then  we  will  begin  at  the  beginning: — If  one 
is,  can  one  be,  and  not  partake  of  being? 

Impossible. 

Then  the  one  will  have  being,  but  its  being 
will  not  be  the  same  with  the  one;  for  if  the 
same,  it  would  not  be  the  being  of  the  one; 
nor  would  the  one  have  participated  in  being, 
for  the  proposition  that  one  is  would  have  been 
identical  with  the  proposition  that  one  is  one; 
but  our  hypothesis  is  not  if  one  is  one,  what  will 
follow,  but  if  one  is: — am  I  not  right? 

Quite  right. 

We  mean  to  say,  that  being  has  not  the  same 
significance  as  one  ? 

Of  course. 

And  when  we  put  them  together  shortly,  and 
say  "One  is,"  that  is  equivalent  to  saying,  "par 
takes  of  being"? 

Quite  true. 

Once  more  then  let  us  ask,  if  one  is  what  will 
follow.  Does  not  this  hypothesis  necessarily 
imply  that  one  is  of  such  a  nature  as  to  have 
parts? 

How  so? 

In  this  way: — If  being  is  predicated  of  the 
one,  if  the  one  is,  and  one  of  being,  if  being  is 
one;  and  if  being  and  one  are  not  the  same;  and 
since  the  one,  which  we  have  assumed,  is,  must 
not  the  whole,  if  it  is  one,  itself  be,  and  have 
for  its  parts,  one  and  being? 

Certainly. 

And  is  each  of  these  parts — one  and  being— 
to  be  simply  called  a  part,  or  must  the  word 
"part"  be  relative  to  the  word  "whole"? 

The  latter. 

Then  that  which  is  one  is  both  a  whole  and 
has  apart? 

Certainly. 

Again,  of  the  parts  of  the  one,  if  it  is — I  mean 
being  and  one—does  either  fail  to  imply  the 
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other?  is  the  one  wanting  to  being,  or  being  to 
the  one? 

Impossible. 

Thus,  each  of  the  parts  also  has  in  turn  both 
one  and  being,  and  is  at  the  least  made  up  of 
two  parts;  and  the  same  principle  goes  on  for 
ever,  and  every  part  whatever  has  always  these 
two  parts;  for  being  always  involves  one,  and 
one  being;  so  that  one  is  always  disappearing, 
and  becoming  two. 

[143]  Certainly. 

And  so  the  one,  if  it  is,  must  be  infinite  in 
multiplicity? 

Clearly. 

Let  us  take  another  direction. 

What  direction? 

We  say  that  the  one  partakes  of  being  and 
therefore  it  is? 

Yes. 

And  in  this  way,  the  one,  if  it  has  being,  has 
turned  out  to  be  many? 

True. 

But  now,  let  us  abstract  the  one  which,  as  we 
say,  partakes  of  being,  and  try  to  imagine  it 
apart  from  that  of  which,  as  we  say,  it  par 
takes — will  this  abstract  one  be  one  only  or 
many? 

One,  I  think. 

Let  us  see: — Must  not  the  being  of  one  be 
other  than  one?  for  the  one  is  not  being,  but, 
considered  as  one,  only  partook  of  being? 

Certainly. 

If  being  and  the  one  be  two  different  things, 
it  is  not  because  the  one  is  one  that  it  is  other 
than  being;  nor  because  being  is  being  that  it  is 
other  than  the  one;  but  they  differ  from  one  an 
other  in  virtue  of  otherness  and  difference. 

Certainly. 

So  that  the  other  is  not  the  same — either  with 
the  one  or  with  being? 

Certainly  not. 

And  therefore  whether  we  take  being  and 
the  other,  or  being  and  the  one,  or  the  one  and 
the  other,  in  every  such  case  we  take  two  things, 
which  may  be  rightly  called  both. 

How  so. 

In  this  way — you  may  speak  of  being? 
Yes. 

And  also  of  one? 
Yes. 

Then  now  we  have  spoken  of  either  of  them? 
Yes. 

Well,  and  when  I  speak  of  being  and  one,  I 
speak  of  them  both  ? 
••  Certainly. 
•  And  if  I  speak  of  being  and  the  other,  or  of 


the  one  and  the  other — in  any  such  case  do  I 
not  speak  of  both  ? 
Yes. 

And  must  not  that  which  is  correctly  called 
both,  be  also  two? 
Undoubtedly. 

And  of  two  things  how  can  either  by  any 
possibility  not  be  one? 

It  cannot. 

Then,  if  the  individuals  of  the  pair  are  to- 
gether  two,  they  must  be  severally  one? 

Clearly. 

And  if  each  of  them  is  one,  then  by  the  addi 
tion  of  any  one  to  any  pair,  the  whole  becomes 
three? 

Yes. 

And  three  are  odd,  and  two  are  even? 

Of  course. 

And  if  there  are  two  there  must  also  be  twice, 
and  if  there  are  three  there  must  be  thrice;  that 
is,  if  twice  one  makes  two,  and  thrice  one  three? 

Certainly. 

There  are  two,  and  twice,  and  therefore  there 
must  be  twice  two;  and  there  are  three,  and  there 
is  thrice,  and  therefore  there  must  be  thrice 
three? 

Of  course. 

If  there  are  three  and  twice,  there  is  twice 
three;  and  if  there  are  two  and  thrice,  there  is 
thrice  two? 

Undoubtedly. 

[144]  Here,  then,  we  have  even  taken  even 
times>  and  odd  taken  odd  times,  and  even  taken 
odd  times,  and  odd  taken  even  times. 

True. 

And  if  this  is  so,  does  any  number  remain 
which  has  no  necessity  to  be? 

None  whatever. 

Then  if  one  is,  number  must  also  be? 

It  must. 

But  if  there  is  number,  there  must  also  be 
many,  and  infinite  multiplicity  of  being;  for 
number  is  infinite  in  multiplicity,  and  partakes 
also  of  being:  am  I  not  right? 

Certainly. 

And  if  all  number  participates  in  being,  every 
part  of  number  will  also  participate? 

Yes. 

Then  being  is  distributed  over  the  whole 
multitude  of  things,  and  nothing  that  is,  how 
ever  small  or  however  great,  is  devoid  of  it? 
And,  indeed,  the  very  supposition  of  this  is  ab 
surd,  for  how  can  that  which  is,  be  devoid  of 
being? 

In  no  way. 

And  it  is  divided  into  the  greatest  and  into 
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the  smallest,  and  into  being  of  all  sizes,  and  is 
broken  up  more  than  all  things;  the  divisions 
of  it  have  no  limit. 

True. 

Then  it  has  the  greatest  number  of  parts? 

Yes,  the  greatest  number. 

Is  there  any  of  these  which  is  a  part  of  being, 
and  yet  no  part? 

Impossible. 

But  if  it  is  at  all  and  so  long  as  it  is,  it  must  be 
one,  and  cannot  be  none? 

Certainly. 

Then  the  one  attaches  to  every  single  part  of 
being,  and  does  not  fail  in  any  part,  whether 
great  or  small,  or  whatever  may  be  the  size  of 
it? 

True. 

But  reflect: — Can  one  in  its  entirety,  be  in 
many  places  at  the  same  time  ? 

No;  I  see  the  impossibility  of  that. 

And  if  not  in  its  entirety,  then  it  is  divided; 
for  it  cannot  be  present  with  all  the  parts  of  be 
ing,  unless  divided. 

True. 

And  that  which  has  parts  will  be  as  many  as 
the  parts  are  ? 

Certainly. 

Then  we  were  wrong  in  saying  just  now,  that 
being  was  distributed  into  the  greatest  number 
of  parts.  For  it  is  not  distributed  into  parts  more 
than  the  one, but  into  parts  equal  to  the  one;  the 
one  is  never  wanting  to  being,  or  being  to  the 
one,  but  being  two  they  are  co-equal  and  co 
extensive. 

Certainly  that  is  true. 

The  one  itself,  then,  having  been  broken  up 
into  parts  by  being,  is  many  and  infinite? 

True. 

'  Then  not  only  the  one  which  has  being  is 
many,  but  the  one  itself  distributed  by  being, 
must  also  be  many? 

Certainly. 

Further,  inasmuch  as  "the  parts  are  parts  of  a 
whole,  the  one,  as  a  whole,  [145]  will  be  limit 
ed;  for  are  not  the  parts  contained  by  the  whole? 

Certainly. 

And  that  which  contains,  is  a  limit? 

Of  course. 

Then 'the  one  if  it  has  being  is  one  and  many, 
whole  and  parts,  having  limits  and  yet  unlimit 
ed  in  number? 

Clearly.     •  '  :  <* 

And  because  having  limits,  also  having  ex 
tremes?  •  •  '  '  " 

Certainly. 

And  if  a  whole,  having  beginning  and  mid 


dle  and  end.  For  can  anything  be  a  whole  with 
out  these  three  ?  And  if  any  one  of  them  is  want 
ing  to  anything,  will  that  any  longer  be  a  whole? 

No. 

Then  the  one,  as  appears,  will  have  begin 
ning,  middle,  and  end. 

It  will. 

But,  again,  the  middle  will  be  equidistant 
from  the  extremes;  or  it  would  not  be  in  the 
middle? 

Yes. 

Then  the  one  will  partake  of  figure,  either 
rectilinear  or  round,  or  a  union  of  the  two? 

True. 

And  if  this  is  the  case,  it  will  be  both  in  itself 
and  in  another  too. 

How? 

Every  part  is  in  the  whole,  and  none  is  out 
side  the  whole. 

True. 

And  all  the  parts  are  contained  by  the  whole? 

Yes. 

And  the  one  is  all  its  parts,  and  neither  more 
nor  less  than  all? 

No. 

And  the  one  is  the  whole? 

Of  course. 

But  if  all  the  parts  are  in  the  whole,  and  the 
one  is  all  of  them  and  the  whole,  and  they  are 
all  contained  by  the  whole,  the  one  will  be  con 
tained  by  the  one;  and  thus  the  one  will  be  in 
itself. 

That  is  true. 

But  then,  again,  the  whole  is  not  in  the  parts 
— neither  in  all  the  parts,  nor  in  some  one  of 
them.  For  if  it  is  in  all,  it  must  be  in  one;  for  if 
there  were  any  one  in  which  it  was  not,  it  could 
not  be  in  all  the  parts;  for  the  part  in  which  it 
is  wanting  is  one  of  all,  and  if  the  whole  is  not 
in  this,  how  can  it  be  in  them  all? 

It  cannot. 

Nor  can  the  whole  be  in  some  of  the  parts; 
for  if  the  whole  were  in  some  of  the  parts,  the 
greater  would  be  in  the  less,  which  is  impossi 
ble. 

Yes,  impossible. 

But  if  the  whole  is  neither  in  one,  nor  in 
more  than  one,  nor  in  all  of  the  parts,  it  must 
be  in  something  else,  or  cease  to  be  anywhere  at 
all? 

Certainly. 

If  it  were  nowhere,  it-would  be  nothing;  but 
being  a  whole,  and  not  being  in  itself,  it  must 
be  in  another. 

Very  true.  "  '     * 

The  one  then,  regarded  as  a  whole;  is  in  an- 
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other,  but  regarded  as  being  all  its  parts,  is  in 
itself;  and  therefore  the  one  must  be  itself  in  it 
self  and  also  in  another, 
Certainly. 

The  one  then,  being  of  this  nature,  is  of  ne 
cessity  both  at  rest  and  in  motion? 
How? 

The  one  is  at  rest  since  it  is  in  itself,  for  be 
ing  in  one,  and  not  passing  out  of  this,  [146] 
it  is  in  the  same,  which  is  itself. 

True. 

And  that  which  is  ever  in  the  same,  must  be 
ever  at  rest? 

Certainly. 

Well,  and  must  not  that,  on  the  contrary, 
which  is  ever  in  other,  never  be  in  the  same; 
and  if  never  in  the  same,  never  at  rest,  and  if  not 
at  rest,  in  motion? 

True. 

Then  the  one  being  always  itself  in  itself  and 
other,  must  always  be  both  at  rest  and  in  mo 
tion? 

Clearly. 

And  must  be  the  same  with  itself,  and  other 
than  itself;  and  also  the  same  with  the  others, 
and  other  than  the  others;  this  follows  from  its 
previous  affections. 

How  so? 

Every  thing  in  relation  to  every  other  thing, 
is  either  the  same  or  other;  or  if  neither  the 
same  nor  other,  then  in  the  relation  of  a  part  to 
a  whole,  or  of  a  whole  to  a  part. 

Clearly. 

And  is  the  one  a  part  of  itself? 

Certainly  not. 

Since  it  is  not  a  part  in  relation  to  itself  it 
cannot  be  related  to  itself  as  whole  to  part? 

It  cannot. 

But  is  the  one  other  than  one? 

No. 

And  therefore  not  other  than  itself? 

Certainly  not. 

If  then  it  be  neither  other,  nor  a  whole,  nor  a 
part  in  relation  to  itself,  must  it  not  be  the  same 
with  itself? 

Certainly. 

But  then,  again,  a  thing  which  is  in  another 
place  from  "itself,"  if  this  "itself*  remains  in 
the  same  place  with  itself,  must  be  other  than 
"itself,"  for  it  will  be  in  another  place? 

True. 

Then  the  one  has  been  shown  to  be  at  once  in 
itself  and  in  another? 

Yes. 

Thus,  then,  as  appears,  the  one  will  be  other 
than  itself? 


True. 

Well,  then,  if  anything  be  other  than  any 
thing,  will  it  not  be  other  than  that  which  is 
other? 

Certainly. 

And  will  not  all  things  that  are  not  one,  be 
other  than  the  one,  and  the  one  other  than  the 
not-one? 

Of  course. 

Then  the  one  will  be  other  than  the  others? 

True. 

But,  consider: — Are  not  the  absolute  same, 
and  the  absolute  other,  opposites  to  one  another? 

Of  course. 

Then  will  the  same  ever  be  in  the  other,  or 
the  other  in  the  same? 

They  will  not. 

If  then  the  other  is  never  in  the  same,  there 
is  nothing  in  which  the  other  is  during  any  space 
of  time;  for  during  that  space  of  time,  however 
small,  the  other  would  be  in  the  same.  Is  not 
that  true? 

Yes. 

And  since  the  other  is  never  in  the  same,  it 
can  never  be  in  anything  that  is. 

True. 

Then  the  other  will  never  be  either  in  the  not- 
one,  or  in  the  one? 

Certainly  not. 

Then  not  by  reason  of  otherness  is  the  one 
other  than  the  not-one,  or  the  not-one  other 
than  the  one. 

No. 

Nor  by  reason  of  themselves  will  they  be  oth 
er  than  one  another,  if  not  partaking  of  the  oth 
er.  [147] 

How  can  they  be? 

But  if  they  are  not  other,  either  by  reason  of 
themselves  or  of  the  other,  will  they  not  alto 
gether  escape  being  other  than  one  another? 

They  will. 

Again,  the  not-one  cannot  partake  of  the  one; 
otherwise  it  would  not  have  been  not-one,  but 
would  have  been  in  some  way  one. 

True. 

Nor  can  the  not-one  be  number;  for  having 
number,  it  would  not  have  been  not-one  at  all. 
It  would  not. 

Again,  is  the  not-one  part  of  the  one;  or  rath 
er,  would  it  not  in  that  case  partake  of  the  one? 

It  would. 

If  then,  in  every  point  of  view,  the  one  and 
the  not-one  are  distinct,  then  neither  is  the  one 
part  or  whole  of  the  not-one,  nor  is  the  not-one 
part  or  whole  of  the  one? 
No. 
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But  we  said  that  things  which  are  neither 
parts  nor  wholes  of  one  another,  nor  other  than 
one  another,  will  be  the  same  with  one  another: 
— so  we  said? 

Yes. 

Then  shall  we  say  that  the  one,  heing  In  this 
relation  to  the  not-one,  is  the  same  with  it? 

Let  us  say  so. 

Then  it  is  the  same  with  itself  and  the  others, 
and  also  other  than  itself  and  the  others. 

That  appears  to  be  the  inference. 

And  it  will  also  be  like  and  unlike  itself  and 
the  others? 

Perhaps. 

Since  the  one  was  shown  to  be  other  than  the 
others,  the  others  will  also  be  other  than  the  one. 

Yes. 

And  the  one  is  other  than  the  others  in  the 
same  degree  that  the  others  are  other  than  it, 
and  neither  more  nor  less? 

True. 

And  if  neither  more  nor  less,  then  in  a  like 
degree? 

Yes. 

In  virtue  of  the  affection  by  which  the  one  is 
other  than  others  and  others  in  like  manner 
other  than  it,  the  one  will  be  affected  like  the 
others  and  the  others  like  the  one. 

How  do  you  mean  ? 

I  may  take  as  an  illustration  the  case  of  names: 
You  give  a  name  to  a  thing? 

Yes. 

And  you  may  say  the  name  once  or  oftener? 

Yes. 

And  when  you  say  it  once,  you  mention  that 
of  which  it  is  the  name?  and  when  more  than 
once,  is  it  something  else  which  you  mention? 
or  must  it  always  be  the  same  thing  of  which 
you  speak,  whether  you  utter  the  name  once  or 
more  than  once? 

Of  course  it  is  the  same. 

And  is  not  "other"  a  name  given  to  a  thing? 

Certainly. 

Whenever,  then,  you  use  the  word  "other," 
whether  once  or  oftener,  you  name  that  of  which 
it  is  the  name,  and  to  no  other  do  you  give  the 
name? 

True. 

Then  when  we  say  that  the  others  are  other 
than  the  one,  and  the  one  other  than  the  others, 
in  repeating  the  word  "other"  we  speak  of  that 
nature  to  which  the  name  is  applied,  and  of  no 
other? 

Quite  true. 

Then  the  one  which  is  other  than  others,  and 
the  other  which  is  other  than  the  one,  [148]  in 


that  the  word  "other"  is  applied  to  both,  will 
be  in  the  same  condition;  and  that  which  is  in 
the  same  condition  is  like? 

Yes. 

Then  in  virtue  of  the  affection  by  which  the 
one  is  other  than  the  others,  every  thing  will 
be  like  every  thing,  for  every  thing  is  other 
than  every  thing. 

True. 

Again,  the  like  is  opposed  to  the  unlike? 

Yes. 

And  the  other  to  the  same? 

True  again. 

And  the  one  was  also  shown  to  be  the  same 
with  the  others? 

Yes. 

And  to  be  the  same  with  the  others  is  the  op 
posite  of  being  other  than  the  others? 

Certainly. 

And  in  that  it  was  other  it  was  shown  to  be 
like? 

Yes. 

But  in  that  it  was  the  same  it  will  be  unlike 
by  virtue  of  the  opposite  affection  to  that  which 
made  it  like;  and  this  was  the  affection  of  other 
ness. 

Yes. 

The  same  then  will  make  it  unlike;  other 
wise  it  will  not  be  the  opposite  of  the  other. 

True. 

Then  the  one  will  be  both  like  and  unlike 
the  others;  like  in  so  far  as  it  is  other,  and  un 
like  in  so  far  as  it  is  the  same. 

Yes,  that  argument  may  be  used. 

And  there  is  another  argument. 

What? 

In  so  far  as  it  is  affected  in  the  same  way  it  is 
not  affected  otherwise,  and  not  being  affected 
otherwise  is  not  unlike,  and  not  being  unlike,  is 
like;  but  in  so  far  as  it  is  affected  by  other  it  is 
otherwise,  and  being  otherwise  affected  is  un 
like. 

True. 

Then  because  the  one  is  the  same  with  the 
others  and  other  than  the  others,  on  either  of 
these  two  grounds,  or  on  both  of  them,  it  will 
be  both  like  and  unlike  the  others? 

Certainly. 

And  in  the  same  way  as  being  other  than  it 
self  and  the  same  with  itself,  on  either  of  these 
two  grounds  and  on  both  of  them,  it  will  be 
like  and  unlike  itself? 

Of  course. 

Again,  how  far  can  the  one  touch  or  not 
touch  itself  and  others? — consider. 

I  am  considering. 
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The  one  was  shown  to  be  In  itself  which  was 
a  whole? 

True. 

And  also  in  other  things? 

Yes. 

In  so  far  as  it  is  in  other  things  it  would  touch 
other  things,  but  in  so  far  as  it  is  in  itself  it 
would  be  debarred  from  touching  them,  and 
would  touch  itself  only. 

Clearly. 

Then  the  inference  is  that  it  would  touch 
both? 

It  would. 

But  what  do  you  say  to  a  new  point  of  view? 
Must  not  that  which  is  to  touch  another  be  next 
to  that  which  it  is  to  touch,  and  occupy  the  place 
nearest  to  that  in  which  what  it  touches  is  sit 
uated? 

True. 

Then  the  one,  if  it  is  to  touch  itself,  ought  to 
be  situated  next  to  itself,  and  occupy  the  place 
next  to  that  in  which  itself  is? 

It  ought. 

And  that  would  require  that  the  one  should 
be  two,  and  be  in  two  places  at  once,  [149]  and 
this,  while  it  is  one,  will  never  happen. 

No. 

Then  the  one  cannot  touch  itself  any  more 
than  it  can  be  two? 

It  cannot. 

Neither  can  it  touch  others. 

Why  not? 

The  reason  is,  that  whatever  is  to  touch  an 
other  must  be  in  separation  from,  and  next  to, 
that  which  it  is  to  touch,  and  no  third  thing 
can  be  between  them. 

True. 

Two  things,  then,  at  the  least  are  necessary 
to  make  contact  possible? 

They  are. 

And  if  to  the  two  a  third  be  added  in  due  or 
der,  the  number  of  terms  will  be  three,  and  the 
contacts  two? 

Yes, 

And  every  additional  term  makes  one  addi 
tional  contact,  whence  it  follows  that  the  con 
tacts  are  one  less  in  number  than  the  terms;  the 
first  two  terms  exceeded  the  number  of  con 
tacts  by  one,  and  the  whole  number  of  terms 
exceeds  the,  whole.riumber  of  contacts  by  one  in 
like  manner;  and  for -every  one  .which  is  after 
wards  added  to  the  number  of  terms,  one  con 
tact  is  added  to  the  contacts. 
s  .  True,  ,  ,  j 

Whatever  is  the* whole  number  of  things,  the 
contacts  will  be  always  one  less. 


True. 

But  if  there  be  only  one,  and  not  two,  there 
will  be  no  contact? 

How  can  there  be? 

And  do  we  not  say  that  the  others  being  oth 
er  than  the  one  are  not  one  and  have  no  part  in 
the  one? 

True.  .  - 

Then  they  have  no  number,  if  they  have  no 
one  in  them? 

Of  course  not. 

Then  the  others  are  neither  one  nor  two,  nor 
are  they  called  by  the  name  of  any  number? 

No. 

One,  then,  alone  is  one, and  two  do  not  exist? 

Clearly  not. 

And  if  there  are  not  two,  there  is  no  contact? 

There  is  not. 

Then  neither  does  the  one  touch  the  others, 
nor  the  others  the  one,  if  there  is  no  contact? 

Certainly  not. 

For  all  which  reasons  the  one  touches  and 
does  not  touch  itself  and  the  others? 

True. 

Further — is  the  one  equal  and  unequal  to  it 
self  and  others  ? 

How  do  you  mean  ? 

If  the  one  were  greater  or  less  than  the  oth 
ers,  or  the  others  greater  or  less  than  the  one, 
they  would  not  be  greater  or.less  than  each  oth 
er  in  virtue  of  their  being  the  one  and  the  oth 
ers;  but,  if  in  addition  to  their  being  what  they 
are  they  jhad  equality,  they  would  be  equal  to 
one  another,  or  if  the  one  had  smallness  and 
the  others  greatness,  or  the  one  had  greatness 
and  the  others  smallness — whichever  kind  had 
greatness  would  be  greater,  and  whichever  had 
smallness  would  be  smaller? 

Certainly. 

Then  there  are  two  such  ideas  as  greatness 
and  smallness;  for  if  they  were  not  they  could 
not  be  opposed  to  each  other  and  be  present  in 
that  which  is. 
How  could  they? 

[150]  If,  then,  smallness  is  present  in  the  one 
it  will  be  present  either  in  the  whole  or  in  a  part 
of  the  whole? 
Certainly. 

Suppose  the,  first;  it  will  be  either  co-equal 
and  co-extensive  with  the  wfyple  one,  or  will 
contain  the  one? 
Clearly. 

If  it  be  co-extensive  with  the  one  it  will  be  cp- 
equal  with  the  one,  or  if  containing  the  one  it 
will  be  greater  than  the  one? 
Of  course,        ,,...»         -     <  , 
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But  can  smaliness  be  equal  to  anything  or 
greater  than  anything,  and  have  the  functions 
of  greatness  and  equality  and  not  its  own  func 
tions? 

Impossible. 

Then  smaliness  cannot  be  in  the  whole  of 
one,  but,  if  at  all,  in  a  part  only? 

Yes. 

And  surely  not  in  all  of  a  part,  for  then  the 
difficulty  of  the  whole  will  recur;  it  will  be 
equal  to  or  greater  than  any  part  in  which  It  is. 

Certainly. 

Then  smaliness  will  not  be  in "  any  thing, 
whether  in  a  whole  or  in  a  part;  nor  will  there 
be  anything  small  but  actual  smaliness. 

True. 

Neither  will  greatness  be  in  the  .one,  for  if 
greatness  be  in  anything  there  will  be  some 
thing  greater  other  and  besides  greatness  itself, 
namely,  that  in  which  greatness  is;  and  this  too 
when  the  small  itself  is  not  there,  which  the 
one,  if  it  is  great,  must  exceed;  this,  however,  is 
impossible,  seeing  that  smaliness  is  wholly  ab 
sent. 

True. 

But  absolute  greatness  is  only  greater  than 
absolute  smaliness,  and  smaliness  is  only  smaller 
than  absolute  greatness. 

Very  true. 

Then  other  things  are  not  greater  or  less  than 
the  one,  if  they  have  neither  greatness  nor 
smaliness;  nor  have  greatness  or  smaliness  any 
power  of  exceeding  or  being  exceeded  in  rela 
tion  to  the  one,  but  only  in  relation  to  one  an 
other;  nor  will  the  one  be  greater  or  less  than 
them  or  others,  if  it  has  neither  greatness  nor 
smaliness. 

Clearly  not. 

Then  if  the  one  is  neither  greater  nor  less 
than  the  others,  it  cannot  either  exceed  or  be 
exceeded  by  them  ? 

Certainly  not. 

And  that  which  neither  exceeds  nor  is  ex 
ceeded,  must  be  on  an  equality;  and  being  on 
an  equality,  must  be  equal. 

Of  course. 

And  this  will  be  true  also  of  the  relation  of 
the  one  to  itself;  having  neither  greatness  nor 
smaliness  in  itself,  it  will  neither  exceed  nor  be 
exceeded  by  itself,  but  will  be  on  an  equality 
with  and  equal  to  itself .  ;  . 

Certainly. 

Then  the  one  will  be  equal  to  both  itself  and 
the  others? 

Clearly  so. 

And  yet  the  one,  being  itself  in  itself,  will  al 


so  surround  and  be  without  itself;  [151]  and, 
as  containing  itself,  will  be  greater  than  itself; 
and,  as  contained  in  itself,  will  be  less;  and  will 
thus  be  greater  and  less  than  itself. 

It  will. 

Now  there  cannot  possibly  be  an  ythingwhich 
is  not  included  in  the  one  and  the  others? 

Of  course  not. 

But,  surely,  that  which  is  must  always  be 
somewhere? 

Yes. 

But  that  which  is  in  anything  will  be  less, 
and  that  in  which  it  is  will  be  greater;  in  no 
other  way  can  one  thing  be  in  another. 

True. 

.  And  since  there  is  nothing  other  or  besides 
the  one  and  the  others,  and  they  must  be  in 
something,  must  they  not  be  in  one  another, 
the  one  in  the  others  and  the  others  in  the  one, 
if  they  are  to  be  anywhere? 

That  is  clear. 

But  inasmuch  as  the  one  is  in  the  others,  the 
others  will  be  greater  than  the  one,  because  they 
contain  the  one,,  which  will  be  less  than  the  oth 
ers,  because  it  is  contained  in  them;  and  inas 
much  as  the  others  are  in  the  one,  the  one  on 
the  same  principle  will  be  greater  than  the  oth 
ers,  and  the  others  less  than  the  one. 

True. 

The  one,  then,  will  be  equal  to  and  greater 
and  less  than  itself  and  the  others? 

Clearly. 

And  if  it  be  greater  and  less  and  .equal,  it  will 
be  of  equal  and  more  and  less  measures  or  di 
visions  than  itself  and  the  others,  and  if  of 
measures,  also  of  parts?  .  , 

Of  course. 

And  if  of  equal  and  more  and  less  measures 
or  divisions,  it  will  be  in  number  more  or  less 
than  itself  and  the  others,  and  likewise  equal  in 
number  to  itself  and  to  the  others  ?  • 

How  is  that? 

It  will  be  of  more  measures  than  those  things 
which  it  exceeds,  and  of  as  many  parts  as  meas 
ures;  and  so  with  that  to  which  it  is  equal,  and 
that  than  which  it  is  less. 

True. 

"  And  being  greater  and  less  than  itself,  and 
equal  to  itself,  it  will  be  of  equal  measures  with 
itself  and  of  more  and  fewer  measures  than  it 
self;  and  if  of  measures  then  also  of  parts  ?, 

It  will. 

And  being  of  equal  parts  with  itself,  it  will 
be  numerically  equal  to  itself;  and  being  of 
more  parts,  more,  and  being  of  less,  less  than 
itself?  ,  •  .  • 
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Certainly. 

And  the  same  will  hold  of  its  relation  to  oth 
er  things;  inasmuch  as  it  is  greater  than  them, 
it  will  be  more  in  number  than  them;  and  inas 
much  as  it  is  smaller,  it  will  be  less  in  number; 
and  inasmuch  as  it  is  equal  in  size  to  other 
things,  it  will  be  equal  to  them  in  number. 

Certainly. 

Once  more,  then,  as  would  appear,  the  one 
will  be  in  number  both  equal  to  and  more  and 
less  than  both  itself  and  all  other  things. 

It  will. 

Does  the  one  also  partake  of  time?  And  is  it 
and  does  it  become  older  and  younger  than  it 
self  and  others,  and  again,  neither  younger  nor 
older  than  itself  and  others,  by  virtue  of  partic 
ipation  in  time  ? 

How  do  you  mean  ? 

If  one  is,  being  must  be  predicated  of  it? 

Yes. 

But  to  be  (clrai)  is  only  participation  of  be 
ing  in  present  time,  and  to  have  been  is  the  par 
ticipation  of  being  at  a  past  time,  [152]  and  to 
be  about  to  be  is  the  participation  of  being  at  a 
future  time? 

Very  true. 

Then  the  one,  since  it  partakes  of  being,  par 
takes  of  time? 

Certainly. 

And  is  not  time  always  moving  forward? 

Yes. 

Then  the  one  is  always  becoming  older  than 
itself,  since  it  moves  forward  in  time? 

Certainly. 

And  do  you  remember  that  the  older  be 
comes  older  than  that  which  becomes  younger? 

I  remember. 

Then  since  the  one  becomes  older  than  itself, 
it  becomes  younger  at  the  same  time? 

Certainly. 

Thus,  then,  the  one  becomes  older  as  well  as 
younger  than  itself? 

Yes. 

And  it  is  older  (is  it  not?)  when  in  becom 
ing,  it  gets  to  the  point  of  time  between  "was" 
and  "will  be,"  which  is  "now":  for  surely  in 
going  from  the  past  to  the  future,  it  cannot  skip 
the  present? 

No. 

And  when  it  arrives  at  the  present  it  stops 
from  becoming  older,  and  no  longer  becomes, 
but  is  older,  for  if  it  went  on  it  would  never 
be  reached  by  the  present,  for  it  is  the  nature  of 
that  which  goes  on,  to  touch  both  the  present 
and  the  future-  letting  go  the  present  and  seiz 


ing  the  future,  while  in  process  of  becoming 
between  them. 
True. 

But  that  which  is  becoming  cannot  skip  the 
present;  when  it  reaches  the  present  it  ceases  to 
become,  and  is  then  whatever  it  may  happen  to 
be  becoming. 

Clearly. 

And  so  the  one,  when  in  becoming  older  it 
reaches  the  present,  ceases  to  become,  and  is 
then  older. 

Certainly. 

And  it  is  older  than  that  than  which  it  was 
becoming  older,  and  it  was  becoming  older 
than  itself. 

Yes. 

And  that  which  is  older  is  older  than  that 
which  is  younger? 

True. 

Then  the  one  is  younger  than  itself,  when  in 
becoming  older  it  reaches  the  present? 

Certainly. 

But  the  present  is  always  present  with  the 
one  during  all  its  being;  for  whenever  it  is  it  is 
always  now. 

Certainly. 

Then  the  one  always  both  is  and  becomes 
older  and  younger  than  itself? 

Truly. 

And  is  it  or  does  it  become  a  longer  time 
than  itself  or  an  equal  time  with  itself? 

An  equal  time. 

But  if  it  becomes  or  is  for  an  equal  time  with 
itself,  it  is  of  the  same  age  with  itself? 

Of  course. 

And  that  which  is  of  the  same  age,  is  neither 
older  nor  younger? 

No. 

The  one,  then,  becoming  and  being  the  same 
time  with  itself,  neither  is  nor  becomes  older  or 
younger  than  itself?  [153] 

I  should  say  not. 

And  what  are  its  relations  to  other  things?  Is 
it  or  does  it  become  older  or  younger  than  they? 

I  cannot  tell  you. 

You  can  at  least  tell  me  that  others  than  the 
one  are  more  than  the  one — other  would  have 
been  one,  but  the  others  have  multitude,  and 
are  more  than  one? 

They  will  have  multitude. 

And  a  multitude  implies  a  number  larger 
than  one? 

Of  course. 

And  shall  we  say  that  the  lesser  or  the  greater 
is  the  first  to  come  or  to  have  come  into  exist 
ence? 
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The  lesser. 

Then  the  least  Is  the  first?  And  that  is  the 
one? 

Yes. 

Then  the  one  of  all  things  that  have  number 
is  the  first  to  come  into  being;  but  all  other 
things  have  also  number,  being  plural  and  not 
singular. 

They  have. 

And  since  it  came  into  being  first  It  must  be 
supposed  to  have  come  into  being  prior  to  the 
others,  and  the  others  later;  and  the  things 
which  came  into  being  later,  are  younger  than 
that  which  preceded  them?  And  so  the  other 
things  will  be  younger  than  the  one,  and  the 
one  older  than  other  things? 

True. 

What  would  you  say  of  another  question? 
Can  the  one  have  come  into  being  contrary  to 
its  own  nature,  or  is  that  impossible? 

Impossible. 

And  yet,  surely,  the  one  was  shown  to  have 
parts;  and  if  parts,  then  a  beginning,  middle 
and  end  ? 

Yes. 

And  a  beginning,  both  of  the  one  itself  and 
of  all  other  things,  comes  into  being  first  of  all; 
and  after  the  beginning,  the  others  follow,  un 
til  you  reach  the  end? 

Certainly. 

And  all  these  others  we  shall  affirm  to  be 
parts  of  the  whole  and  of  the  one,  which,  as 
soon  as  the  end  is  reached,  has  become  whole 
and  one  ? 

Yes;  that  is  what  we  shall  say. 

But  the  end  comes  last,  and  the  one  is  of  such 
a  nature  as  to  come  into  being  with  the  last; 
and,  since  the  one  cannot  come  into  being  ex 
cept  in  accordance  with  its  own  nature,  its  na 
ture  will  require  that  it  should  come  into  be 
ing  after  the  others,  simultaneously  with  the 
end. 
-  Clearly. 

Then  the  one  is  younger  than  the  others  and 
the  others  older  than  the  one. 

That  also  is  clear  in  my  judgment. 

Well,  and  must  not  a  beginning  or  any  other 
part  of  the  one  or  of  anything,  if  it  be  a  part 
and  not  parts,  being  a  part,  be  also  of  necessity 
one? 

Certainly. 

And  will  not  the  one  come  into  being  to 
gether  with  each  part — together  with  the  first 
part  when  that  comes  into  being,  and  together 
with  the  second  part  and  with  all  the  rest,  and 
will  not  be  wanting  to  any  part,  which  is  added 


to  any  other  part  until  It  has  reached  the  last 
and  become  one  whole;  it  will  be  wanting  nei 
ther  to  the  middle,  nor  to  the  first,  nor  to  the 
last,  nor  to  any  of  them,  while  the  process  of 
becoming  is  going  on? 

True. 

Then  the  one  Is  of  the  same  age  with  all  the 
others,  so  that  if  the  one  itself  does  not  contra 
dict  Its  own  nature,  it  will  be  neither  prior  nor 
posterior  to  the  others,  but  simultaneous;  and 
according  to  this  argument  the  one  will  be  nei 
ther  older  nor  younger  than  the  others,  [154] 
nor  the  others  than  the  one,  but  according  to 
the  previous  argument  the  one  will  be  older 
and  younger  than  the  others  and  the  others 
than  the  one. 

Certainly. 

After  this  manner  then  the  one  is  and  has  be 
come.  But  as  to  its  becoming  older  and  younger 
than  the  others,  and  the  others  than  the  one, 
and  neither  older  nor  younger,  what  shall  we 
say?  Shall  we  say  as  of  being  so  also  of  becom 
ing,  or  otherwise? 

I  cannot  answer. 

But  I  can  venture  to  say,  that  even  if  one 
thing  were  older  or  younger  than  another,  it 
could  not  become  older  or  younger  in  a  greater 
degree  than  it  was  at  first;  for  equals  added  to 
unequals,  whether  to  periods  of  time  or  to  any 
thing  else,  leave  the  difference  between  them 
the  same  as  at  first. 

Of  course. 

Then  that  which  is,  cannot  become  older  or 
younger  than  that  which  is,  since  the  differ 
ence  of  age  is  always  the  same;  the  one  is  and 
has  become  older  and  the  other  younger;  but 
they  are  no  longer  becoming  so. 

True. 

And  the  one  which  is  does  not  therefore  be 
come  either  older  or  younger  than  the  others 
which  are. 

No. 

But  consider  whether  they  may  not  become 
older  and  younger  in  another  way. 

In  what  way? 

Just  as  the  one  was  proven  to  be  older  than 
the  others  and  the  others  than  the  one. 

And  what  of  that? 

If  the  one  is  older  than  the  others,  it  has  come 
into  being  a  longer  time  than  the  others. 

Yes. 

But  consider  again;  if  we  add  equal  time  to 
a  greater  and  a  less  time,  will  the  greater  differ 
from  the  less  time  by  an  equal  or  by  a  smaller 
portion  than  before? 

By  a  smaller  portion. 
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Then  the  difference  between  the  age  of  the 
one  and  the  age  of  the  others  will  not  be  after 
wards  so  great  as  at  first,  but  if  an  equal  time 
be  added  to  both  of  them  they  will  differ  less 
and  less  in  age? 

Yes. 

And  that  which  differs  in  age  from  some 
other  less  than  formerly,  from  being  older  will 
become  younger  in  relation  to  that  other  than 
which  it  was  older? 

Yes,  younger. 

And  if  the  one  becomes  younger  the  others 
aforesaid  will  become  older  than  they  were  be 
fore,  In  relation  to  the  one. 

Certainly. 

Then  that  which  had  become  younger  be 
comes  older  relatively  to  that  which  previously 
had  become  and  was  older;  It  never  really  is 
older,  [i$$]  but  Is  always  becoming,  for  the 
one  Is  always  growing  on  the  side  of  youth  and 
the  other  on  the  side  of  age.  And  in  like  man 
ner  the  older  is  always  in  process  of  becoming 
younger  than  the  younger;  for  as  they  are  al 
ways  going  in  opposite  directions  they  become 
in  ways  the  opposite  to  one  another,  the  young 
er  older  than  the  older,  and  the  older  younger 
than  the  younger.  They  cannot,  however,  have 
become;  for  If  they  had  already  become  they 
would  be  and  not  merely  become.  But  that  is 
impossible;  for  they  are  always  becoming  both 
older  and  younger  than  one  another:  the  one 
becomes  younger  than  the  others  because  it  was 
seen  to  be  older  and  prior,  and  the  others  be 
come  older  than  the  one  because  they  came  into 
being  later;  and  in  the  same  way  the  others  are 
in  the  same  relation  to  the  one,  because  they 
were  seen  to  be  older  and  prior  to  the  one. 

That  is  clear. 

•  Inasmuch  then,  as  one  thing  does  not  be 
come  older  or  younger  than  another,  in  that 
they  always  differ  from  each  other  by  an  equal 
number,  the  one  cannot  become  older  or  young 
er  than  the  others,  nor  the  others  than  the  one; 
but  inasmuch  as  that  which  came  into  being 
earlier  and  that  which  carne  Into  being  later  must 
continually  differ  from  each  other  by  a  different 
portion — in  this  point  of  view  the  others  must 
become  older  and  younger  than  the  one,  and 
the  one  than  the  others. 

Certainly. 

For  all  these  reasons,  then,  the  one  Is  and  be 
comes  older  and  younger  than  itself  and  the 
others,  and  neither  is  nor  becomes  older  or 
younger  than  itself  or  the  others. 

Certainly. 

But  since  the  one  partakes  of  time,  and  par 


takes  of  becoming  older  and  younger,  must  it 
not  also  partake  of  the  past,  the  present,  and 
the  future? 

Of  course  it  must. 

Then  the  one  was  and  Is  and  will  be,  and  was 
becoming  and  is  becoming  and  will  become? 

Certainly. 

And  there  is  and  was  and  will  be  something 
which  Is  in  relation  to  it  and  belongs  to  it? 
.    True. 

And  since  we  have  at  this  moment  opinion 
and  knowledge  and  perception  of  the  one,  there 
is  opinion  and  knowledge  and  perception  of  it? 

Quite  right. 

Then  there  is  name  and  expression  for  it, 
and  it  is  named  and  expressed,  and  everything 
of  this  kind  which  appertains  to  other  things 
appertains  to  the  one. 

Certainly,  that  is  true. 

Yet  once  more  and  for  the  third  time,  let  us 
consider:  If  the  one  is  both  one  and  many,  as 
we  have  described,  and  Is  neither  one  nor  many, 
and  participates  in  time,  must  it  not,  in  "'as  far 
as  it  is  one,  at  times  partake  of  being,  and  in  as 
far  as  it  is  not  one,  at  times  not  partake  of  be 
ing? 

Certainly. 

But  can  it  partake  of  being  when  not  partak 
ing  of  being,  or  not  partake  of  being  when  par 
taking  of  being? 

Impossible. 

Then  the  one  partakes  and  does  not  partake 
of  being  at  different  times,  for  that  is  the  Only 
way  in  which  it  can  partake  and  not  partake  of 
the  same. 

True.  : 

[156]  And  is  there  not  also  a  time  at  which 
it  assumes  being  and  relinquishes  being — for 
how  can  it  have  and  not  have  the  same  thing 
unless  it  receives  and  also  gives  it  up  at  some 
time? 

.Impossible. 

And  the  assuming  of  being  is  what  you  would 
call  becoming? 

I  should. 

And  the  relinquishing  of  being  you  would 
call  destruction? 

I  should. 

The  one  then,  as  would  appear,  becomes  and 
is  destroyed  by  taking  and  giving  up  being.* 

Certainly. 

And  being  one  and  many  and  in  process  of 
becoming  and  being  destroyed,  when  it  be 
comes  one  It  ceases  to  be  many,  and  when  many, 
it  ceases  to  be  one? 
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Certainly. 

And  as  it  becomes  one  and  many,  must  it  not 
inevitably  experience  separation  and  aggrega 
tion? 

Inevitably. 

And  whenever  it  becomes  like  and  unlike  it 
must  be  assimilated  and  dissimilated? 

Yes. 

And  when  it  becomes  greater  or  less  or  equal 
it  must  grow  or  dimmish  or  be  equalized? 
-.  True.  .    .. 

And  when  being  in  motion  it  rests,  and  when 
being  at  rest  it  changes  to  motion,  it  can  surely 
be  in  no  time  at  all? 

How  can  it? 

But  that  a  thing  which  is  previously  at  rest 
should  be  afterwards  in  motion,  or  previously 
in  motion  and  afterwards  at  rest,  without  ex 
periencing  change,  is  impossible. 

Impossible. 

And  surely  there  cannot  be  a  time  in  which  a 
thing  can  be  at  once  neither  in  motion  nor  at 
rest? 
.There  cannot. . 

But  neither  can  it  change  without  changing. 
'True, 

When  then  does  it*  change;  for  it  cannot 
change  either  when  at  rest,  or  when  in  motion, 
or  when  in  time? 

It  cannot. 

And  does  this  strange  thing  in  which  it  is  at 
the  time  of  changing  really  exist? 
,  What  thing? 

The  moment.  For  the  moment  seems  to  im 
ply  a  something  out  of  which  change  "takes 
place  into  either  of  two  states;  for  the  change 
is  Jiot  from  the  state  of  rest  as  such,  nor  from 
the  state  of  motion  as  such;  but  there  is  this 
curious  nature  which  we  call  the  moment  lying 
between  rest  and  motion,  not  being  in  any 
time;  and  into  "this  -and  -out  of  this  what  is  in 
motion  changes  into  rest,  and  what  is  at  rest 
into  motion. 
So  it  appears. 

And  the  one  then,  since  it  is  at  rest  and  also 
in  motion,  will  change  to  either,  for  only  in 
this  way  can  it  be  in  both.  And  in  changing  it 
changes  in  a  moment,  and  when  it  is  changing 
it  will  be  in  no  time,  and  will  not  then  be  either 
in  motion  or  at  rest. 

It  will  not. 

/  'I1 57]  And  it  will  be  in  the  same  case  in  rela- 
tipn,  to*  the  otfter  changes,  when  it  passes  from 
being  into  cessation  of  being,  or  from  not-being 
into  becoming — then  it  passes  between  certain 
states  of  motion  and  rest,  and  neither  is  nor  is 


not,  nor  becomes  nor  is  destroyed. 

Very  true. 

And  on  the  same  principle,  in  the  passage 
from  one  to  many  and  from  many  to  one,  the 
one  is  neither  one  nor  many,  neither  separated 
nor  aggregated;  and  in  the  passage  from  like  to 
unlike,  and  from  unlike  to  like,  it  is  neither 
like  nor  unlike,  neither  in  a  state  of  assimila 
tion  nor  of  dissimilation;  and  in  the  passage 
from  small  to  great  and  equal  and  back  again, 
it  will  be  neither  small  nor  great,  nor  equal, 
nor  in  a  state  of  increase,  or  diminution,  or 
equalization. 

True. 

All  these,  then,  are  the  affections  of  the  one, 
if  the  one  has  being. 

Of  course. 

But  if  one  is,  what  will  happen  to  the  others 
— is  not  that  also  to  be  considered? 

Yes. 

Let  us  show  then,  if  one  is,  what  will  be  the 
affections  of  the  others  than  the  one. 

Let  us  do  so. 

Inasmuch  as  there  are  things  other  than  the 
one,  the  others  are  not  the  one;  for  if  they  were 
they  could  not  be  other  than  the  one. 

Very  true. 

Nor  are  the  others  altogether  without  the 
one,  but  in  a  certain  way  they  participate  in  the 
one. 

In  what  way? 

Because  the  others  are  other  than  the  one  in 
asmuch  as  they  have  parts;  for  if  they  had  "no 
parts  they  would  be  simply  one. 

Right.  : 

And  parts,  as  we  affirm,  have  relation  to  a 
whole? 

So  we  say. 

And  a  whole  must  necessarily  be  one  made 
up  of  many;  and  the  parts  will  be.parts  of  the 
one,  for  each  of  the  parts  is  not  a  part  of  many; 
but  of  a  whole. 

.How  do  you  mean? 

,  If  anything  were  a  part  of  many,  being  itself 
one  of  them,  it  will  surely  be  a  part  of  itself, 
which  is  impossible,  and  it  will  be  a  part  of 
each  one  of  the  other  parts,  if  of  all;  for  if  not  a 
part  of  some  one,  it  will  be  a  part  of  all  the  oth 
ers  but  this  one,  and  thus  will  not  be  a  part  of 
each  one;  and  if  not  a  part  of  each  one,  it  will 
not  be  a  part  of -any  one  of  the  many;  and  not 
being  a  .part  of  any  one,  it  cannot  be  a  part  or 
anything  else ,  of  all  those  things  of  none  of 
which  it  is  anything. 

Clearly  not. 
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Then  the  part  is  not  a  part  of  the  many,  nor 
of  all,  but  is  of  a  certain  single  form,  which  we 
call  a  whole,  being  one  perfect  unity  framed 
out  of  all — of  this  die  part  will  be  a  part. 

Certainly. 

If,  then,  the  others  have  parts,  they  will  par 
ticipate  in  the  whole  and  in  the  one- 
True. 

Then  the  others  than  the  one  must  be  one 
perfect  whole,  having  parts. 

Certainly. 

And  the  same  argument  holds  of  each  part, 
for  the  part  must  participate  in  the  one;  [158] 
for  if  each  of  the  parts  is  a  part,  this  means,  I 
suppose,  that  it  is  one  separate  from  the  rest 
and  self-related;  otherwise  it  is  not  each. 

True. 

But  when  we  speak  of  the  part  participating 
in  the  one,  it  must  clearly  be  other  than  one; 
for  if  not,  it  would  not  merely  have  participated, 
but  would  have  been  one;  whereas  only  the  one 
itself  can  be  one. 

Very  true. 

Both  the  whole  and  the  part  must  participate 
in  the  one;  for  the  whole  will  be  one  whole,  of 
which  the  parts  will  be  parts;  and  each  part 
will  be  one  part  of  the  whole  which  is  the  whole 
of  the  part. 

True. 

And  will  not  the  things  which  participate  in 
the  one,  be  other  than  it? 

Of  course. 

And  the  things  which  are  other  than  the  one 
will  be  many;:  for  if  the  things  which  are  other 
than  the  one  were  neither  one  nor  more  than 
one,  they  would  be  nothing. 

True. 

But,  seeing  that  the  things  which  participate 
in  the  one  as  a  part,  and  in  the  one  as  a  whole, 
are  more  than  one,  must  not  those  very  things 
which  participate  in  the  one  be  infinite  in  num 
ber? 

How  so? 

Let  us  look  at  the  matter  thus: — Is  it  not  a 
fact  that  in  partaking  of  the  one  they  are  not 
one,  and  do  not  partake  of  the  one  at  the  very 
time  when  they  are  partaking  of  it? 

Clearly. 

They  do  so  then  as  multitudes  in  which  the 
one  is  not  present? 

Very  true. 

And  if  we  were  to  abstract  from  them  in  idea 
the  very  smallest  fraction,  must  not  that  least 
fraction,  if  it  does  not  partake  of  the  one,  be  a 
multitude  and  not  one?  ' 

It  must. 


And  if  we  continue  to  look  at  the  other  side 
of  their  nature,  regarded  simply,  and  in  itself, 
will  not  they,  as  far  as  we  see  them,  be  unlimited 
in  number? 

Certainly. 

And  yet,  when  each  several  part  becomes  a 
part,  then  the  parts  have  a  limit  in  relation  to 
the  whole  and  to  each  other,  and  the  whole  in 
relation  to  the  parts. 

Just  so. 

The  result  to  the  others  than  the  one  is  that 
the  union  of  themselves  and  the  one  appears  to 
create  a  new  element  in  them  which  gives  to 
them  limitation  in  relation  to  one  another; 
whereas  in  their  own  nature  they  have  no  limit. 

That  is  clear. 

Then  the  others  than  the  one,  both  as  whole 
and  parts,  are  infinite,  and  also  partake  of  limit. 

Certainly. 

Then  they  are  both  like  and  unlike  one  an 
other  and  themselves. 

How  is  that? 

Inasmuch  as  they  are  unlimited  in  their  own 
nature,  they  are  all  affected  in  the  same  way. 

True. 

And  inasmuch  as  they  all  partake  of  limit, 
they  are  all  affected  in  the  same  way. 

Of  course. 

But  inasmuch  as  their  state  is  both  limited 
and  unlimited,  they  are  affected  in  opposite 
ways. 

Yes. 

//597  And  opposites  are  the  most  unlike  of 
things. 

Certainly. 

Considered,  then,  in  regard  to  either  one  of 
their  affections,  they  will  be  like  themselves  and 
one  another;  considered  in  reference  to  both  of 
them  together,  most  opposed  and  most  unlike. 

That  appears  to  be  true. 

Then  the  others  are  both  like  and  unlike 
themselves  and  one  another? 

True. 

And  they  are  the  same  and  also  different 
from  one  another,  and  in  motion  and  at  rest, 
and  experience  every  sort  of  opposite  affection, 
as  may  be  proved  without  difficulty  of  them, 
since  they  have  been  shown  to  have  experienced 
the  affections  aforesaid? 

True. 

Suppose,  now,  that  we  leave  the  further  dis 
cussion  of  these  matters  as  evident,  and  con 
sider  again  upon  the  hypothesis  that  the  one  is, 
whether  the  opposite  of  all  this  is  or  is  not  equal 
ly  true  of  the  others. 
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By  all  means. 

Then  let  us  begin  again,  and  ask,  If  one  is, 
what  must  be  the  affections  of  the  others? 

Let  us  ask  that  question. 

Must  not  the  one  be  distinct  from  the  others, 
and  the  others  from  the  one? 

Why  so? 

Why,  because  there  Is  nothing  else  beside 
them  which  is  distinct  from  both  of  them;  for 
the  expression  "one  and  the  others"  includes  all 
things. 

Yes,  all  things. 

Then  we  cannot  suppose  that  there  Is  any 
thing  different  from  them  in  which  both  the 
one  and  the  others  might  exist? 

There  Is  nothing. 

Then  the  one  and  the  others  are  never  in  the 
same? 

True. 

Then  they  are  separated  from  each  other? 

Yes. 

And  we  surely  cannot  say  that  what  is  truly 
one  has  parts? 

Impossible. 

Then  the  one  will  not  be  in  the  others  as  a 
whole,  nor  as  part,  if  it  be  separated  from  the 
others,  and  has  no  parts? 

Impossible. 

Then  there  is  no  way  in  which  the  others  can 
partake  of  the  one,  if  they  do  not  partake  either 
in  whole  or  in  part? 

It  would  seem  not. 

Then  there  is  no  way  in  which  the  others  are 
one,  or  have  in  themselves  any  unity? 

There  is  not. 

Nor  are  the  others  many;  for  if  they  were 
many,  each  part  of  them  would  be  a  part  of  the 
whole;  but  now  the  others,  not  partaking  in 
any  way  of  the  one,  are  neither  one  nor  many, 
nor  whole,  nor  part. 

True. 

Then  the  others  neither  are  nor  contain  two 
or  three,  if  entirely  deprived  of  the  one? 

True. 

Then  the  others  are  neither  like  nor  unlike 
the  one,  nor  is  likeness  and  unlikeness  in  them; 
for  if  they  were  like  and  unlike,  or  had  in  them 
likeness  and  unlikeness,  they  would  have  two 
natures  in  them  opposite  to  one  another. 

That  is  clear. 

But  for  that  which  partakes  of  nothing  to 
partake  of  two  things  was  held  by  us  to  be  im 
possible? 

Impossible. 

[160]  Then  the  others  are  neither  like  nor 
unlike  nor  both,  for  if  they  were  like  or  unlike 


they  would  partake  of  one  of  those  two  natures, 
which  would  be  one  thing,  and  if  they  were 
both  they  would  partake  of  opposites  which 
would  be  two  things,  and  this  has  been  shown 
to  be  impossible. 

True. 

Therefore  they  are  neither  the  same,  nor  oth 
er,  nor  In  motion,  nor  at  rest,  nor  in  a  state  of 
becoming,  nor  of  being  destroyed,  nor  greater, 
nor  less,  nor  equal,  nor  have  they  experienced 
anything  else  of  the  sort;  for,  if  they  are  capa 
ble  of  experiencing  any  such  affection,  they 
will  participate  in  one  and  two  and  three,  and 
odd  and  even,  and  in  these,  as  has  been  proved, 
they  do  not  participate,  seeing  that  they  are  al 
together  and  in  every  way  devoid  of  the  one. 

Very  true. 

Therefore  if  one  is,  the  one  is  all  things,  and 
also  nothing,  both  in  relation  to  itself  and  to 
other  things. 

Certainly. 

Well,  and  ought  we  not  to  consider  next 
what  will  be  the  consequence  if  the  one  is  not? 

Yes;  we  ought. 

What  Is  the  meaning  of  the  hypothesis — If 
the  one  is  not;  is  there  any  difference  between 
this  and  the  hypothesis — If  the  not  one  is  not? 

There  is  a  difference,  certainly. 

Is  there  a  difference  only,  or  rather  are  not 
the  two  expressions — if  the  one  is  not,  and  if 
the  not  one  is  not,  entirely  opposed? 

They  are  entirely  opposed. 

And  suppose  a  person  to  say: — If  greatness 
is  not,  if  smallness  is  not,  or  anything  of  that 
sort,  does  he  not  mean,  whenever  he  uses  such 
an  expression,  that  "what  is  not"  is  other  than 
other  things? 

To  be  sure. 

And  so  when  he  says  "If  one  is  not"  he  clear 
ly  means,  that  what  "is  not"  is  other  than  all 
others;  we  know  what  he  means — do  we  not? 

Yes,  we  do. 

When  he  says  "one,"hesays  something  which 
is  known;  and  secondly  something  which  is 
other  than  all  other  things;  it  makes  no  differ 
ence  whether  he  predicate  of  one  being  or  not- 
being,  for  that  which  is  said  "not  to  be"  is 
known  to  be  something  all  the  same,  and  is  dis 
tinguished  from  other  things. 

Certainly. 

Then  I  will  begin  again,  and  ask:  If  one  is 
not,  what  are  the  consequences?  In  the  first 
place,  as  would  appear,  there  is  a  knowledge  of 
it,  or  the  very  meaning  of  the  words,  "if  one  is 
not,"  would  not  be  known. 
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True. 

Secondly,  the  others  differ  from  It,  or  It  could 
not  be  described  as  different  from  the  others? 

Certainly. 

Difference,  then,  belongs  to  it  as  well  as 
knowledge;  for  in  speaking  of  the  one  as  dif 
ferent  from  the  others,  we  do  not  speak  of  a  dif 
ference  in  the  others,,  but  in  the  one. 

Clearly  so. 

Moreover,  the  one  that  Is  not  is  something 
and  partakes  of  relation  to  "that,"  and  "this," 
and  "these,"  and  the  like,  and  Is  an  attribute  of 
"this";  for  the  one,  or  the  others  than  the  one, 
could  not  have  been  spoken  of,  nor  could  any 
attribute  or  relative  of  the  one  that  is  not  have 
been  or  been  spoken  of,  nor  could  it  have  been 
said  to  be  anything,  if  it  did  not  partake  of 
"some,"  or  of  the  other  relations  just  now  men 
tioned. 

True. 

Being,  then,  cannot  be  ascribed  to  the  one, 
since  It  is  not;  but  the  one  that  is  not  may  or 
rather  must  participate  in  many  things,  [161] 
if  it  and  nothing  else  is  not;  if,  however,  neither 
the  one  nor  the  one  that  is  not  is  supposed  not 
to  be,  and  we  are  speaking  of  something  of  a 
different  nature,  we  can  predicate  nothing  of  it. 
But  supposing  that  the  one  that  is  not  and  noth 
ing  else  is  not,  then  it  must  participate  in  the 
predicate  "that/'  and  in  many  others. 

Certainly. 

And  It  will  have  unlikeness  in  relation  to  the 
others,  for  the  others  being  different  from  the 
one  will  be  of  a  different  kind. 

Certainly. 

And  are  not  things  of  a  different  kind  also 
other  in  kind? 

Of  course. 

And  are  not  things  other  in  kind  unlike? 

They  are  unlike. 

And  if  they  are  unlike  the  one,  that  which 
they  are  unlike  will  clearly  be  unlike  them? 

Clearly  so. 

Then  the  one  will  have  unlikeness  in  respect 
of  which  the  others  are  unlike  it? 

That  would  seem  to  be  true. 

And  if  unlikeness  to  other  things  is  attrib 
uted  to  it,  it  must  have  likeness  to  itself. 

How  so? 

If  the  one  have  unlikeness  to  one,  something 
else  must  be  meant;  nor  will  the  hypothesis  re 
late  to  one;  but  it  will  relate  to  something  other 
than  one? 

Quite  so. 

But  that  cannot  be. 

No. 


Then  the  one  must  have  likeness  to  itself? 

It  must. 

Again,  It  Is  not  equal  to  the  others;  for  if  It 
were  equal,  then  It  would  at  once  be  and  be  like 
them  in  virtue  of  the  equality;  but  if  one  has  no 
being,  then  it  can  neither  be  nor  be  like? 

It  cannot. 

But  since  It  is  not  equal  to  the  others,  neither 
can  the  others  be  equal  to  it? 

Certainly  not. 

And  things  that  are  not  equal  are  unequal? 

True. 

And  they  are  unequal  to  an  unequal? 

Of  course. 

Then  the  one  partakes  of  inequality,  and  in 
respect  of  this  the  others  are  unequal  to  it? 

Very  true. 

And  inequality  implies  greatness  and  small- 
ness? 

Yes. 

Then  the  one,  if  of  such  a  nature,  has  great 
ness  and  smallness? 

That  appears  to  be  true. 

And  greatness  and  smallness  .always  'stand 
apart? 

True. 

Then  there  is  always  something  between 
them? 

There  is. 

And  can  you  think  of  anything  else  which  is 
between  them  other  than  equality? 

No,  it  Is  equality  which  lies  between  them. 

Then  that  which  has  greatness  and  smallness 
also  has  equality,  which  lies  between  than?. 

That  is  clear. 

.  Then  the  one,  which  is  not,  partakes,  as 
would  appear,  of  greatness  and  smallness  and 
equality? 

Clearly. 

Further,  it  must  surely  in  a  sort  partake  of 
being? 

How  so? 

It  must  be  so,  for  if  not,  then  we  should  not 
speak  the  truth  in  saying  that  the  one  is  not. 
But  if  we  speak  the  truth,  clearly  we  must  say 
what  is.  Am  I  not  right? 

[162]  Yes. 

And  since  we  affirm  that  we  speak  truly,  we 
must  also  affirm  that  we  say  what  is  ? 

Certainly. 

Then,  as  would  appear,  the  one,  when  it  is 
not,  is;  for  if  it  were  not  to  be  when  it  Is  not, 
but  were  to  relinquish  something  of  being,  so 
as  to  become  not-being,  it  would  at  once  be. 

Quite  true. 

Then  the  one  which  is  not.,  if  it  is  to  main- 
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tain  itself  ?  must  have  the  being  of  not-being  as 
the  bond  of  not-being,  just  as  being  must  have 
as  a  bond  the  not-being  of  not-being  in  order  to 
perfect  Its  own  being;  for  the  truest  assertion  of 
the  being  of  being  and  of  the  not-being  of  not- 
being  is  when  being  partakes  of  the  being  of 
being,  and  not  of  the  being  of  not-being — that 
is,  the  perfection  of  being;  and  when  not-being 
does  not  partake  of  the  not-being  of  not-being 
but  of  the  being  of  not-being — that  is  the  per 
fection  of  not-being. 

Most  true. 

Since  then  what  is  partakes  of  not-being,  and 
what  is  not  of  being,  must  not  the  one  also  par 
take  of  being  in  order  not  to  be? 

Certainly. 

Then  the  one,  if  it  is  not,  clearly  has  being? 

Clearly. 

And  has  not-being  also,  if  it  is  not? 

Of  course. 

But  can  anything  which  is  in  a  certain  state 
not  be  in  that  state  without  changing? 

Impossible. 

Then  everything  which  is  and  is  not  in  a  cer 
tain  state,  implies  change? 

Certainly. 

And  change  is  motion — we  may  say  that? 

Yes,  motion. 

And  the  one  has  been  proved  both  to  be  and 
not  to  be? 

Yes. 

And  therefore  is  and  is  not  in  the  same  state  ? 

Yes. 

Thus  the  one  that  is  not  has  been  shown  to 
have  motion  also,  because  it  changes  from  be 
ing  to  not-being? 
.  That  appears  to  be  true. 

But  surely  if  it  is  nowhere  among  what  is,  as 
is  the  fact,  since  it  is  not,  it  cannot  change  from 
one  place  to  another? 

Impossible. 

Then  it  cannot  move  by  changing  place? 

No. 

Nor.  can  it  turn  on  the  same  spot,  for  it  no 
where  touches  the  same,  for  the  same  is,  and 
that  which  is  not  cannot  be  reckoned  among 
things  that  are? 

It  cannot. 

•Then  the  one,  if  it  is  not,  cannot  turn  in  that 
in  which  it  is  not? 

No. 

Neither  can  the  one;,  whether  it  is  or  is  not, 
be  altered  into  other  than  itself,  for  if  it  altered 
and  became  different  from  itself,  then  we  could 
not  be  still  speaking  ;bf  the  one,  but  of  some 
thing  else? 


True. 

But  if  the  one  neither  suffers  alteration,  nor 
turns  round  in  the  same  place,  nor  changes 
place,  can  it  still  be  capable  of  motion? 

Impossible. 

Now  that  which  is  unmoved  must  surely  be 
at  rest,  and  that  which  is  at  rest  must  stand  still? 

Certainly. 

Then  the  one  that  is  not,  stands  still,  and  is 
also  in  motion? 

That  seems  to  be  true. 

But  if  it  be  in  motion  it  must  necessarily  un 
dergo  alteration,  for  anything  which  is  moved, 
[163]  in  so  far  as  it  is  moved,  is  no  longer  in 
the  same  state,  but  in  another? 

Yes. 

Then  the  one,  being  moved,  is  altered? 

Yes. 

And,  further,  if  not  moved  in  any  way,  it 
will  not  be  altered  in  any  way? 

No. 

Then,  in  so  far  as  the  one  that  is  not  is  moved, 
it  is  altered,  but  in  so  far  as  it  is  not  moved,  it 
is  not  altered? 

Right. 

Then  the  one  that  is  not  is  altered  and  is  not 
altered? 

That  is  clear. 

And  must  not  that  which  is  altered  become 
other  than  it  previously  was,  and  lose  its  former 
state  and  be  destroyed;  but  that  which  is  not 
altered  can  neither  come  into  being  nor  be  de 
stroyed  ? 

Very  true. 

And  the  one  that  is  not,  being  altered,  be 
comes  and  is  destroyed;  and  not  being  altered, 
neither  becomes  nor  is  destroyed;  and  so  the 
one  that  is  not  becomes  and  is  destroyed,  and 
neither  becomes  nor  is  destroyed? 

True. 

And  now,  let  us  go  back  once  more  to 
the  beginning,  and  see  whether  these  or  some 
other  consequences  will  follow. 

Let  us  do  as  you  say. 

If  one  is  not,  we  ask  what  will  happen  in  re 
spect  of  one?-  That  is  the  question. 

Yes.    - 

Do  not  the*  words  "is  not"  signify  absence  of 
being  in  that  to  which  we  apply  theiri? 

Just  so, 

And  when  we  say  that  a  thing  is  not,  do  we 
mean  that  it  is  not  in  one  way  but  is  in  anoth 
er?  or  do  we  mean,  absolutely,  that  what  is  not 
has  in  no  sort  or  way  or  kind  participation  of- 
being?  -  '  ' 
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Quite  absolutely. 

Then,  that  which  is  not  cannot  be,  or  in  any 
way  participate  In  being? 

It  cannot. 

And  did  we  not  mean  by  becoming,  and  be 
ing  destroyed,  the  assumption  of  being  and  the 
loss  of  being? 

Nothing  else. 

And  can  that  which  has  no  participation  in 
being,  either  assume  or  lose  being? 

Impossible. 

The  one  then,  since  it  in  no  way  is,  cannot 
have  or  lose  or  assume  being  in  any  way  ? 

True. 

Then  the  one  that  is  not,  since  it  in  no  way 
partakes  of  being,  neither  perishes  nor  becomes  ? 

No. 

Then  it  is  not  altered  at  all;  for  if  it  were  it 
would  become  and  be  destroyed? 

True. 

But  if  it  be  not  altered  it  cannot  be  moved? 

Certainly  not. 

Nor  can  we  say  that  it  stands,  if  it  is  no 
where;  for  that  which  stands  must  always  be  in 
one  and  the  same  spot? 

Of  course. 

Then  we  must  say  that  the  one  which  is  not 
never  stands  still  and  never  moves? 

Neither. 

Nor  is  there  any  existing  thing  which  can  be 
attributed  to  it;  for  if  there  had  been,  [164]  it 
would  partake  of  being? 

That  is  clear. 

And  therefore  neither  smallness,  nor  great 
ness,  nor  equality,  can  be  attributed  to  it? 

No. 

Nor  yet  likeness  nor  difference,  either  in  re 
lation  to  itself  or  to  others? 

Clearly  not. 

Well,  and  if  nothing  should  be  attributed  to 
it,  can  other  things  be  attributed  to  it? 

Certainly  not. 

And  therefore  other  things  can  neither  be 
like  or  unlike,  the  same,  or  different  in  rela 
tion  to  it? 
^  They  cannot. 

Nor  can  what  is  not,  be  anything,  or  be  this 
thing,  or  be  related  to  or  the  attribute  of  this  or 
that  or  other,  or  be  past,  present,  or  future.  Nor 
can  knowledge,  or  opinion,  or  perception,  or 
expression,  or  name,  or  any  other  thing  that  is, 
have  any  concern  with  it? 

No. 

Then  the  one  that  is  not  has  no  condition  of 
any  kind? 

Such  appears  to  be  the  conclusion. 


Yet  once  more;  if  one  is  not,  what  becomes  of 
the  others?  Let  us  determine  that. 

Yes;  let  us  determine  that. 

The  others  must  surely  be;  for  if  they,  like  the 
one,  were  not,  we  could  not  be  now  speaking  of 
them. 

True. 

But  to  speak  of  the  others  implies  difference 
— the  terms  "other"  and  "different"  are  synon 
ymous? 

True. 

Other  means  other  than  other,  and  different, 
different  from  the  different? 

Yes. 

Then,  if  there  are  to  be  others,  there  is  some 
thing  than  which  they  will  be  other? 

Certainly. 

And  what  can  that  be? — for  if  the  one  is  not, 
they  will  not  be  other  than  the  one. 

They  will  not. 

Then  they  will  be  other  than  each  other;  for 
the  only  remaining  alternative  is  that  they  are 
other  than  nothing. 

True. 

And  they  are  each  other  than  one  another,  as 
being  plural  and  not  singular;  for  if  one  is  not, 
they  cannot  be  singular  but  every  particle  of 
them  is  infinite  in  number;  and  even  if  a  per 
son  takes  that  which  appears  to  be  the  smallest 
fraction,  this,  which  seemed  one,  in  a  moment 
evanesces  into  many,  as  in  a  dream,  and  from 
being  the  smallest  becomes  very  great,  in  com 
parison  with  the  fractions  into  which  it  is  split 
up? 

Very  true. 

And  in  such  particles  the  others  will  be  other 
than  one  another,  if  others  are,  and  the  one  is 
not? 

Exactly. 

And  will  there  not  be  many  particles,  each 
appearing  to  be  one,  but  not  being  one,  if  one 
is  not? 

True. 

And  it  would  seem  that  number  can  be  pred 
icated  of  them  if  each  of  them  appears  to  be 
one,  though  it  is  really  many? 

It  can. 

And  there  will  seem  to  be  odd  and  even 
among  them,  which  will  also  have  no  reality,  if 
one  is  not? 

Yes. 

And  there  will  appear  to  be  a  least  among 
them;  and  even  this  will  seem  large  and  mani 
fold  in  comparison  with  the  many  small  [165] 
fractions  which  are  contained  in  it? 

Certainly. 
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And  each  particle  will  be  imagined  to  be 
equal  to  the  many  and  little;  for  it  could  not 
have  appeared  to  pass  from  the  greater  to  the 
less  without  having  appeared  to  arrive  at  the 
middle;  and  thus  would  arise  the  appearance 
of  equality. 

Yes. 

And  having  neither  beginning,  middle,  nor 
end,  each  separate  particle  yet  appears  to  have 
a  limit  in  relation  to  itself  and  other. 

How  so? 

Because,  when  a  person  conceives  of  any  one 
of  these  as  such,  prior  to  the  beginning  another 
beginning  appears,  and  there  is  another  end, 
remaining  after  the  end,  and  in  the  middle 
truer  middles  within  but  smaller,  because  no 
unity  can  be  conceived  of  any  of  them,  since 
the  one  is  not. 

Very  true. 

And  so  all  being,  whatever  we  think  of,  must 
be  broken  up  into  fractions,  for  a  particle  will 
have  to  be  conceived  of  without  unity  ? 

Certainly. 

And  such  being  when  seen  indistinctly  and 
at  a  distance,  appears  to  be  one;  but  when  seen 
near  and  with  keen  intellect,  every  single  thing 
appears  to  be  infinite,  since  it  is  deprived  of  the 
one,  which  is  not? 

Nothing  more  certain. 

Then  each  of  the  others  must  appear  to  be 
infinite  and  finite,  and  one  and  many,  if  others 
than  the  one  exist  and  not  the  one. 

They  must. 

Then  will  they  not  appear  to  be  like  and  un 
like? 

In  what  way? 

Just  as  in  a  picture  things  appear  to  be  all  one 
to  a  person  standing  at  a  distance,  and  to  be  in 
the  same  state  and  alike  ? 

True. 

But  when  you  approach  them,  they  appear 
to  be  many  and  different;  and  because  of  the 
appearance  of  the  difference,  different  in  kind 
from,  and  unlike,  themselves? 

True. 

And  so  must  the  particles  appear  to  be  like 
and  unlike  themselves  and  each  other. 

Certainly . 

And  must  they  not  be  the  same  and  yet  dif 
ferent  from  one  another,  and  in  contact  with 
themselves,  although  they  are  separated,  and 
having  every  sort  of  motion,  and  every  sort  of 
rest,  and  becoming  and  being  destroyed,  and  in 
neither  state,  and  the  like,  all  which  things  may 
bef  easily  enumerated,  if  the  one  is  not  and  the 
many  are? 


Most  true. 


Once  more,  let  us  go  back  to  the  beginning, 
and  ask  if  the  one  is  not,  and  the  others  of  the 
one  are,  what  will  follow. 

Let  us  ask  that  question. 

In  the  first  place,  the  others  will  not  be 
one? 

Impossible. 

Nor  will  they  be  many ;  for  if  they  were  many 
one  would  be  contained  in  them.  But  if  no  one 
of  them  is  one,  all  of  them  are  nought,  and 
therefore  they  will  not  be  many. 

True. 

If  there  be  no  one  in  the  others,  the  others  are 
neither  many  nor  one. 

[166]  They  are  not. 

Nor  do  they  appear  either  as  one  or  many. 

Why  net? 

Because  the  others  have  no  sort  or  manner  or 
way  of  communion  with  any  sort  of  not-being, 
nor  can  anything  which  is  not,  be  connected 
with  any  of  the  others;  for  that  which  is  not 
has  no  parts. 

True. 

Nor  is  there  an  opinion  or  any  appearance  of 
not-being  in  connection  with  the  others,  nor  is 
not-being  ever  in  any  way  attributed  to  the 
others. 

No. 

Then  if  one  is  not,  the  others  neither  are,  nor 
any  of  the  others  either  as  one  or  many;  for  you 
cannot  conceive  the  many  without  the  one. 

You  cannot. 

Then  if  one  is  not,  there  is  no  conception  of 
can  be  conceived  to  be  either  one  or  many? 

It  would  seem  not. 

Nor  as  like  or  unlike? 

No. 

Nor  as  the  same  or  different,  nor  in  contact 
or  separation,  nor  in  any  of  those  states  which 
we  enumerated  as  appearing  to  be; — the  others 
neither  are  nor  appear  to  be  any  of  these,  if  one 
is  not? 

True. 

Then  may  we  not  sum  up  the  argument  in  a 
word  and  say  truly:  If  one  is  not,  then  nothing 
is? 

Certainly. 

Let  thus  much  be  said;  and  further  let  us  af- 
firm  what  seems  to  be  the  truth,  that,  whether 
one  is  or  is  not,  one  and  the  others  in  relation  to 
themselves  and  one  another,  all  of  them, '  in 
every  way,  are  and  are  not,  and  appear  to  be 
and  appear  not  to  be.  , 

Most  true. 
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PERSONS  OF  THE  DIALOGUE:  SOCRATES;  THEODQRUS;  THEAETETUS.  Euclid  and  Terpsion 
meet  in  front  of  Euclid's  house  in  Megara;  they  enter  the  house,  and  the  dialogue  is 
read  to  them  by  a  servant 


{142]  Euclid.  Have  you  only  just  arrived  from 
the  country,  Terpsion  ? 

Terpsion.  No,  I  came  some  time  ago:  and  I 
have  been  in  the  Agora  looking  for  you,  and 
wondering  that  I  could  not  find  you. 

Euc.  But  I  was  not  in  the  city. 

Terp.  Where  then? 

Euc.  As  I  was  going  down  to  the  harbour,  I 
met  Theaetetus — lie  was  being  carried  up  to 
Athens  from  the  army  at  Corinth. 

Terp.  Was  he  alive  or  dead  ? 

Euc.  He  was  scarcely  alive,  for  he  has  been 
badly  wounded;  but  he  was  suffering  even 
more  from  the  sickness  which  has  broken  out 
in  the  army, 

Terp.  The  dysentery,  you  mean? 

Euc.  Yes. 
-  Terp.  Alas!  what  a  loss  he  will  be! 

Euc.  Yes,  Terpsion,  he  is  a  noble  fellow;  only 
to-day  I  heard  some  people  highly  praising  his 
behaviour  in  this  very  battle. 

Terp.  No  wonder;  I  should  rather  be  sur 
prised  at  hearing  anything  else  of  him.  But  why 
did  he  go  on,  instead  of  stopping  at  Megara? 

Euc.  He  wanted  to  get  home:  although  I  en 
treated  and  advised  him  to  remain,  he  would 
not  listen  to  me;  so  I  set  him  on  his  way,  and 
terned'-back,  and  then  L  remembered  what 
Socrates  had  said  of  him,-  and  thought  how  re 
markably  this,  like  all1  Ms  predictions,  had'been 
fulfilled.  I  believe  that  he  had  seen  him.  a  little 
before  his  own, death,  when  Theaetetus  was  a 
youth,  and  he  had  a  memorable,  conversation 
with  him,  which  he  repeated  to  me  when  I 


came  to  Athens;  he  was  full  of  admiration  of 
his  genius,  and  said  that  he  would  most  cer 
tainly  be  a  great  man,  if  he  lived. 

Terp.  The  prophecy  has  certainly  been  ful 
filled;  but  what  was  the  conversation?  can  you 
tell  me? 

[143]  Euc.  No,  indeed,  not  offhand;  but  I 
took  notes  pf  it  as  soon  as  I  got  home;  these  I 
filled  up  from  memory,  writing  them  out  at 
leisure;  and  whenever  I  went  to  Athens,  I  asked 
Socrates  about  any  point  which,  I  had  forgot 
ten,  and  on  my  return  I  made  corrections;  thus 
I  have  nearly  the  whole  conversation  written 
down. 

',  Terp.  I  remember — you  told  me;  and  I  have 
always  been  intending  to  ask  you  to  show  me 
the  writing,  but  have  put  off  doing  so;  and 
now,  why  should  we  not  read  it  through? — 
having  just  come  from  the  country,  I  should 
greatly  like  to.rest. 

,  Euc.  I  too  shall.be  very  glad  of  a  rest,  for  I 
went  with  Theaetetus  as  far  as  Erineum.  Let  us 
go  in,  then,  and,  while  we  are  reposing,  the 
servant  shall  read  to  us. 

Terp.  Very  good.  . . 

Euc.  Here  is  the  roll,  Terpsion;!  may  observe 
that  I  have  introduced  Socrates,  not  as  narrat 
ing  to"me,obut  as  actually  conversing  with  the 
persons  whom  he  mentioned — these-  were, 
Theodorus  the  geometrician -(of  Gyrene),  and 
Theaetetus,  I  have  omitted,  for  the  sate  of 
convenience,  the  interlocutory  words  "I  -said," 
"I  remarked,", which  he  used  when  he  spoke 
of  himself,  and  again,  "he  agreed,"  or  "dis- 
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agreed,"  in  the  answer,  lest  the  repetition  of 
them  should  be  troublesome. 

Terp.  Quite  right,  Euclid. 

Euc.  And  now,  boy,  you  may  take  the  roll 
and  read. 

'Euclid's  servant  reads. 

Socrates.  If  I  cared  enough  about  the  Cyreni- 
ans,  Theodoras,  I  would  ask  you  whether  there 
are  any  rising  geometricians  or  philosophers 
in  that  part  of  the  world.  But  I  am  more  inter 
ested  in  our  own  Athenian  youth,  and  I  would 
rather  know  who  among  them  are  likely  to  do 
well.  I  observe  them  as  far  as  I  can  myself,  and 
I  enquire  of  any  one  whom  they  follow,  and  I 
see  that  a  great  many  of  them  follow  you,  in 
which  they  are  quite  right,  considering  your 
eminence  in  geometry  and  in  other  ways.  Tell 
me  then,  if  you  have  met  with  any  one  who  is 
good  for  anything. 

Theodorus.  Yes,  Socrates,  I  have  become  ac 
quainted  with  one  very  remarkable  Athenian 
youth,  whom  I  commend  to  you  as  well  worthy 
of  your  attention.  If  he  had  been  a  beauty  I 
should  have  been  afraid  to  praise  him,  lest  you 
should  suppose  that  I  was  in  love  with  him; 
but  he  is  no  beauty,  and 'you  must  not  be  of 
fended  if  I  say  that  he  is  very  like  you;  for  he 
has  a  snub  nose  and  projecting  eyes,  although 
these  features  are  less  marked  in  him  than  in 
you.  Seeing,  [144]  then,  that  he  has  no  per 
sonal  attractions,  I  may  freely  say,  that  in  all  my 
acquaintance,  which  is  very  large,  I  never  knew 
any  one  who  was  his  equal  in  natural, gifts: 
for  he  has  a  quickness  of  apprehension  which  is 
almost  unrivalled,  and  he  is  exceedingly  gentle, 
and  also  the  most  courageous  of  men;  there  is 
a  union  of  qualities  in  him  such  as  I  have  never 
seen  in  any  other,  and  should  scarcely  have 
thought  possible;  for  those  who,  like  him,  have 
quick  and  ready  and  retentive  wits,  have  gen 
erally  also  quick  tempers;  they  are  ships  with- 
out  ballast,  and  go  darting  about,  and  are  mad 
rather  than  courageous;  and  the  steadier  sort, 
when  they  have  to  face  study,  prove  stupid  and 
cannot  remember.  Whereas  he  moves  surely  arid 
smoothly  and  successfully  in  the  path  of  knowl 
edge  and  enquiry;  and  he  is  full  of  gentleness, 
flowing  on  .silently  like  a  river  of  oil;  at  his  age, 
it  is  wonderful.  .  t  , 

Soc.  That  is  good  news;  whose  son  is  he? 

Theod.  The  name  of  ids- father  I  have  for 
gotten,  but  the  youth  himself  is  the,  mid  die  one 
of  those  who  are  approaching  •  us;  he  and  his 
companions  have  been  anointing  themselves  io 
the  outer  court,  and  now  they  seem  to  have;  fin 


ished,  and  are  coming  towards  us.  Look  and 
see  whether  you  know  him. 

Soc,  I  know  the  youth,  but  I  do  not  know  his 
name;  he  is  the  son  of  Euphronius  the  Sunian, 
who  was  himself  an  eminent  man,  and  such  an 
other  as  his  son  isy  according  to  your  account 
of  him;  I  believe  that  he  left  a  considerable  for-' 
tune. 

T$<fc?^.Theaetetu$,S0crates,  is  his  name;  but 
I  rather  think  that  the  property  disappeared  in 
the  hands  of  trustees;  notwithstanding  which 
he  is  wonderfully  liberal. 

Soc.  He  must  be  a  fine  fellow;  tell  him  to 
come  and  sit  by  me. 

Theod.  I  will.  Come  hither,  Theaetetus,  and 
sit  by  Socrates. 

Soc.  By  all  means,  Theaetetus,  in  order  that  I 
may  see  the  reflection  of  myself  in  your  face, 
for  Theodorus  says  that  we  are  alike;  and  yet  if 
each  of  us  held  in  his  hands  a  lyre,  and  he  said 
that  they  were  tuned  alike,  should  we  at  once 
take  his  word,  or  should  we  ask  whether  he" 
who  said  so  was  or  was  not  a  musician? 

Theaetetus.  We  should  ask, 

Soc.  And  if  we  found  that  he  was,  we  should 
take  his  word;  and  if  not,  not? 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  And  if  this  supposed  likeness  of  our 
faces  is  a  matter  of  any  interest  to  us,  we  should 
enquire  whether  he  who  says  that  we  are  alike 
is  a  painter  or  not? 

[145]  Theaet.  Certainly  we  should. 

Soc.  And  is  Theodorus  a  painter? 

Theaet  I  never  heard  that  he  was, 

Soc.  Is  he  a  geometrician? 

Theaet.  Of  course  he  is,  Socrates.      4 

Stfc.  And  is 'he  an 'astronomer  and  calculator 
and  musician, and  in  general  an  educated  man? 
'  Theaet.  I  think  so.  " 

Soc.  If,  then,  he  remarks  on  a,  similarity: in 
our  persons,  either  by  way  of  praise  or  blame^ 
there  is  no  particular  reason  why  we  should 
attend  to  him.  - ,  t 

Theaett.  I  should  say  not. 
;  Soc.  But  if  he  praises  the  virtue  or  wisdom 
which  are  the  mental  endowments  of  either  of 
us,  then  he  who  hears  the  praises  will  naturally 
desire  to  examine  him  whojs  praised:  and  he 
again  should  be  willing  to  exhibit  himself, 

Theaet.  Very  true^  Socrates. 
.  Soc*  Then  now  is  the  time,  my  dear  Tjieaete- 
tus,  for  me  to  examine,  arid  for  you  to  exhibit; 
since  although  Theodorus  has  praised  many  a 
citizen  and  stranger  in  my  hearing,  never  did, I 
hear  him  praise  any  one  as  he  has  been  praising 
you.  ,  -  '•...- 
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Theaet*  I  am  glad  to  hear  it,  Socrates;  but 
what  If  he  was  only  in  jest? 

Soc.  Nay,  Theodoras  is  not  given  to  jesting; 
and  I  cannot  allow  you  to  retract  your  consent 
on  any  such  pretence  as  that.  If  you  do,  he  will 
have  to  swear  to  his  words;  and  we  are  perfectly 
sure  that  no  one  will  he  found  to  impugn  him. 
Do  not  be  shy  then,  but  stand  to  your  word. 

Theaet.  I  suppose  I  must,  if  you  wish  it. 

Soc.  In  the  first  place,  I  should  like  to  ask 
what  you  learn  of  Theodorus:  something  of 
geometry,  perhaps? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  astronomy  and  harmony  and  cal 
culation? 

Theaet,  I  do  my  best. 

Soc,  Yes,  my  boy,  and  so  do  I:  and  my  desire 
is  to  learn  of  him,  or  of  anybody  who  seems 
to  understand  these  things.  And  I  get  on  pretty 
well  in  general;  but  there  is  a  little  difficulty 
which  I  want  you  and  the  company  to  aid  me 
in  investigating.  Will  you  answer  me  a  ques 
tion:  "Is  not  learning  growing  wiser  about 
that  which  you  learn?" 

Theaet.  Of  course. 

Soc.  And  by  wisdom  the  wise  are  wise? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  is  that  different  in  any  way  from 
knowledge? 

Theaet.  What? 

Soc.  Wisdom;  are  not  men  wise  in  that  which 
they  know? 

Theaet.  Certainly  they  are. 

Soc.  Then  wisdom  and  knowledge  are  the 
same? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

[146]  Soc.  Herein  lies  the  difficulty  which  I 
can  never  solve  to  my  satisfaction — What  is 
knowledge?  Can  we  answer  that  question? 
What  say  you?  which  of  us  will  speak  first? 
whoever  misses  shall  sit  down,  as  at  a  game  of 
ball,  and  shall  be  donkey,  as  the  boys  say;  he 
who  lasts  out  his  competitors  in  the  game  with 
out  missing,  shall  be  our  king,  and  shall  have 
the  right  of  putting  to  us  any  questions  which 
he  pleases  .  .  .  Why  is  there  no  reply?  I  hope, 
Theodorus,  that  I  am  not  betrayed  into  rude 
ness  by  my  love  of  conversation?  I  only  want 
to  make  us  talk  and  be  friendly  and  sociable. 

Theod.  The  reverse  of  rudeness,  Socrates: 
but  I  would  rather  that  you  would  ask  one  of 
the  young  fellows;  for  the  truth  is,  that  I  am 
unused  to  your  game  of  question  and  answer, 
and  I  am  too  old  to  learn;  the  young  will  be 
more  suitable,  and  they  will  improve  more 
than  I  shall,  for  youth  is  always  able  to  improve. 


And  so  having  made  a  beginning  with  Theaete- 
tus,  I  would  advise  you  to  go  on  with  him  and 
not  let  him  off. 

Soc,  Do  you  hear,  Theaetetus,  what  Theodo 
rus  says?  The  philosopher,  whom  you  would 
not  like  to  disobey,  and  whose  word  ought  to 
be  a  command  to  a  young  man,  bids  me  interro 
gate  you.  Take  courage,  then,  and  nobly  say 
what  you  think  that  knowledge  is. 

Theaet.  Well,  Socrates,  I  will  answer  as  you 
and  he  bid  me;  and  if  I  make  a  mistake,  you 
will  doubtless  correct  me. 

Soc.  We  will,  if  we  can. 

Theaet.  Then,  I  think  that  the  sciences  which 
I  learn  from  Theodorus — geometry,  and  those 
which  you  just  now  mentioned — are  knowl 
edge;  and  I  would  include  the  art  of  the  cob 
bler  and  other  craftsmen;  these,  each  and  all  of 
them,  are  knowledge. 

Soc.  Too  much,  Theaetetus,  too  much;  the 
nobility  and  liberality  of  your  nature  make  you 
give  many  and  diverse  things,  when  I  am  ask 
ing  for  one  simple  thing. 

Theaet.  What  do  you  mean,  Socrates? 

Soc.  Perhaps  nothing.  I  will  endeavour,  how 
ever,  to  explain  what  I  believe  to  be  my  mean 
ing:  When  you  speak  of  cobbling,  you  mean 
the  art  or  science  of  making  shoes? 

Theaet.  Just  so. 

Soc.  And  when  you  speak  of  carpentering, 
you  mean  the  art  of  making  wooden  imple 
ments? 

Theaet.  I  do. 

Soc.  In  both  cases  you  define  the  subject- 
matter  of  each  of  the  two  arts? 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  But  that,  Theaetetus,  was  not  the  point 
of  my  question:  we  wanted  to  know  not  the 
subjects,  nor  yet  the  number  of  the  arts  or  sci 
ences,  for  we  were  not  going  to  count  them,  but 
we  wanted  to  know  the  nature  of  knowledge 
in  the  abstract.  Am  I  not  right? 

Theaet.  Perfectly  right. 

[147]  Soc.  Let  me  offer  an  illustration:  Sup 
pose  that  a  person  were  to  ask  about  some  very 
trivial  and  obvious  thing — for  example,  What 
is  clay?  and  we  were  to  reply,  that  there  is  a 
clay  of  potters,  there  is  a  clay  of  oven-makers, 
there  is  a  clay  of  brick-makers;  would  not  the 
answer  be  ridiculous? 

Theaet.  Truly. 

Soc.  In  the  first  place,  there  would  be  an  ab 
surdity  in  assuming  that  he  who  asked  the 
question  would  understand  from  our  answer 
the  nature  of  "clay,"  merely  because  we  added 
"of  the  image-makers,"  or  of  any  other  workers. 
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How  can  a  man  understand  the  name  of  any 
thing,  when  he  does  not  know  the  nature  o£ 
It? 

Theaet.  He  cannot. 

Soc.  Then  he  who  does  not  know  what  sci 
ence  or  knowledge  is,  has  no  knowledge  of  the 
art  or  science  of  making  shoes? 

Theaet.  None. 

Soc.  Nor  of  any  other  science? 

Theaet.  No. 

Soc.  And  when  a  man  is  asked  what  science 
or  knowledge  is,  to  give  in  answer  the  name 
of  some  art  or  science  is  ridiculous;  for  the 
question  is,  "What  is  knowledge?"  and  he  re 
plies,  "A  knowledge  of  this  or  that." 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  Moreover,  he  might  answer  shortly  and 
simply,  but  he  makes  an  enormous  circuit.  For 
example,  when  asked  about  the  clay,  he  might 
have  said  simply,  that  clay  is  moistened  earth — 
what  sort  of  clay  is  not  to  the  point. 

Theaet.  Yes,  Socrates,  there  is  no  difficulty 
as  you  put  the  question.  You  mean,  if  I  am  not 
mistaken,  something  like  what  occurred  to  me 
and  to  my  friend  here,  your  namesake  Socrates, 
in  a  recent  discussion.  » 

Soc.  What  was  that,  Theaetetus? 

Theaet.  Theodorus  was  writing  out  for  us 
something  about  roots,  such  as  the  roots  of 
three  or  five,  showing  that  they  are  incommen 
surable  by  the  unit:  he  selected  other  examples 
up  to  seventeen — there  he  stopped.  Now  as 
there  are  innumerable  roots,  the  notion  oc 
curred  to  us  of  attempting  to  include  them  all 
under  one  name  or  class. 

Soc.  And  did  you  find  such  a  class? 

Theaet.  I  think  that  we  did;  but  I  should  like 
to  have  your  opinion. 

Soc.  Let  me  hear. 

Theaet.  We  divided  all  numbers  into  two 
classes:  those  which  are  made  up  of  equal  fac 
tors  multiplying  into  one  another,,  which  we 
compared  to  square  figures  and  called  square 
or  equilateral  numbers; — that  was  one  class. 

Soc.  Very  good. 

Theaet.  The  intermediate  numbers,  such  as 
three  and  five,  and  every  other  number  which 
is  made  up  of  unequal  factors,  [148]  either  of 
a  greater  multiplied  by  a  less,  or  of  a  less  multi 
plied  by  a  greater,  and  when  regarded  as  a 
figure,  is  contained  in  unequal  sides; — all  these 
we  compared  to  oblong  figures,  and  called  them 
oblong  numbers. 

Soc.  Capital;  and  what  followed? 

Theaet.  The  lines,  or  sides,  which  have  for 
their  squares  the  equilateral  plane  numbers, 


were  called  by  us  lengths  or  magnitudes;  and 
the  lines  which  are  the  roots  of  (or  whose 
squares  are  equal  to)  the  oblong  numbers,  were 
called  powers  or  roots;  the  reason  of  this  latter 
name  being,  that  they  are  commensurable  with 
the  former  [i.e.,  with  the  so-called  lengths  or 
magnitudes  ]  not  in  linear  measurement,  but  in 
the  value  of  the  superficial  content  of  their 
squares;  and  the  same  about  solids. 

Soc.  Excellent,  rny  boys;  I  think  that  you 
fully  justify  the  praises  of  Theodorus,  and  that 
he  will  not  be  found  guilty  of  false  witness. 

Theaet.  But  I  am  unable,  Socrates,  to  give 
you  a  similar  answer  about  knowledge,  which 
is  what  you  appear  to  want;  and  therefore 
Theodorus  is  a  deceiver  after  all. 

Soc.  Well,  but  if  some  one  were  to  praise  you 
for  running,  and  to  say  that  he  never  met  your 
equal  among  boys,  and  afterwards  you  were 
beaten  in  a  race  by  a  guown-up  man,  who  was  a 
great  runner — would  the  praise  be  any  the  less 
true? 

Theaet.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  And  is  the  discovery  of  the  nature  of 
knowledge  so  small  a  matter,  as  I  just  now  said? 
Is  it  not  one  which  would  task  the  powers  of 
men  perfect  in  every  way? 

Theaet.  By  heaven,  they  should  be  the  top  of 
all  perfection! 

Soc.  Well,  then,  be  of  good  cheer;  do  not 
say  that  Theodorus  was  mistaken  about  you, 
but  do  your  best  to  ascertain  the  true  nature 
of  knowledge,  as  well  as  of  other  things. 

Theaet.  I  am  eager  enough,  Socrates,  if  that 
would  bring  to, light  the  truth."" 

Soc.  Come,  you  made  a  good  beginning  just 
now;  let  your  own  answer  about  roots  be  your 
model,  and  as  you  comprehended  them  all  in 
one  class,  try  and  bring  the  many  sorts  of  knowl 
edge  under  one  definition. 

Theaet.  I  can  assure  you,  Socrates,  that  I  have 
tried  very  often,  when  the  report  of  questions 
asked  by  you  was  brought  to  me;  but  I  can 
neither  persuade  myself  that  I  have  a  satisfac 
tory  answer  to  give,  nor  hear  of  any  one  who 
answers  as  you  would  have  him;  and  I  cannot 
shake  off  a-  feeling  of  anxiety. 

Soc.  These  are  the  pangs  of  labour,  my  dear 
Theaetetus;  you  have  something  within  you 
which  you  are  bringing  to  the  birth. 

Theaet.  I  do  not  know,  Socrates;  I  only  say 
what  I  feel. 

[149]  Soc.  And  have  you  never  heard,  sim 
pleton,  that  I  am  the  son  of  a  midwife,  brave 
and  burly,  whose  name  was  Phaenarete? 

Theaet.  Yes,  I  have. 
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See.  And  that  I  myself  practise  midwifery? 

Theaet.  No,  never. 

Soc.  Let  me  tell  you  that  I  do  though,  my 
friend:  but  you  must  not  reveal  the  secret,  as 
the  world  in  general  have  not  found  me  x>ut; 
and  therefore  they  only  say  of  me,  that  I  am  the 
strangest  of  mortal  sand  drive  men  to  their  wits* 
end.  Did  you  ever  hear  that  too? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  Shall  I  tell  you  the  reason? 

Theaet.  By  all  means. 

Soc.  Bear  in  mind  the  whole  business  of  the 
midwives,  and  then  you  will  see  my  meaning 
better:  —  No  woman,  as  you  are  probably  aware, 
who  is  still  able  to  conceive  and  bear,  attends 
other  women,  but  only  those  who  are  past 
bearing. 

Theaet.  Yes,  I  know. 

Soc.  The  reason  of  this  is  said  to  be  that 
Artemis  —  the  goddess  of  childbirth  —  is  not  a 
mother,  and  she  honours  those  who  are  like 
herself;  but  she  could  not  allow  the  barren  to 
be  midwives,  because  human  nature  cannot 
know  the  mystery  of  an  art  without  experience; 
and  therefore  she  assigned  this  office  to  those 
who  are  too  old  to  bear. 

Theaet.  I  dare  say. 

Soc.  And  I  dare  say  too,  or  rather  I  am  abso 
lutely  certain,  that  the  midwives  know  better 
than  others  who  is  pregnant  and  who  is  not? 

Theaet.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  by  the  use  of  potions  and  incanta 
tions  they  are  able*  to  arouse  the  pangs  and  to 
soothe  them  at  will;  they  can  make  those  bear 
who  have  a  difficulty  in  bearing,  and  'if  they 
think  fit  they  can  smother  the  embryo  in  the 


Theaet.  They  can, 

Soc.  Did  you  ever  remark'  that  they  are  also 
most  cunning  matchmakers,  and  have  a  thor 
ough  knowledge  of  what  unions  are  likely  to 
produce  a  brave  brood? 

Theaet.  No,  never.., 

•  Soc.  Then  let  me  tell  you  that  this  is  their 
greatest  pride,  more  than'  cutting  the  umbilical 
cord.  And  if  you  reflect,  you  will  see  that  the 
same  art  which  cultivates  and  gathers  in  the 
fruits  of  the  earth,  will  be  most  likely  to  know*  in 
what  soils  the  several  plants  or  seeds  should  be 
deposited.  - 
'  Theaet.  Yes,  the  same  art. 

Soc.  And  do  you  suppose  that  with  Women 
thfe  case  is  otherwise?  "  •  '  ' 

fz$o]  Theaet.*  I  should  think  not. 

Soc.  Certainly  not;  but  midwives  are  respect 
able  women  who  have  a  character  to  lose,*  and 


they  avoid  this  department  of  their  profession 
because  they  are  afraid  of  being  called  pro 
curesses,  which  is  a  name  given  to  those  who 
join  together  man  and  woman  in  an  unlawful 
and  unscientific  way;  and  yet  the  true  midwife 
is  also  the  true  and  only  matchmaker. 

Theaet.  Clearly. 

Soc.  Such  are  the  midwives,  -whose  task  is  a 
very  important  one,  but  not  so  important  as 
mine;  for  women  do  not  bring  into  the  world 
at  one  time  real  children,  and  at  another  time 
counterfeits  which  are  with  difficulty  distin 
guished  from  them;  if  they  did,  then  the  dis 
cernment  of  the  true  and  false  birth  would  be 
the  crowning  achievement  of  the  art  of  mid 
wifery — you  would  think  so? 

Theaet.  Indeed  I  should. 

Soc.  Well,  my  art  of  midwifery  is  in  most  re 
spects  like  theirs;  but  differs,  in  that  I  attend 
men  and -not  women,  and  I  look  after  their 
souls  when  they  are  in  labour,  and  not  after 
their  bodies:  and  the  triumph  of  my  art  is  in 
thoroughly  examining  whether  the  thought 
which  the  mind  of  the  young  man  brings  forth 
is  a  false  idol  or  a  noble  and  true  birth.  And 
like  the  midwives,  I  am  barren,  and  the  re 
proach  which  is  often  made  against  me,  that 
I  ask  questions  of  others  and  have  not  the  wit 
td  answer  them  myself,  is  very  just— the  reason 
is,  that  the  god  compels  me  to  be  a  midwife, 
but  does  not  allow  me  to  bring -forth.  And 
therefore  I  am  not  myself  at  all  wise,  nor  have 
I  anything  to  show  which  is  the  invention  or 
birth  of  my  own  soul,  but  those  who  converse 
with  me  profit.  Some  of  them  appear  dull 
enough  at-  first,  but  afterwards,  as  our  ac 
quaintance  ripens,  if  the  god  is  gracious  to 
them,  they  all  make  astonishing  progress;- and 
this  in  the  opinion  of  others  as  well  as  in  their 
own.  It  is 'quite  clear  that  they  never  learned 
anything  from  rne;  the  many  fine  discoveries 
to  wfiich  they  cling  are  of  their  own  making. 
But  ta  me  and  the  god  they  owe  their  delivery. 
And  the  proof  of  niy  words  is,  that-  many  of 
them  in  their  ignorance,  either  ,in  their  self- 
conceit  despising  me,  or  falling  under  the  in 
fluence  of  others,  have  gone  away  too  soon;  and 
have  not  only  lost  the  children  of  whom  I  had 
previously  delivered  them  by  an  ill  bringing 
up,  but  have  stifled  whatever  else  they  had  'in 
then!  by  evil  communications,  being  fonder  of 
lies  a-nd  shams  than  of  the  truth;  and  they  have 
at  last  ended  by  seeing  themselves/  as  others 
see  them,  tojbe  great  fools.  Aristeides,  the  son 
oi  Lysimachus,  is  one  of  them,  [151]  and  there 
are  many  others.  The  truants  often  return  to* 
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mey  and  beg  that  I  would  consort  with  them 
again— they  are  ready  to  go  to  me  on  their 
knees — and  then,  if  my  familiar  allows,  which 
is  not  always  the  case,  I  receive  them,  and  they 
begin  to  grow  again.  Dire  are  the  pangs  which 
my  art  is  able  to  arouse  and  to  allay  in  those 
who  consort  with  me,  just  like  the  pangs  of 
women  in  childbirth;  night  and  day  they  are 
full  of  perplexity  and  travail  which  is  even 
worse  than  that  of  the  women.  So  much  for 
them.  And  there  are  others,  Theaetetus,  who 
come  to  me  apparendy  having  nothing  in 
them;  and  as  I  know  that  they  have  no  need  of 
my  art,  I  coax  them  into  marrying  some  one, 
and  by  the  grace  of  God  I  can  generally  tell 
who  is  likely  to  do  them  good.  Many  of  them 
I  have  given  away  to  Prodicus,  and  many  to 
other  inspired  sages.  I  tell  you  this  long  story, 
friend  Theaetetus,  because  I  suspect,  as  indeed 
you  seem  to  think  yourself,  that  you  are  in  la 
bour — great  with  some  conception.  Come  then 
to  me,  who  am  a  widwife's  son  and  myself  a 
midwife,  and  do  your  best  to  answer- the  ques 
tions  which  I  will  ask  you.  And  if  I  abstract 
and  expose  your  first-born,  because  I  discover 
upon  inspection  that  the  conception  which  you 
have  formed  is  a  vain  shadow,  do  not  quarrel 
with  me  on  that  account,  as  the  manner  of  wom 
en  is  when  their  first  children  are  taken  from 
them.  For  I  have  actually  known  some  who 
were  ready  to  bite  me  when  I  deprived  them  of 
a  darling  folly;  they  did  not  perceive  that  I 
acted  from  good  will,  not  knowing  that  no  god 
is  the  enemy  of  man — that  was  not  within  the 
range  of  their  ideas;  neither  am  I  their  enemy 
in  all  this,  but  it  would  be  wrong  for  me  to  ad 
mit  falsehood,  or  to  stifle  the  truth;Once  more, 
then,  Theaetetus,  I  repeat  my  old  question, 
"What  is  knowledge?" — and  do  not  say  that 
you  cannot  tell;  but  quit  yourself  like  a  man, 
and  by  the  help  of  God  you  will  be  able  to  tell. 
Theaet.  At  any  rate,  Socrates,  after  such  an 
exhortation  I  should  be  ashamed  of  not  trying 
to  do  my  best.  Now  he  who  knows  perceives 
what  he  knows,  and,  as  far  as  I  can  see  at  pres 
ent,  knowledge  is  perception. 

Soc.  Bravely  said,  boy;  that  is  the  way  in 
which  you  should  express -your  opinion.  And 
now,  let  us  examine  together  this  conception 
of  yours,  and  see  whether  it  is  a  true  birth  or  a 
mere  wind-egg: — You  say  that  knowledge  is 
perception?  !  ^  -- 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  Well,  you  have  delivered  yourself  of  a 
very  important  doctrine  about  knowledge; 
[152]  it  is  indeed  the  opinion  of  Protagoras, 
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who  has  another  way  of  expressing  it.  Man, 
he  says,  is  the  measure  of  all  things,  of  the  ex 
istence  of  things  that  are,  and  of  the  non-exist 
ence  of  things  thac  are  not: — You  have  read 
him? 

Theaet.  O  yes,  again  and  again. 
Soc.  Does  he  not  say  that  things  are  to  you 
such  as  they  appear  to  you,  and  to  me  such  as 
they  appear  to  me,  and  that  you  and  I  are  men? 
Theaet.  Yes,  he  says  so. 
Soc.  A  wise  man  is  not  likely  to  talk  non 
sense.  Let  us  try  to  understand  him:  the  same 
wind  is  blowing,  and  yet  one  of  us  may  be  cold 
and  the  other  not,  or  one  may  be  slighdy  and 
the  other  very  cold  ? 
Theaet.  Quite  true. 

Soc.  Now  is  the  wind,  regarded  not  in  rela 
tion  to  us  but  absolutely,  cold  or  not;  or  are  we 
to  say^  with  Protagoras,  that  the  wind  is  cold  to 
him  who  is  cold,  and  not  to  him  who  is  not? 
Theaet.  I  suppose  the  last.  * 
Soc.  Then  it  must  appear  so  to  each  of  them? 
Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  "appears  to  him"  means  the  same 
as  "he  perceives." 
Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  Then  appearing  and  perceiving  coincide 
in  the  case  of  hot  and  cold,  and  in  similar  in 
stances;  for  things  appear,  or  may  be  supposed 
to  be,  to  each  one  such  as  he  perceives  them? 
Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  Then  perception  is  always  of  existence, 
and  being  the  same  as  knowledge  is  unerring? 
"Theaet.  Clearly. 

Soc.  In  the  name  of  the  Graces,  what  an  al 
mighty  wise  man  Protagoras  must  have  been  I 
He  spoke  these  things  in  a  parable  to  the  com 
mon  herd,  like  you  and  me,  but  told  the  truth, 
his  Truth?  in  secret  to  his  own  disciples. 
Theaet.  What  do  you  mean,  Socrates? 
Soc.  I  am  about  to  speak  of  a  high  argument, 
in  which  all  things  are  said  to  be  relative;  you 
cannot  rightly  call  anything  by  any  name,  such 
as  great  or  small,  heavy  or  light,  for  the  great 
will  be  small  and  the  heavy  light — there  is  no 
single  thing  or  quality,  but  out  of  motion  and 
change  and  admixture  all  things  are  becoming 
relatively  to  one  Another,  which  "becoinmg"  is 
by  us  incorrectly  called  being,  but  is  really  be 
coming,  for  nothing  ever  is,  but  all  things  are 
bdcoming.  Summon1  aH  philosophers — Protag 
oras,  Heracleitus,  Empedocles^  and  the  rest  of 
them,  one  after  another,  and  with  the -exception 
of  Parmenides  they  will -agree  with  you  in  this. 
1  In  allusion  to  a  book  of  Protagoras* -wliich  bore 
this  title. 
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Summon  the  great  masters  of  either  kind  of 
poetry — Epicharmus,  the  prince  of  Comedy, 
and  Homer  of  Tragedy;  when  the  latter  sings 
of 

Ocean  whence  sprang  the  gods,  and  mother  Tethys, 

does  he  not  mean  that  all  things  are  the  off 
spring  of  flux  and  motion  ? 

Theaet.  I  think  so. 

[153]  Soc.  And  who  could  take  up  arms 
against  such  a  great  army  having  Homer  for  its 
general ,  and  not  appear  ridiculous?  * 

Theaet.  Who  indeed,  Socrates? 

Soc.  Yes,  Theaetetus;  and  there  are  plenty 
of  other  proofs  which  will  show  that  motion  is 
the  source  of  what  is  called  being  and  becom 
ing,  and  inactivity  of  not-being  and  destruc- 
tion;  for  fire  and  warmth,  which  are  supposed 
to  be  the  parent  and  guardian  of  all  other 
things,  are  born  of  movement  and  of  friction, 
which  is  a  kind  of  motion; — is  not  this  the 
origin  of  fire? 

Theaet.  It  is. 

Soc.  And  the  race  of  animals  is  generated 
in  the  same  way? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  is  not  the  bodily  habit  spoiled  by 
rest  and  idleness,  but  preserved  for  a  long  time 
by  motion  and  exercise? 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  And  what  of  the  mental  habit?  Is  not 
the  soul  informed,  and  improved,  and  pre 
served  by  study  and  attention,  which  are  mo 
tions;  but  when  at  rest,  which  in  the  soul  only 
means  want  of  attention  and  study,  is  unin 
formed,  and  speedily  forgets  whatever  she  has 
learned? 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  Then  motion  is  a  good,  and  rest  an 
evil,  to  the  soul  as  well  as  to  the  body? 

Theaet.  Clearly. 

Soc.  I  may  add,  that  breathless  calm,  stillness 
and  the  like  waste  and  impair,  while  wind  and 
storm  preserve;  and  the  palmary  argument  of 
all,  which  I  strongly  urge,  is  the  golden  chain 
in  Homer,  by  which  he  means  the  sun,  thereby 
indicating  that  so  long  as  the  sun  and  the 
heavens  go  round  in  their  orbits,  all  things 
human  and  divine  are  and  are  preserved,  but  if 
they  were  chained  up  and  their  motions  ceased, 
then  all  things  would  be  destroyed,  and,  as  the 
saying  is,  turned  upside  down. 

Theaet.  I  belie ve,»  Socrates,  that  you  have 
truly  explained  his  meaning, 

Soc,  Then  now  apply  his  doctrine  to  percep- 

3  Cf.  Cratylus,  401  if. 


tion,  ntxy  good  friend,  and  first  of  all  to  vision; 
that  which  you  call  white  colour  is  not  in  your 
eyes,  and  is  not  a  distinct  thing  which  exists 
out  of  them.  And  you  must  not  assign  any  place 
to  it:  for  if  it  had  position  it  would  be,  and  be 
at  rest,  and  there  would  be  no  process  of  be 
coming. 

Theaet.  Then  what  is  colour? 

Soc.  Let  us  carry  out  the  principle  which  has 
just  been  affirmed,  that  nothing  is  self-existent, 
and  then  we  shall  see  that  white,  black,  and 
every  other  colour,  arises  out  of  the  eye  meeting 
the  appropriate  motion,  [154]  and  that  what 
we  call  a  colour  is  in  each  case  neither  the  ac 
tive  nor  the  passive  element,  but  something 
which  passes  between  them,  and  is  peculiar  to 
each  percipient;  are  you  quite  certain  that  the 
several  colours  appear  to  a  dog  or  to  any  animal 
whatever  as  they  appear  to  you? 

Theaet.  Far  from  it. 

Soc.  Or  that  anything  appears  the  same  to 
you  as  to  another  man?  Are  you  so  profoundly 
convinced  of  this?  Rather  would  it  not  be  true 
that  it  never  appears  exactly  the  same  to  you, 
because  you  are  never  exactly  the  same? 

Theaet.  The  latter. 

Soc.  And  if  that  with  which  I  compare  my 
self  in  size,  or  which  I  apprehend  by  touch,  were 
great  or  ..white  or  hot,  it  could  not  become  dif 
ferent  by  mere  contact  with  another  unless  it 
actually  changed;  nor  again,  if  the  comparing 
or  apprehending  subject  were  great  or  white 
or  hot,  could  this,  when  unchanged  from  with 
in,  become  changed  by  any  approximation  or 
affection  of  any  other  thing.  The  fact  is  that 
in  our  ordinary  way  of  speaking  we  allow  our 
selves  to  be  driven  into  most  ridiculous  and 
wonderful  contradictions,  as  Protagoras  and  all 
who  take  his  line  of  argument  would  remark. 

Theaet.  How?  and  of  what  sort  do  you 
mean? 

Soc.  A  little  instance  will  sufficiently  explain 
my  meaning:  Here  are  six  dice,  which  are  more 
by  a  half  when  compared  with  four,  and  fewer 
by  a  half  than  twelve — they  are  more  and  also 
fewer.  How  can  you  or  any  one  maintain  the 
contrary? 

Theaet.  Very  true. 

Soc.  Well,  then,  suppose  that  Protagoras  or 
some  one  asks  whether  anything  can  become 
greater  or  more  if  not  by  increasing,  how  would 
you  answer  him,  Theaetetus? 

Theaet.  I  should  say  "No,"  Socrates,  if  I 
were  to  speak  my  mind  in  reference  to  this  last 
question,  and  if  I  were  not  afraid  of  contradict 
ing  my  former  answer. 


THEAETETUS 


519 


Soc.  Capital!  excellent!  spoken  like  an  oracle, 
my  boy!  And  if  you  reply  "Yes,"  there  will  be 
a  case  for  Euripides;  for  our  tongue  will  be 
unconvinced,  but  not  our  mind.1 

Theaet.  Very  true. 

Soc.  The  thoroughbred  Sophists,  who  know 
all  that  can  be  known  about  the  mind,  and  ar 
gue  only  out  of  the  superfluity  of  their  wits, 
would  have  had  a  regular  sparring-match  over 
this,  and  would  have  knocked  their  arguments 
together  finely.  But  you  and  I,  who  have  no 
professional  aims,  only  desire  to  see  what  is 
the  mutual  relation  of  these  principles — wheth 
er  they  are  consistent  with  each  other  or  not. 

Theaet.  Yes,  that  would  be  my  desire. 

Soc.  And  mine  too.  But  since  this  is  our  feel 
ing,  and  there  is  plenty  of  time,  why  should  we 
not  calmly  and  patiently  review  our  own 
thoughts,  [155]  and  thoroughly  examine  and 
see  what  these  appearances  in  us  really  are?  If 
I  am  not  mistaken,  they  will  be  described  by 
us  as  follows: — first,  that  nothing  can  become 
greater  or  less,  either  in  number  or  magnitude, 
while  remaining  equal  to  itself — you  would 
agree? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  Secondly,  that  without  addition  or  sub 
traction  there  is  no  increase  or  diminution  of 
anything,  but  only  equality. 

Theaet.  Quite  true. 

Soc.  Thirdly,  that  what  was  not  before  can 
not  be  afterwards,  without  becoming  and  hav 
ing  become. 

Theaet.  Yes,  truly. 

Soc.  These  three  axioms,  if  I  am  not  mis 
taken,  are  fighting  with  one  another  in  our 
minds  in  the  case  of  the  dice,  or,  again,  in  such 
a  case  as  this — if  I  were  to  say  that  I,  who  am  of 
a  certain  height  and  taller  than  you,  may  with 
in  a  year,  without  gaining  or  losing  in  height, 
be  not  so  tall — not  that  I  should  have  lost,  but 
that  you  would  have  increased.  In  such  a  case,  I 
am  afterwards  what  I  once  was  not,  and  yet  I 
have  not  become;  for  I  could  not  have  become 
wkhout  becoming,  neither  could  I  have  become 
less  without  losing  some  what  of  my  height;  and 
I  could  give  you  ten  thousand  examples  of  simi 
lar  contradictions,  if  we  admit  them  at  all.  I 
believe  that  you  follow  me,  Theaetetus;  for  I 
suspect  that  you  have  thought  of  these  ques 
tions  before  now. 

Theaet.  Yes,  Socrates,  and  I  am  amazed 
when  I  think  of  them;  by  the  Gods  I  am!  and  I 
want  to  know  what  on  earth  they  mean;  and 

1  In  allusion  to  the  well-known  line  of  Euripides, 
Hippolytus,  612. 


there  are  times  when  my  head  quite  swims 
with  the  contemplation  of  them. 

Soc.  I  see,  my  dear  Theaetetus,  that  Theo 
doras  had  a  true  insight  into  your  nature  when 
he  said  that  you  were  a  philosopher,  for  wonder 
is  the  feeling  of  a  philosopher,  and  philosophy 
begins  in  wonder.  He  was  not  a  bad  genealogist 
who  said  that  Iris  (the  messenger  of  heaven)  is 
the  child  of  Thaumas  (wonder).  But  do  you 
begin  to  see  what  is  the  explanation  of  this  per 
plexity  on  the  hypothesis  which  we  attribute  to 
Protagoras? 

Theaet.  Not  as  yet. 

Soc.  Then  you  will  be  obliged  to  me  if  I 
help  you  to  unearth  the  hidden  "truth"  of  a 
famous  man  or  school. 

Theaet.  To  be  sure3  I  shall  be  very  much 
obliged. 

Soc.  Take  a  look  round,  then,  and  see  that 
none  of  the  uninitiated  are  listening.  Now  by 
the  uninitiated  I  mean  the  people  who  believe 
in  nothing  but  what  they  can  grasp  in  their 
hands,  and  who  will  not  allow  that  action  or 
generation  or  anything  invisible  can  have  real 
existence. 

Theaet.  Yes,  indeed,  Socrates,  they  are  very 
hard  and  impenetrable  mortals. 

[156]  Soc,  Yes,  my  boy,  outer  barbarians. 
Far  more  ingenious  are  the  brethren  whose 
mysteries  I  am  about  to  reveal  to  you.  Their 
first  principle  is,  that  all  is  motion,  and  upon 
this  all  the  affections  of  which  we  were  just 
now  speaking  are  supposed  to  depend:  there  is 
nothing  but  motion,  which  has  two  forms,  one 
active  and  the  other  passive,  both  in  endless 
number;  and  out  of  the  union  and  friction  of 
them  there  is  generated  a  progeny  endless  in 
number,  having  two  forms,  sense  and  the  ob 
ject  of  sense,  which  are  ever  breaking  forth  and 
coming  to  the  birth  at  the  same  moment.  The 
senses  are  variously  named  hearing,  seeing, 
smelling;  there  is  the  sense  of  heat,  cold,  pleas 
ure,  pain,  desire,  fear,  and  many  more  which 
have  names,  as  well  as  innumerable  others 
which  are  without  them;  each  has  its  kindred 
object — each  variety  of  colour  has  a  corre 
sponding  variety  of  sight,  and  so  with  sound 
and  hearing,  and  with  the  rest  of  the  senses  and 
the  objects  akin  to  them.  Do  you  see,  Theaete 
tus,  the  bearings  of  this  tale  on  the  preceding 
argument? 

Theaet.  Indeed  I  do  not. 

Soc.  Then  attend,  and  I  will  try  to  finish  the 
story.  The  purport  is  that  all  these  things  are 
in  motion,  as  I  was  saying,  and  that  this  motion 
is  of  two  kinds,  a  slower  and  a  quicker;  and  the 
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slower  elements  have  their  motions  in  the  same 
place  and  with  reference  to  things  near  them, 
and  so  they  beget;  but  what  is  begotten  is  swift 
er,  for  it  is  carried  to  and  fro,  and  moves  from 
place  to  place.  Apply  this  to  sense: — When  the 
eye  and  the  appropriate  object  meet  together 
and  give  birth  to  whiteness  and  the  sensation, 
connatural  with  it,  which  could  not  have  been 
given  by  either  of  them  going  elsewhere,  then, 
while  the  sight  is  flowing  from  the  eye,  white 
ness  proceeds  from  the  object  which  combines 
in  producing  the  colour;  and  so  the  eye  is  ful 
filled  with  sight,  and  really  sees,  and  becomes, 
not  sight,  but  a  seeing  eye;  and  the  object  which 
combined  to  form  the  colour  is  fulfilled  with 
whiteness,  and  becomes  not  whiteness  but  a 
white  thing,  whether  wood  or  stone  or  what 
ever  the  object  may  be  which  happens  to  be 
coloured  white.  And  this  is  true  of  all  sensible 
objects,  hard,  warm,  and  the  like,  which  are 
similarly  to  be  regarded,  [iyj]  as  I  was  saying 
before,  not  as  having  any  absolute  existence, 
but  as  being  all  of  them  of  whatever  kind  gen 
erated  by  motion  in  their  intercourse  with  one 
another;  for  of  the  agent  and  patient,  as  exist 
ing  in  separation,  no  trustworthy  conception, 
as  they  say,  can  be  formed,  for  die  agent  has 
no  existence  until  united  with  the  patient,  and 
the  patient  has  no  existence  untH  united  with 
the  agent;  and  that  which  by  uniting  with 
something  becomes  an  agent,  by  meeting  with 
some  other  thing  is  converted  into  a  patient. 
And  from  all  these  considerations,  as  I  said  at 
first,  there  arises  a  general  reflection,  that  there 
is  no  one  self-existent  thing,  but  everything  is 
becoming  and  in  relation;  and  being  must  be 
altogether  abolished,  although  from  habit  and 
ignorance  we  are  compelled  even  in  this  dis 
cussion  to  retain  the  use  of  the  term.  But  great 
philosophers  tell  us  that  we  are  not  to  allow 
either  the  word  "something,"  or  "belonging  to 
something,"  or  "to  me,"  or  "this"  or  "that,"  or 
any  other  detaining  name  to  be  used;  in  the 
language  of  nature  all  things  are  being  created 
and  destroyed,  coming  into  being  and  passing 
into  new  forms;  nor  can  any  name  fix  or  de 
tain  them;  he  who  attempts  to  fix  them  is  easily 
refuted.  And  this  should  be  the -way  of  speak 
ing,  not  only  of  particulars  but  of  aggregates; 
such  aggregates  as  are  expressed  in  the  word 
"man,"  or  "stone,"  or  any  name  of  an  animal 
or  of  a  class.  O  Theaetetus,  are  not  these  specu 
lations 'sweet  as  honey?  And  do  you  not  like 
the  taste  of  them  in  the  mouth? 

Theaet.  I  do  not  know  what  to  say,  Socrates, 
for,  indeed,  I  cannot  make  out  whether  you  are 


giving  your  own  opinion  or  only  wanting  to 
draw  me  out. 

Soc.  You  forget,  my  friend,  that  I  neither 
know,  nor  profess  to  know,  anything  of  these 
matters;  you  are  the  person  who  is  in  labour, 
I  am  the  barren  midwife;  and  this  is  why  I 
soothe  you,  and  offer  you  one  good  thing  after 
another,  that  you  may  taste  them.  And  I  hope 
that  I  may  at  last  help  to  bring  your  own 
opinion  into  the  light  of  day:  when  this  has 
been  accomplished,  then  we  will  determine 
whether  what  you  have  brought  forth  is  only 
a  wind-egg  or  a  real  and  genuine  birth.  There- 
fore,  keep  up  your  spirits,  and  answer  like  a 
man  what  you  think. 

Theaet.  Ask  me. 

Soc.  Then  once  more:  Is  it  your  opinion  that 
nothing  is  but  what  becomes? — the  good  and 
the  noble,  as  well  as  all  the  other  things  which 
we  were  just  now  mentioning? 

Theaet.  When  I  hear  you  discoursing  in  this 
style,  I  think  that  there  is  a  great  deal  in  what 
you  say,  and  I  am  very  ready  to  assent. 

Sac.  Let  us  not  leave  the  argument  unfin 
ished,  then;  for  there  still  remains  to  be  con 
sidered  an  objection  which  may  be  raised  about 
dreams  and  diseases,  in  particular  about  mad 
ness,  and  the  various  illusions  of  hearing  and 
sight,  or  of  other  senses.  For  you  know  that  in 
all  these  cases  the  esse-percipi  theory  appears 
to  be  [158]  unmistakably  refuted,  since  in 
dreams  and  illusions  we  certainly  have  false 
perceptions;  and  far  from  saying  that  every 
thing  is  which  appears,  we  should  rather  say 
that  nothing  is  which  appears. 

Theaet.  Very  true,  Socrates. 

Soc.  But  then,  my  boy,  how  can  any  one  con 
tend  that  knowledge  is  perception,  or  that  to 
every  man  what  appears  is? 

Theaet.  I  am  afraid  to  say,  Socrates,  that  I 
have  nothing  to  answer,  because  you  rebuked 
me  just  now  for  making  this  excuse;  but  I  cer 
tainly  cannot  undertake  to  argue  that  madmen 
or  dreamers  think  truly,  when  they  imagine, 
some  of  them  that  they  are  gods,  and  others 
that  they  can  fly,  and  are  flying  in  their  sleep. 

Soc.  Do  you  see  another  question  which  can 
be  raised  about  these  phenomena,  notably  about 
dreaming  and  waking  ? 

Theaet.  What  question? 

Soc.  A  question  which  I  think  that  you  must 
often  have  heard  persons  ask: — How  can  you 
determine  whether  at  this  moment  we  are 
sleeping,  and  all  our  thoughts  are  a  dream;  or 
whether  we  are  awake,  and  talking  to  one  an 
other  in  the  waking  state? 
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Theaet.  Indeed,  Socrates,  I  do  not  know  how 
to  prove  the  one  any  more  than  the  other,  for 
In  both  cases  the  facts  precisely  correspond;  and 
there  is  no  difficulty  in  supposing  that  during 
all  this  discussion  we  have  been  talking  to  one 
another  in  a  dream;  and  when  in  a  dream  we 
seem  to  be  narrating  dreams,  the  resemblance 
of  the  two  states  is  quite  astonishing. 

Soc.  You  see,  then,  that  a  doubt  about  the 
reality  of  sense  is  easily  raised,  since  there  may 
even  be  a  doubt  whether  we  are  awake  or  in  a 
dream.  And  as  our  time  is  equally  divided  be 
tween  sleeping  and  waking,  in  either  sphere  of 
existence  the  soul  contends  that  the  thoughts 
which  are  present  to  our  minds  at  the  time  are 
true;  and  during  one  half  of  our  lives  we  affirm 
the  truth  of  the  one,  and,  during  the  other 
half,  of  the  other;  and  are  equally  confident  of 
both. 

Theaet.  Most  true. 

Soc.  And  may  not  the  same  be  said  of  mad 
ness  and  other  disorders?  the  difference  is  only 
that  the  times  are  not  equal. 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  is  truth  or  falsehood  to  be  deter 
mined  by  duration  of  time? 

Theaet.  That  would  be  in  many  ways  ridicu 
lous. 

Soc.  But  can  you  certainly  determine  by 
any  other  means  which  of  these  opinions  is 
true? 

Theaet.  I  do  not  think  that  I  can. 

Soc.  Listen,  then,  to  a  statement  of  the  other 
side  of  the  argument,  which  is  made  by  the 
champions  of  appearance.  They  would  say,  as 
I  imagine — Can  that  which  is  wholly  other 
than  something,  have  the  same  quality  as  that 
from  which  it  differs?  and  observe,  Theaetetus, 
that  the  word  "other"  means  not  "partially/' 
but  "wholly  other." 

[159]  Theaet.  Certainly,  putting  the  ques 
tion  as  you  do,  that  which  is  wholly  other  can 
not  either  potentially  or  in  any  other  way  be 
the  same. 

Soc.  And  must  therefore  be  admitted  to  be 
unlike? 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  If,  then,  anything,  happens  to  become 
like  or  unlike  itself  or  another,  when  it  becomes 
like  we  call  it  the  same — when  unlike,  other? 

Theaet.  Certainly-     , 

Soc.  Were  we  not  saying  that  there  are 
agents  many  and  infinite,  and  patients  many 
and  infinite? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  also  tjia^:  different  combinations 


will  produce  results  which  are  not  the  same, but 
different? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Let  us  take  you  and  me,  or  anything  as 
an  example; — There  is  Socrates  in  health,  and 
Socrates  sick — Are  they  like  or  unlike? 

Theaet.  You  mean  to  compare  Socrates  in 
health  as  a  whole,  and  Socrates  in  sickness  as  a 
whole? 

Soc.  Exactly;  that  is  my  meaning. 

Theaet.  I  answer,  they  are  unlike. 

Soc.  And  if  unlike,  they  are  other? 

Theaet.  Certainly.  & 

Soc.  And  would  you  not  say  the  same  of  Soc 
rates  sleeping  and  waking,  or  in  any  of  the 
states  which  we  were  mentioning? 

Theaet.  I  should. 

Soc.  All  agents  have  a  different  patient  in 
Socrates,  accordingly  as  he  is  well  or  ill. 

Theaet.  Of  course. 

Soc.  And  I  who  am  the  patient,  and  that 
which  is  the  agent,  will  produce  something  dif 
ferent  in  each  of  the  two  cases? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Soc.  The  wine  which  I  drink  when  I  am  in 
health,  appears  sweet  and  pleasant  to  me? 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  For,  as  has  been  already  acknowledged, 
the  patient  and  agent  meet  together  and  pro 
duce  sweetness  and  a  perception  of  sweetness, 
which  are  in  simultaneous  motion,  and  the  per 
ception  which  comes  from  the  patient  makes 
the  tongue  percipient,  and  the  quality  of  sweet 
ness  which  arises  out  of  and  is  moving  about 
the  wine,  makes  the  wine  both  to  be  and  to 
appear  sweet  to  the  healthy  tongue. 

Theaet.  Certainly;  that  has  been  already  ac 
knowledged. 

Soc.  But  when  I  am  sick,  the  wine  really  acts 
upon  another  and  a  different  person?  "  -  < 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  The  combination  of  the  draught  of 
wine,  and  the  Socrates  who  is  sick,  produces 
quite  another  result;  which  is  the  sensation  of 
bitterness  in  the  tongue^  and  the  motion  and 
creation  of  bitterness  in  and  about  the  wine, 
which  becomes  not  bitterness  but  something 
bitter;  as  I  myself  become  not  perception  but 
percipient? 

Theaet.  True.  ' 

Soc.  There  is  no  other  object  of  which  I  shall 
ever  have  the  same  perception,  [160]  for -an 
other  object  would  give  another  perception, 
and  would  make  the  percipient  other  and  dif 
ferent;  nor  can  that  object  which  affects  me, 
meeting  another  subject,  produce  the  same,  or 
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become  similar,  for  that  too  will  produce  an 
other  result  from  another  subject,  and  become 
different. 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  Neither  can  I  by  myself,  have  this  sen 
sation,  nor  the  object  by  Itself,  this  quality. 

Theaet.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  When  I  perceive  I  must  become  percipi 
ent  of  something — there  can  be  no  such  thing 
as  perceiving  and  perceiving  nothing;  the  ob 
ject,  whether  it  become  sweet,  bitter,  or  of  any 
other  quality,  must  have  relation  to  a  perclpi- 
ept;  nothing  can  become  sweet  which  is  sweet 
to  no  one. 

Theaet.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  Then  the  inference  is,  that  we  [the  agent 
and  patient]  are  or  become  in  relation  to  one 
another;  there  is  a  law  which  binds  us  one  to 
the  other,  but  not  to  any  other  existence,  nor 
each  of  us  to  himself;  and  therefore  we  can 
only  be  bound  to  one  another;  so  that  whether  a 
person  says  that  a  thing  is  or  becomes,  he  must 
say  that  it  Is  or  becomes  to  or  of  or  in  relation 
to  something  else;  but  he  must  not  say  or  allow 
any  one  else  to  say  that  anything  is  or  becomes 
absolutely: — such  is  our  conclusion. 

Theaet.  Very  true,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Then,  if  that  which  acts  upon  me  has 
relation  to  rne  and  to  no  other,  I  and  no  other 
am  the  percipient  of  it? 

Theaet.  Of  course. 

Soc*  Then  my  perception  is  true  to  me,  be 
ing  inseparable  from  my  own  being;  and,  as 
Protagoras  says,  to  myself  I  am  judge  of  what 
is  and  what  is  not  to  me. 

Theaet.  I  suppose  so. 

Soc.liow  then,  if  I  never  err,  and  if  my  mind 
never  trips  in  the  conception  of  being  or  becom 
ing,  can  I  fail  of  knowing  that  which  I  per 
ceive? 

Theaet.  You  cannot. 

Soc.  Then  you  were  quite  right  in  affirming 
that  knowledge  is  only  perception;  and  the 
meaning  turns  out  to  be  the  same,  whether  with 
Homer  and  Heracleitus,  and  all  that  company, 
you  say  that  all  is  motion  and  flux,  or  with  the 
great  sage  Protagoras,  that  man  is  the  measure 
of  all  things;  or  with  Theaetetus,  that,  given 
these  premises,  perception  is  knowledge.  Am  I 
not  right,  Theaetetus,  and  is  not  this  your  new 
born  child,  of  which  I  have  delivered  you? 
What  say  you? 

Theaet,  I  cannot  but  agree,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Then  this  is.  the  child,  however  he  may 
turn  out,  which  you  and  I  have  with  difficulty 
brought  into  the  world.  And  now  that  he  is 


born,  fi6i]  we  must  run  round  the  hearth 
with  him,  and  see  whether  he  Is  worth  rearing, 
or  is  only  a  wind-egg  and  a  sham.  Is  he  to  be 
reared  In  any  case,  and  not  exposed?  or  will  you 
bear  to  see  him  rejected,  and  not  get  Into  a  pas 
sion  If  I  take  away  your  first-born  ? 

Theod.  Theaetetus  will  not  be  angry,  for  he 
is  very  good-natured.  But  tell  me,  Socrates,  in 
heaven's  name,  Is  this,  after  all,  not  the  truth? 

Soc.  You,  Theodorus?  are  a  lover  of  theories, 
and  now  you  innocendy  fancy  that  I  am  a  bag 
full  of  them,  and  can  easily  pull  one  out  which 
will  overthrow  its  predecessor.  But  you  do  not 
see  that  in  reality  none  of  these  theories  come 
from  me;  they  all  come  from  him  who  talks 
with  me.  I  only  know  just  enough  to  extract 
them  from  the  wisdom  of  another,  and  to  re 
ceive  them  in  a  spirit  of  fairness.  And  now  I 
shall  say  nothing  myself,  but  shall  endeavour 
to  elicit  something  from  our  young  friend. 

Theod.  Do  as  you  say,  Socrates;  you  are  quite 
right. 

Soc.  Shall  I  tell  you,  Theodorus,  what  amazes 
me  in  your  acquaintance  Protagoras  ? 

Theod.  What  is  it? 

Soc.  I  am  charmed  with  his  doctrine,  that 
what  appears  is  to  each  one,  but  I  wonder  that 
he  did  not  begin  his  book  on  Truth  with  a 
declaration  that  a  pig  or  a  dog-faced  baboon, 
or  some  other  yet  stranger  monster  which  has 
sensation,  is  the  measure  of  all  things;  then  he 
might  have  shown  a  magnificent  contempt  for 
our  opinion  of  him  by  informing  us  at  the  out 
set  that  while  we  were  reverencing  him  like  a 
God  for  his  wisdom  he  was  no  better  than  a 
tadpole,  not  to  speak  of  his  fellow-men — would 
not  this  have  produced  an  overpowering  effect? 
For  if  truth  is  only  sensation,  and  no  man  can 
discern  another's  feelings  better  than  he,  or  has 
any  superior  right  to  determine  whether  his 
opinion  is  true  or  false,  but  each,  as  we  have 
several  times  repeated,  is  to  himself  the  sole 
judge,  and  everything  that  he  judges  is  true 
and  right,  why,  my  friend,  should  Protagoras 
be  preferred  to  the  place  of  wisdom  and  instruc 
tion,  and  deserve  to  be  well  paid,  and  we  poor 
ignoramuses  have  to  go  to  him,  if  each  one  is 
,  the  measure  of  his  own  wisdom?  Must  he  not 
be  talking  ad  captandum  in  all  this?  I  say 
nothing  of  the  ridiculous  predicament  in  which 
my  own  midwifery  and  the  whole  art  of  dia 
lectic  is  placed;  for  the  attempt  to  supervise  or 
refute  the  notions  or  opinions  of  others  would 
be  a  tedious  and  enormous  piece  of  folly,  [162] 
if  to  each  man  his  own  are  right;  and  this  must 
be  the  case  if  Protagoras'  Truth  is  the  real  truth, 
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and  the  philosopher  is  not  merely  amusing 
himself  by  giving  oracles  out  of  the  shrine  of 
his  book. 

Theod.  He  was  a  friend  of  mine,  Socrates, 
as  you  were  saying,  and  therefore  I  cannot  have 
him  refuted  by  my  lips,  nor  can  I  oppose  you 
when  I  agree  with  you;  please,  then,  to  take 
Theaetetus  again;  he  seemed  to  answer  very 
nicely. 

Soc.  If  you  were  to  go  into  a  Lacedaemonian 
palestra,  Theodorus,  would  you  have  a  right  to 
look  on  at  the  naked  wrestlers,  some  of  them 
making  a  poor  figure,  if  you  did  not  strip  and 
give  them  an  opportunity  of  judging  of  your 
own  person? 

Theod.  Why  not,  Socrates,  if  they  would  al 
low  me,  as  I  think  you  will,  in  consideration  of 
my  age  and  stiffness;  let  some  more  supple 
youth  try  a  fall  with  you,  and  do  not  drag  me 
into  the  gymnasium. 

Soc.  Your  will  is  my  will,  Theodoras,  as  the 
proverbial  philosophers  say,  and  therefore  I 
will  return  to  the  sage  Theaetetus:  Tell  me, 
Theaetetus,  in  reference  to  what  I  was  saying, 
are  you  not  lost  in  wonder,  like  myself,  when 
you  find  that  all  of  a  sudden  you  are  raised  to 
the  level  of  the  wisest  of  men,  or  indeed  of  the 
gods? — for  you  would  assume  the  measure  of 
Protagoras  to  apply  to  the  gods  as  well  as  men? 

Theaet.  Certainly  I  should,  and  I  confess  to 
you  that  I  am  lost  in  wonder.  At  first  hearing,  I 
was  quite  satisfied  with  the  doctrine,  that  what 
ever  appears  is  to  each  one,  but  now  the  face  of 
things  has  changed. 

Soc.  Why,  my  dear  boy,  you  are  young,  and 
therefore  your  ear  is  quickly  caught  and  your 
mind  influenced  by  popular  arguments.  Protag 
oras,  or  some  one  speaking  on  his  behalf,  will 
doubtless  say  in  reply, — Good  people,  young 
and  old,  you  meet  and  harangue,  and  bring  in 
the  gods,  whose  existence  or  non-existence  I 
banish  from  writing  and  speech,  or  you  talk 
about  the  reason  of  man  being  degraded  to  the 
level  of  the  brutes,  which  is  a  telling  argument 
with  the  multitude,  but  not  one  word  of  proof 
or  demonstration  do  you  offer.  All  is  probabil 
ity  with  you,  and  yet  surely  you  and  Theodorus 
had  better  reflect  whether  you  are  disposed  to 
admit  of  probability  and  figures  of  speech  in 
matters  of  such  importance.  [163]  He  or  any 
other  mathematician  who  argued  from  proba 
bilities  and  likelihoods  in  geometry,  would  not 
be  worth  an  ace. 

Theaet.  But  neither  you  nor  we,  Socrates, 
would  be  satisfied  with  such  arguments. 

Soc.  Then  you  and  Theodorus  mean  to  say 


that  we  must  look  at  the  matter  in  some  other 
way? 

Theaet.  Yes,  in  quite  another  way. 

Soc.  And  the  way  will  be  to  ask  whether  per 
ception  is  or  is  not  the  same  as  knowledge;  for 
this  was  the  real  point  of  our  argument,  and 
with  a  view  to  this  we  raised  (did  we  not?) 
those  many  strange  questions. 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Shall  we  say  that  we  know  every  thing 
which  we  see  and  hear?  for  example,  shall  we 
say  that  not  having  learned,  we  do  not  hear 
the  language  of  foreigners  when  they  speak  to 
us?  or  shall  we  say  that  we  not  only  hear,  but 
know  what  they  are  saying?  Or  again,  if  we 
see  letters  which  we  do  not  understand,  shall 
we  say  that  we  do  not  see  them?  or  shall  we 
aver  that,  seeing  them,  we  must  know  them? 

Theaet.  We  shall  say,  Socrates,  that  we  know 
what  we  actually  see  and  hear  of  them — that  is 
to  say,  we  see  and  know  the  figure  and  colour 
of  the  letters,  and  we  hear  and  know  the  eleva 
tion  or  depression  of  the  sound  of  them;  but  we 
do  not  perceive  by  sight  and  hearing,  or  know, 
that  which  grammarians  and  interpreters  teach 
about  them. 

Soc.  Capital, Theaetetus; and  about  this  there 
shall  be  no  dispute,  because  I  want  you  to 
grow;  but  there  is  another  difficulty  coming, 
which  you  will  also  have  to  repulse. 

Theaet.  What  is  it? 

Soc.  Some  one  will  say,  Can  a  man  who  has 
ever  known  anything,  and  still  has  and  pre 
serves  a  memory  of  that  which  he  knows,  not 
know  that  which  he  remembers  at  the  time 
when  he  remembers?  I  have,  I  fear,  a  tedious 
way  of  putting  a  simple  question,  which  is 
only,  whether  a  man  who  has  learned,  and  re 
members,  can  fail  to  know? 

Theaet.  Impossible,  Socrates;  the -supposition 
is  monstrous. 

Soc.  Am  I  talking  nonsense,  then?  Think:  is 
not  seeing  perceiving,  and  is  not  sight  percep 
tion  ? 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  And  if  our  recent  definition  holds,  every 
man  knows  that  which  he  has  seen? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  you  would  admit  that  there  is  such 
a  thing  as  memory? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  is  memory  of  something  or  of 
nothing? 

Theaet.  Of  something,  surely. 

Soc.  Of  things  learned  and  perceived,  that  is? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 
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Socf  Often  a  man  remembers  that  which  he 
has  seen? 

Theaet.  True. 

Sac.  And  if  he  closed  his  eyes,  would  he  for 
get? 

[164]  Theaet.  Who,  Socrates,  would  dare  to 
say  so  ? 

Soc.  But  we  must  say  so,  if  the  previous 
argument  is  to  be  maintained. 

Theaet.  What  do  you  mean?  I  am  not  quite 
sure  that  I  understand  you,  though  I  have  a 
strong  suspicion  that  you  are  right. 

Soc.  As  thus:  he  who  sees  knows,  as  we  say, 
that  which  he  sees;  for  perception  and  sight  and 
knowledge  are  admitted  to  be  the  same. 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Soc.  But  he  who  saw,  and  has  knowledge  of 
that  which  he  saw,  remembers,  when  he  closes 
his  eyes,  that  which  he  no  longer  sees, 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  And  seeing  is  knowing,  and.therefore 
not-seeing  is  not-knowing? 

Theaet.  Very  true. 

Soc.  Then  the  inference  is,  that  a  man  may 
have  attained  the  knowledge  of  something, 
which  he  may  remember  and  yet  not  know,  be 
cause  he  does  not  see;  and  this  has  been  affirmed 
by  us  to  be  a  monstrous  supposition. 

Theaet.  Most  true. 

Soc.  Thus,  then,  the  assertion  that  knowledge 
and  perception  are  one,  involves  a  manifest  im 
possibility? 


Soc.  Then  they  must  be  distinguished? 

Theaet.  I  suppose  that  they  must. 

Soc.  Once  more  we  shall  have  to  begin,  and 
ask  "What  is  knowledge?  "and  yet,Theaetetus, 
what  are  we  going  to  do? 

Theaet.  About  what? 

Soc*  Like  a  ^good-for-nothing  cock,  without 
having  won  the  victory,  we  walk  away  from 
the  argument  and  crow, 

Theaet.  How  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  After  the  manner  of  disputers,1  we  were 
satisfied  with  mere  verbal  consistency,  and 
were  well  pleased  if  in  this  way  we  could  gain 
an  advantage.  Although  professing  not  to  be 
mere  Eristics,  but  philosophers,  I  suspect  that 
we  have  unconsciously  fallen  into  the  'error  of 
that  ingenious  class  of  persons.  : 

Theaet.  I  do  not  as  yet  understand  you.. 

-Soc.  Then,  r  will  try  to  explain  myself:  just 

now  we  asked  the  question,  whether  a  man 

who  had  learned  and  remembered  >could  fail  to 

knowy  and  we  showed  that  a!  person  who  had 

1  Lysis,  216;  Phaedo,  90,  101;  Republic,  v.  453  ft 


seen  might  remember  when  he  had  his  eyes 
shut  and  could  not  see,  and  then  he  would  at 
the  same  time  remember  and  not  know.  But 
this  was  an  impossibility.  And  so  the  Protago- 
rean  fable  came  to  nought,  and  yours  also,  who 
maintained  that  knowledge  is  the  same  as  per 
ception. 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  And  yet,  my  friend,  I  rather  suspect  that 
the  result  would  have  been  different  if  Protag 
oras,  who  was  the  father  of  the  first  of  the 
two  brats,  had  been  alive;  he  would  have  had 
a  great  deal  to  say  on  their  behalf.  But  he  is 
dead,  and  we  insult  over  his  orphan  child;  and 
even  the  guardians  whom  he  left,  and  of  whom 
our  friend  Theodoras  is  one,  are  unwilling  to 
give  any  help,  and  therefore  I  suppose  that  I 
must  take  up  his  cause  myself,  and  see  justice 
done? 

[165]  Theod.  Not  I,  Socrates,  but  rather 
Callias,  the  son  of  Hipponicus,  is  guardian  of 
his  orphans.  I  was  too  soon  diverted  from  the 
abstractions  of  dialectic  to  geometry.  Neverthe 
less,  I  shall  be  grateful  to  you  if  you  assist  him. 
Soc.  Very  good,  Theodorus;  you  shall  see 
how  I  will  come  to  the  rescue.  If  a  person  does 
not  attend  to  the  meaning  of  terms  as  they  are 
commonly  used  in  argument,  he  may  be  in 
volved  even  in  greater  paradoxes  than  these. 
Shall  I  explain  this  matter  to  you  or  to  Theaete- 
tus? 

Theod.  To  both  of  us,  and  let  the  younger 
answer;  he  will  incur  less  disgrace  if  he  is  dis 
comfited. 

Soc.  Then  now  let  me  ask  the  awful  ques 
tion,  which  is  this : — Can  a  man  know  and  also 
not  know  that  which  he  knows  ? 

Theod.  How  shall  we  answer,  Theaetetus? 
Theaet.  He  cannot,  I  should  say. 
Soc.  He  can,  if  you  maintain  that  seeing  is 
knowing.  When  you  are  imprisoned  in  a  well, 
as  the  saying  is,  and  the  self-assured  adversary 
closes  one  of  your  eyes  with,  his  hand,  and  asks 
whether  you  can  see  his  cloak  with  the  eye 
which  he  has  closed,  how  will  you  answer  the 
inevitable  man? 

Theaet.  I  should  answer,  "Not  with  that  eye 
but  with  the  other." 

Soc.  Then  you  see  and  do  not  see  the  same 
thing  at  the  same  time, 

Theaet.  Yes,  in  a  certain  sense. 
So^vNone  of  that,  he  will  reply;  I  do  not  ask 
or  bid  you  answer  in  what  sense  you  know,  but 
only  whether  you  know  that  which  you  do  not 
know.  You  have  been  provect  to  see  that  which 
you  do  not  see;  and  you  have  already  admitted 
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that  seeing  Is  knowing,  and  that  not-seeing  Is 
not-knowing:  I  leave  you  to  draw  the  Inference. 

Theaet.  Yes,  the  Inference  Is  the  contradic 
tory  of  my  assertion. 

Soc.  Yes,  my  marvel,  and  there  might  have 
been  yet  worse  things  In  store  for  you,  If  an  op 
ponent  had  gone  on  to  ask  whether  you  can 
have  a  sharp  and  also  a  dull  knowledge,  and 
whether  you  can  know  near,  but  not  at  a  dis 
tance,  or  know  the  same  thing  with  more  or 
less  Intensity,  and  so  on  without  end.  Such 
questions  might  have  been  put  to  you  by  a 
light-armed  mercenary,  who  argued  for  pay. 
He  would  have  lain  in  wait  for  you,  and  when 
you  took  up  the  position,  that  sense  is  knowl 
edge,  he  would  have  made  an  assault  upon 
hearing,  smelling,  and  the  other  senses;— he 
would  have  shown  you  no  mercy;  and  while 
you  were  lost  in  envy  and  admiration  of  his 
wisdom,  he  would  have  got  you  into  his  net, 
out  of  which  you  would  not  have  escaped  un 
til  you  had  come  to  an  understanding  about  the 
sum  to  be  paid  for  your  release.  Well,  you  ask, 
and  how  will  Protagoras  reinforce  his  posi 
tion?  Shall  I  answer  for  him? 

Theaet.  By  all  means. 

Soc.  He  will  repeat  all  those  things  which  we 
have  been  urging  on  his  behalf,  [166]  and  then 
he  will  close  with  us  hi  disdain,  and  say: — The 
worthy  Socrates  asked  a  little  boy,  whether  the 
same  man  could  remember  and  not  know  the 
same  thing,  and  the  boy  said  No,  because  he 
was  frightened,  and  could  not  see  what  was 
coming,  and  then  Socrates  made  fun  of  poor 
me.  The  truth  is,  O  slatternly  Socrates,  that 
when  you  ask  questions  about  any  assertion  of 
mine,  and  the  person  asked  is  found  tripping, 
if  he  has  answered  as  I  should  have  answered, 
then  I  am  refuted,  but  if  he  answers  something 
else,  then  he  is  refuted  and  not  I.  For  do  you 
really  suppose  that  any  one  would  admit  the 
memory  which  a  man  has  of  an  impression 
which  has  passed  away  to  be  the  same  with 
that  which  he  experienced  at  the  time?  Assur 
edly  not.  Or  would  he  hesitate  to  acknowledge 
that  the  same  man  may  know  and  not  know  the 
same  thing?  Or,  if  he  is  afraid  of  making  this 
admission,  would  he  ever  grant  that  one  who 
has  become  unlike  is  the  same  as  before  he  be 
came  unlike?  Or  would  he  admit  that  a  man  is 
one  at  all,  and  not  rather  many  and  infinite  as 
the  changes  which  take  place  in  him?  I  speak 
by  the  card  in  order  to  avoid  entanglements  of 
words.  But,  O  my  good  sir,  he  will  say,xome 
to  the  argument  in  a  more  generous  spirit;  and 
either  show,  if  you  can,  that  our  sensations  are 


not  relative  and  Individual,  or,  if  you  admit 
them  to  be  so,  prove  that  this  does  not  Involve 
the  consequence  that  the  appearance  becomes, 
or,  if  you  will  have  the  word,  Is,  to  thi  indi 
vidual  only.  As  to  your  talk  about  pigs  and 
baboons*  you  are  yourself  behaving  like  a  pig, 
and  you  teach  your  hearers  to  make  sport  of 
my  writings  in  the  same  Ignorant  manner;  but 
this  is  not  to  your  credit.  For  I  declare  that  the 
truth  is  as  I  have  written,  and  that  each  of  us  is 
a  measure  of  existence  and  of  non-existence. 
Yet  one  man  may  be  a  thousand  times  better 
than  another  In  proportion  as  different  things 
are  and  appear  to  him. 

And  I  am  far  from  saying  that  wisdom  and 
the  wise  man  have  no  existence;  but  I  say  that 
the  wise  man  is  he  who  makes  the  evils  which 
appear  and  are  to  a  man,  Into  goods  which  are 
and  appear  to  him.  And  I  would  beg  you  not 
to  press  my  words  in  the  letter,  but  to  take  the 
meaning  of  them  as  I  will  explain  them.  Re 
member  what  has  been  "already  said, — that  to 
the  sick  man  his  food  appears  to  be  and  is  bit 
ter,  and  to  the  man  in  health  the  opposite  of 
bitter.  Now  I  cannot  conceive  that  one  of  these 
men  can  be  or  ought  to  be  made  wiser  than  the 
other:  [i6j]  nor  can  you  assert  that  the^sick 
man  because  he  has  one  impression  is  foolish, 
and  the  healthy  man  because  he  has  another  is 
wise;  but  the  one  state  requires  to  be  changed 
into  the  other,  the  worse  into  the  better.  As  in 
education,  a  change  of  state  has  to  be  effected, 
and  the  sophist  accomplishes  by  words  the 
change  which  the  physician  works  by  the  aid 
of  drugs.  Not  that  any  one  ever  made  another 
think  truly,  who  previously  thought  falsely. 
For  no  one  can  think  what  is  not,  or  think  any 
thing  different  from  that  which  he  feels;  and 
this  is  always  true.  But  as  the  inferior  habit  of 
mind  has  thoughts  of  kindred  nature,  so  I  con 
ceive  that  a  good  mind  causes  men  to  have  good 
thoughts;  and  these -which  the  inexperienced 
call  true,  I  maintain  to  be  only  better,  and  not 
truer  than  others.  And,  O  my  dear  Socrates,  I 
do  not  call  wise  men  tadpoles:  far  from  it;  I 
say  that  they  are  the  physicians  of  the  human 
body,  and  the  husbandmen  of  plants — for  the 
husbandmen  also  take  away  the  evil  and  dis 
ordered  sensations  of  plants, -and  infuse  into 
them  good  and  healthy  sensations — aye  and 
true  ones;  and  the  wise  and  good  rhetoricians 
make  the  good  instead  of  the  evil  to  .seem  just 
to  states;  for  whatever  appears  to  a  state  to  be 
just  and  fair,  so  long  as  it  is  regarded  as  such, 
is  just  and  fair  to  it;  but  the' teacher  of  wisdom 
causes  the  good  to  take  the  place  of  the  evil, 
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both  in  appearance  and  in  reality.  And  in  like 
manner  the  Sophist  who  is  able  to  train  his 
pupils  in  this  spirit  is  a  wise  man,  and  deserves 
to  be  well  paid  by  them.  And  so  one  man  is 
wiser  than  another;  and  no  one  thinks  falsely, 
and  you,  whether  you  will  or  not,  must  endure 
to  be  a  measure.  On  these  foundations  the  argu 
ment  stands  firm,  which  you,  Socrates,  may,  if 
you  please,  overthrow  by  an  opposite  argument, 
or  if  you  like  you  may  put  questions  to  me — a 
method  to  which  no  intelligent  person  will  ob 
ject,  quite  the  reverse.  But  I  must  beg  you  to 
put  fair  questions:  for  there  is  great  inconsist 
ency  in  saying  that  you  have  a  zeal  for  virtue, 
and  then  always  behaving  unfairly  in  argu 
ment.  The  unfairness  of  which  I  complain  is 
that  you  do  not  distinguish  between  mere  dis 
putation  and  dialectic:  the  disputer  may  trip 
up  his  opponent  as  often  as  he  likes,  and  make 
fun;  but  the  dialectician  will  be  in  earnest,  and 
only  correct  his  adversary  when  necessary,  tell 
ing  him  the  errors  into  which  he  has  fallen 
through  his  own  fault,  or  that  of  the  company 
which  he  has  previously  kept.  [168]  If  you  do 
so,  your  adversary  will  lay  the  blame  of  his  own 
confusion  and  perplexity  on  himself,  and  not 
on  you.  He  wiU  follow  and  love  you,  and  will 
hate  himself,  and  escape  from  himself  into  phi 
losophy,  in  order  that  he  may  become  different 
from  what  he  was.  But  the  other  mode  of  argu 
ing,  which  is  practised  by  the  many,  will  have 
just  the  opposite  effect  upon  him;  and  as  he 
grows  older,  instead  of  turning  philosopher,  he 
will  come  to  hate  philosophy.  I  would  recom 
mend  you,  therefore,  as  I  said  before,  not  to  en 
courage  yourself  in  this  polemical  and  contro 
versial  temper,  but.  to  find  out,  in  a  friendly  and 
congenial  spirit,  what  we  really  mean  when  we 
say  that  all  things,  are  in  motion,  and  that  to 
every  individual  and  state  what  appears,  is.  In 
this  manner  you  will  consider  whether  knowl 
edge  and  sensation  are  the  same  or  different, 
but  you  will  not  argue,  as  you  were  just  now 
doing,  from  the  customary  use  of  names  and 
words,  which  the  vulgar  pervert  in  all  sorts  of 
ways,  causing  infinite  perplexity  to  one  an 
other.  Such,  Theodorus,  is  the  very  slight  help 
which  I  am  able  to  offer  to  your  old  friend;  had 
he  been  living,  he  would  have  helped  himself 
in  a  far  more  gloriose  style. 

Theod.  You  are  jesting,  Socrates;  indeed, 
your  defence  of  him  has  been  most  valorous. 

Soc.  Thank  you,  friend;  and  I  hope  that  you 
observed  Protagoras  bidding  us  be  serious,  as 
the  text,  "Man  is  the  measure  of  all  things," 
was  a  solemn  one;  and  he  reproached  us  with 


making  a  boy  the  medium  of  discourse,  and 
said  that  the  boy's  timidity  was  made  to  tell 
against  his  argument;  he  also  declared  that  we 
made  a  joke  of  him. 

Theod.  How  could  I  fail  to  observe  all  that, 
Socrates? 

Soc.  Well,  and  shall  we  do  as  he  says? 

Theod.  By  all  means. 

Soc.  But  if  his  wishes  are  to  be  regarded,  you 
and  I  must  take  up  the  argument,  and  in  all 
seriousness,  and  ask  and  answer  one  another. 
for  you  see  that  the  rest  of  us  are  nothing  but 
boys.  In  no  other  way  can  we  escape  the  impu 
tation,  that  in  our  fresh  analysis  of  his  thesis 
we  are  making  fun  with  boys. 

Theod.  Well,  but  is  not  Theaetetus  better 
able  to  follow  a  philosophical  enquiry  than  a 
great  many  men  who  have  long  beards? 

Soc.  Yes, Theodorus,  but  not  better  than  you; 
and  therefore  please  not  to  imagine  that  I  am  to 
defend  by  every  means  in  my  power  your  de 
parted  friend;  [169]  and  that  you  are  to  defend 
nothing  and  nobody.  At  any  rate,  my  good 
man,  do  not  sheer  off  until  we  know  whether 
you  are  a  true  measure  of  diagrams,  or  whether 
all  men  are  equally  measures  and  sufficient  for 
themselves  in  astronomy  and  geometry,  and  the 
other  branches  of  knowledge  in  which  you  are 
supposed  to  excel  them. 

Theod.  He  who  is  sitting  by  you,  Socrates, 
will  not  easily  avoid  being  drawn  into  an  argu 
ment;  and  when  I  said  just  now  that  you  would 
excuse  me,  and  not,  like  the  Lacedaemonians, 
compel  me  to  strip  and  fight,  I  was  talking  non 
sense — I  should  rather  compare  you  to  Scirr- 
hon,  who  threw  travellers  from  the  rocks;  for 
the  Lacedaemonian  rule  is  "strip  or  depart," 
but  you  seem  to  go  about  your  work  more  after 
the  fashion  of  Antaeus:  you  will  not  allow  any 
one  who  approaches  you  to  depart  until  you 
have  stripped  him,  and  he  has  been  compelled 
to  try  a  fall  with  you  in  argument. 

Soc.  There,  Theodorus,  you  have  hit  off  pre 
cisely  the  nature  of  my  complaint;  but  I  am 
even  more  pugnacious  than  the  giants  of  old, 
for  I  have  met  with  no  end  of  heroes;  many  a 
Heracles,  many  a  Theseus,  mighty  in  words, 
has  broken  my  head;  nevertheless  I  am  always 
at  this  rough  exercise,  which  inspires  me  like 
a  passion.  Please,  then,  to  try  a  fall  with  me, 
whereby  you  will  do  yourself  good  as  well  as 
me. 

Theod.  I  consent;  lead  me  whither  you  will, 
for  I  know  that  you  are  like  destiny;  no  man 
can  escape  from  any  argument  which  you  may 
weave  for  him.  But  I  am  not  disposed  to  go 
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further  than  you  suggest. 

Soc.  Once  will  be  enough;  and  now  take  par 
ticular  care  that  we  do  not  again  unwittingly 
expose  ourselves  to  the  reproach  of  talking 
childishly. 

Theod.  I  will  do  my  best  to  avoid  that  error. 

Soc.  In  the  first  place,  let  us  return  to  our  old 
objection,  and  see  whether  we  were  right  in 
blaming  and  taking  offence  at  Protagoras  on 
the  ground  that  he  assumed  all  to  be  equal  and 
sufficient  in  wisdom; although  he  admitted  that 
there  was  a  better  and  worse,  and  that  in  re 
spect  of  this,  some  who  as  he  said  were  the  wise 
excelled  others. 

Theod.  Very  true. 

Soc.  Had  Protagoras  been  living  and  an 
swered  for  himself,  instead  of  our  answering 
for  him,  there  would  have  been  no  need  of 
our  reviewing  or  reinforcing  the  argument. 
But  as  he  is  not  here,  and  some  one  may  accuse 
us  of  speaking  without  authority  on  his  behalf, 
had  we  not  better  come  to  a  clearer  agreement 
about  his  meaning,  for  a  great  deal  may  be  at 
stake? 

Theod.  True. 

[ijo]  Soc.  Then  let  us  obtain,  not  through 
any  third  person,  but  from  his  own  statement 
and  in  the  fewest  words  possible,  the  basis  of 
agreement. 

Theod.  In  what  way? 

Soc.  In  this  way: — His  words  are,  "What 
seems  to  a  man,  is  to  him." 

Theod.  Yes,  so  he  says. 

Soc.  And  are  not  we,  Protagoras,  uttering  the 
opinion  of  man,  or  rather  of  all  mankind,  when 
we  say  that  every  one  thinks  himself  wiser  than 
other  men  in  some  things,  and  their  inferior 
in  others  ?  In  the  hour  of  danger,  when  they  are 
in  perils  of  war,  or  of  the  sea,  or  of  sickness,  do 
they  not  look  up  to  their  commanders  as  if 
they  were  gods,  and  expect  salvation  from 
them,  only  because  they  excel  them  in  knowl 
edge?  Is  not  the  world  full  of  men  in  their 
several  employments,  who  are  looking  for 
teachers  and  rulers  of  themselves  and  of  the 
animals?  and  there  are  plenty  who  think  that 
they  are  able  to  teach  and  able  to  rule.  Now, 
in  all  this  is  implied  that  ignorance  and  wisdom 
exist  among  them,  at  least  in  their  own  opinion. 

Theod.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  wisdom  is  assumed  by  them  to  be 
true  thought,  and  ignorance  to  be  false  opinion. 

Theod.  Exactly. 

Soc.  How  then,  Protagoras,  would  you  have 
us  treat  the  argument?  Shall  we  say  that  the 
opinions  of  men  are  always  true,  or  sometimes 


true  and  sometimes  false?  In  either  case,  the 
result  is  the  same,  and  their  opinions  are  not  al 
ways  true,  but  sometimes  true  and  sometimes 
false.  For  tell  me,  Theodoras,  do  you  suppose 
that  you  yourself,  or  any  other  follower  of  Pro 
tagoras,  would  contend  that  no  one  deems  an 
other  ignorant  or  mistaken  in  his  opinion? 

Theod.  The  thing  is  incredible,  Socrates. 

Soc.  And  yet  that  absurdity  is  necessarily  In 
volved  in  the  thesis  which  declares  man  to  be 
the  measure  of  all  things. 

Theod.  How  so? 

Soc.  Why,  suppose  that  you  determine  in 
your  own  mind  something  to  be  true,  and  de 
clare  your  opinion  to  me;  let  us  assume,  as  he 
argues,  that  this  is  true  to  you.  Now,  if  so,  you 
must  either  say  that  the  rest  of  us  are  not  the 
judges  of  this  opinion  or  judgment  of  yours,  or 
that  we  judge  you  always  to  have  a  true  opin 
ion?  But  are  there  not  thousands  upon  thou 
sands  who,  whenever  you  form  a  judgment, 
take  up  arms  against  you  and  are  of  an  oppo 
site  judgment  and  opinion,  deeming  that  you 
judge  falsely? 

Theod.  Yes,  indeed,  Socrates,  thousands  and 
tens  of  thousands,  as  Homer  says,  who  give 
me  a  world  of  trouble. 

Soc.  Well,  but  are  we  to  assert  that  what  you 
think  is  true  to  you  and  false  to  the  ten  thou 
sand  others? 

Theod.  No  other  inference  seems  to  be  pos 
sible. 

Soc.  And  how  about  Protagoras  himself?  If 
neither  he  nor  the  multitude  thought,  as  in 
deed  they  do  not  think,  that  man  is  the  meas 
ure  of  all  things,  [iji]  must  it  not  follow  that 
the  truth  of  which  Protagoras  wrote  would  be 
true  to  no  one?  But  if  you  suppose  that  he  him 
self  thought  this,  and  that  the  multitude  does 
not  agree  with  him,  you  must  begin  by  allow 
ing  that  in  whatever  proportion  the  many  are 
more  than  one,  in  that  proportion  his  truth  is 
more  untrue  than  true. 

Theod.  That  would  follow  if  the  truth  is 
supposed  to  vary  with  individual  opinion. 

Soc.  And  the  best  of  the  joke  is,  that  he  ac 
knowledges,  the  truth  of  their  opinion  who  be 
lieve  his  own  opinion  to  be  false;  for  he  admits 
that  the  opinions  of  all  men  are  true. 

Theod.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  does  he  not  allow  that  his  own 
opinion  is  false,  if  he  admits  that  the  opinion 
of  those  who  think  him  false  is  true? 

Theod.  Of  course. 

Soc.  Whereas  the  other  side  do  not  admit 
that  they  speak  falsely? 
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Theod.  They  do  not. 

Soc.  And  he,  as  may  be  inferred  from  his 
writings,  agrees  that  this  opinion  Is  also  true. 

Theod.  Clearly. 

Soc.  Then  all  mankind,  beginning  with  Pro 
tagoras,  will  contend,  or  rather,  I  should  say 
that  he  will  allow,  when  he  concedes  that  his 
adversary  has  a  true  opinion — Protagoras,  I 
say,  will  himself  allow  that  neither  a  dog  nor 
any  ordinary  man  Is  the  measure  of  anything 
which  he  has  not  learned — am  I  not  right? 

Theod.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  the  truth  of  Protagoras  being 
doubted  by  all,  will  be  true  neither  to  himself 
nor  to  any  one  else? 

Theod.  I  think,  Socrates,  that  we  are  running 
my  old  friend  too  hard. 

Sac.  But  I  do  not  know  that  we  are  going  be 
yond  the  truth.  Doubtless,  as  he  is  older,  he 
may  be  expected  to  be  wiser  than  we  are.  And 
If  he  could  only  just  get  his  head  out  of  the 
world  below,  he  would  have  overthrown  both 
of  us  again  and  again,  me  for  talking  nonsense 
and  you  for  assenting  to  me,  and  have  been  off 
and  underground  In  a  trice.  But  as  he  is  not 
within  call,  we  must  make  the  best  use  of  our 
own  faculties,  such  as  they  are,  and  speak  out 
what  appears  to  us  to  be  true.  And  one  thing 
which  no  one  will  deny  Is,  that  there  are  great 
differences  In  the  understandings  of  men. 

Theod.  In  that  opinion  I  quite  agree. 

Soc.  And  Is  there  not  most  likely  to  be  firm 
ground  in  the  distinction  which  we  were  in 
dicating  on  behalf  of  Protagoras,  viz.,  that  most 
things,  and  all  immediate  sensations,  such  as 
hot,  dry,  sweet,  are  only  such  as  they  appear; 
if  however  difference  of  opinion  is  to  be  al 
lowed  at  all,  surely  we  must  allow  it  in  respect 
of  health  or  disease?  for  every  woman,  child, 
or  living  creature  has  not  such  a  knowledge 
of  what  conduces  to  health  as  to  enable  them 
to  cure  themselves. 

Theod.  I  quite  agree. 

[172]  Soc.  Or  again,  in  politics,  while  affirm 
ing  that  just  and  unjust,  honourable  and  dis 
graceful,  holy  and  unholy,  are  in  reality  to 
each  state  such  as  the  state  thinks  and  makes 
lawful,  and  that  in  determining  these  matters 
no  individual  or  state  is  wiser  than  another, 
still  the  followers  of  Protagoras  will  not  deny 
that  in  determining  what  is  or  is  not  expedient 
for  the  community  one  state  is  wiser  and  one 
counsellor  better  than  another — they  will  scarce 
ly  venture  to  maintain,  that  what  a  city  enacts 
in  the  belief  that  it  is  expedient  will  always  be 
really  expedient.  But  in  the  other  case,  I  mean 


when  they  speak  of  justice  and  Injustice,  piety 
and  impiety,  they  are  confident  that  In  nature 
these  have  no  existence  or  essence  of  their  own 
— the  truth  is  that  which  is  agreed  on  at  the 
time  of  the  agreement,  and  as  long  as  the  agree 
ment  lasts;  and  this  is  the  philosophy  of  many 
who  do  not  altogether  go  along  with  Protago 
ras.  Here  arises  a  new  question,  Theodorus, 
which  threatens  to  be  more  serious  than  the  last. 

Theod.  Well,  Socrates,  we  have  plenty  of 
leisure. 

Soc.  That  is  true,  and  your  remark  recalls  to 
my  mind  an  observation  which  I  have  often 
made,  that  those  who  have  passed  their  days  in 
the  pursuit  of  philosophy  are  ridiculously  at 
fault  when  they  have  to  appear  and  speak  in 
court.  How  natural  is  this! 

Theod.  What  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  I  mean  to  say,  that  those  who  have  been 
trained  in  philosophy  and  liberal  pursuits  are 
as  unlike  those  who  from  their  youth  upwards 
have  been  knocking  about  in  the  courts  and 
such  places,  as  a  freeman  is  in  breeding  unlike 
a  slave. 

Theod.  In  what  is  the  difference  seen? 

Soc.  In  the  leisure  spoken  of  by  you,  which 
a  freeman  can  always  command:  he  has  his 
talk  out  in  peace,  and,  like  ourselves,  he  wan 
ders  at  will  from  one  subject  to  another,  and 
from  a  second  to  a  third, — if  the  fancy  takes 
him,  he  begins  again,  as  we  are  doing  now,  car 
ing  not  whether  his  words  are  many  or  few; 
his  only  aim  is  to  attain  the  truth.  But  the  lawyer 
is  always  in  a  hurry;  there  is  the  water  of  the 
clepsydra  driving  him  on,  and  not  allowing 
him  to  expatiate  at  will:  and  there  is  his  adver 
sary  standing  over  him,  enforcing  his  rights; 
the  indictment,  which  in  their  phraseology  is 
termed  the  affidavit,  is  recited  at  the  time:  and 
from  this  he  must  not  deviate.  He  is  a  servant, 
and  is  continually  disputing  about  a  fellow- 
servant  before  his  master,  who  is  seated,  and 
has  the  cause  in  his  hands;  the  trial  is  never 
about  some  indifferent  matter,  but  always  con 
cerns  himself;  [173]  and  often  the  race  is  for 
his  life.  The  consequence  has  been,  that  he  has 
become  keen  and  shrewd;  he  has  learned  how 
to  flatter  his  master  in  word  and  indulge  him 
in  deed;  but  his  soul  is  small  and  unrighteous. 
His  condition,  which  has  been  that  of  a  slave 
from  his  youth  upwards,  has  deprived  him  of 
growth  and  uprightness  and  independence; 
dangers  and  fears,  which  were  too  much  for 
his  truth  and  honesty,  came  upon  him  in  early 
years,  when  the  tenderness  of  youth  was  un 
equal  to  them,  and  he  has  been  driven  into 
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crooked  ways;  from  the  first  lie  has  practised 
deception  and  retaliation,  and  has  become 
stunted  and  warped.  And  so  he  has  passed  out 
of  youth  into  manhood,  having  no  soundness 
in  him;  and  is  now,  as  he  thinks,  a  master  in 
wisdom.  Such  is  the  lawyer,  Theodoras.  WEI 
you  have  the  companion  picture  of  the  philoso 
pher,  who  is  of  our  brotherhood;  or  shall  we  re 
turn  to  the  argument?  Do  not  let  us  abuse  the 
freedom  of  digression  which  we  claim. 

Theod.  Nay,  Socrates,  not  until  we  have  fin 
ished  what  we  are  about;  for  you  truly  said  that 
we  belong  to  a  brotherhood  which  is  free,  and 
are  not  the  servants  of  the  argument;  but  the 
argument  is  our  servant,  and  must  wait  our 
leisure.  Who  is  our  judge?  Or  where  is  the 
spectator  having  any  right  to  censure  or  con 
trol  us,  as  he  might  the  poets? 

Soc.  Then,  as  this  is  your  wish,  I  will  de 
scribe  the  leaders;  for  there  is  no  use  in  talking 
about  the  inferior  sort.  In  the  first  place,  the 
lords  of  philosophy  have  never,  from  their 
youth  upwards,  known  their  way  to  the  Agora, 
or  the  dicastery,  or  the  council,  or  any  other 
political  assembly;  they  neither  see  nor  hear 
the  laws  or  decrees,  as  they  are  called,  of  the 
state  written  or  recited;  the- eagerness  of  polit 
ical  societies  in  the  attainment  of  offices — clubs, 
and  banquets,  and  revels,  and  singing-maidens, 
— do  not  enter  even  into  their  dreams.  Whether 
any  event  has  turned  out  well  or  ill  in  the  city, 
what  disgrace  may  have  descended  to  any  one 
from  his  ancestors,  male  or  female,  are  matters 
of  which  the  philosopher  no  more  knows  than 
he  can  tell,  as  they  say,  how  many  pints  are 
contained  in  the  ocean.  Neither  is  he  conscious 
of  his  ignorance.  For  he  does  not  hold  aloof 
in  order  that  he  may  gain  a  reputation;  but  the 
truth  is,  that  the  outer  form  of  him  only  is  in 
the  city:  his  mind,  disdaining  the  littlenesses 
and  nothingnesses  of  human  things,  is  "flying 
all  abroad"  as  Pindar  says,  measuring  earth  and 
heaven  and  the  things  which  are  under  and  on 
the  earth  and  above  the  heaven,  interrogating 
the  whole  nature  of  each  and  all  in  their  entire 
ty,  [174]  but  not  condescending  to  anything 
which  is  within  reach. 
'  Theod.  What  do  you  mean,  Socrates? 

Soc.  I  will  illustrate  my  meaning,  Theodorus, 
by  the  jest  which  the  clever  witty  Thracian 
handmaid  is  said  to  have  made  about  Thames, 
when  he  fell  into  a  well  as  he  was  looking  up  at 
the  stars.  She  said,  that  he  was  so  eager  to  know 
what  was  going  on  in  heaven,  that  he  could 
not  see  what  was  before  his  feet.  This  is  a  jest 
which  is  equally  applicable  to  all  philosophers. 


For  the  philosopher  is  wholly  unacquainted 
with  his  next-door  neighbour;  he  is  ignorant, 
not  only  of  what  he  is  doing,  but  he  hardly 
knows  whether  he  is  a  man  or  an  animal;  he  is 
searching  into  the  essence  of  man,  and  busy  in 
enquiring  what  belongs  to  such  a  nature  to  do 
or  suffer  different  from  any  other; — I  think 
that  you  understand  me,  Theodorus? 

Theod.  I  do,  and  what  you  say  is  true. 

Soc.  And  thus,  my  friend,  on  every  occasion, 
private  as  well  as  public,  as  I  said  at  first,  when 
he  appears  in  a  law-court,  or  in  any  place  in 
which  he  has  to  speak  of  things  which  are  at 
his  feet  and  before  his  eyes,  he  is  the  jest,  not 
only  of  Thracian  handmaids  but  of  the  general 
herd,  tumbling  into  wells  and  every  sort  of  dis 
aster  through  his  inexperience.  His  awkward 
ness  is  fearful,  and  gives  the  impression  of  im 
becility.  When  he  is  reviled,  he  has  nothing 
personal  to  say  in  answer  to  the  civilities  of  his 
adversaries,  for  he  knows  no  scandals  of  any 
one,  and  they  do  not  interest  him;  and  there 
fore  he  is  laughed  at  for  his  sheepishness;  and 
when  others  are  being  praised  and  glorified,  in 
the  simplicity  of  his  heart  he  cannot  help  going 
into  fits  of  laughter,  so  that  he  seems  to  be  a 
downright  idiot.  When  he  hears  a  tyrant  or 
king  eulogized,  he  fancies  that  he  is  listening 
to  the  praises  of  some  keeper  of  cattle — a  swine^ 
herd,  or  shepherd,  or  perhaps  a  cowherd,  who 
is  congratulated  on  the  quantity  of  milk  which 
he  squeezes  from  them;  and  he  remarks  that 
the  creature  whom  they  tend,  and  out  of  whom 
they  squeeze  the  wealth,  is  of  a  less  tractable  and 
more  insidious  nature.  Then,  again,  he  ob 
serves  that  the  great  man  is  of  necessity  as  ill- 
mannered  and  uneducated  as  any  shepherd — 
for  he  has  no  leisure,  and  he  is  surrounded  by  a 
wall,  which  is  his  mountain-pen.  Hearing  of 
enormous  landed  proprietors  of  ten  thousand 
acres  and  more,  our  philosopher  deems  this  to 
be  a  trifle,  because  he  has  been  accustomed  to 
think  of  the  whole  earth;  and  when  they  sing  the 
praises  of  family,  and  say  that  someone  is  a  gen 
tleman  because  he  can  show  seven  generations 
of  wealthy  ancestors,  he  thinks  that  their  senti 
ments  only  betray  a  dull  and  narrow  vision  in 
those  [175]  who  utter  them,  and  who  are  not 
educated  enough  to  look  at  the  whole,  nor  to 
consider  that  every  man  has  had  thousands  and 
ten  thousands  of  progenitors,  and  among  them 
have  been  rich  and  poor,  kings  and  slaves, 
Hellenes  and  barbarians,  innumerable.  And 
when  people  pride  themselves  on  having  a  pedi 
gree  of  twenty-five  ancestors,  which  goes  back 
to  Heracles,  the  son  of  Amphitryon,  he  cannot, 
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understand  their  poverty  of  ideas.  Why  are 
they  unable  to  calculate  that  Amphitryon  had 
a  twenty-fifth  ancestor,  who  might  have  been 
anybody,  and  was  such  as  fortune  made  him, 
and  he  had  a  fiftieth,  and  so  on?  He  amuses 
himself  with  the  notion  that  they  cannot  count, 
and  thinks  that  a  little  arithmetic  would  have 
got  rid  of  their  senseless  vanity.  Now,  in  all 
these  cases  our  philosopher  is  derided  by  the 
vulgar,  partly  because  he  is  thought  to  despise 
them,  and  also  because  he  is  ignorant  of  what 
is  before  him,  and  always  at  a  loss. 

Theod.  That  is  very  true,  Socrates. 

See.  But,  O  my  friend,  when  he  draws  the 
other  into  upper  air,  and  gets  him  out  of  his 
pleas  and  rejoinders  into  the  contemplation 
of  justice  and  injustice  in  their  own  nature  and 
in  their  difference  from  one  another  and  from 
all  other  things;  or  from  the  commonplaces 
about  the  happiness  of  a  king  or  of  a  rich  man 
to  the  consideration  of  government,  and  of  hu 
man  happiness  and  misery  in  general — what 
they  are,  and  how  a  man  is  to  attain  the  one 
and  avoid  the  other — when  that  narrow,  keen, 
little  legal  mind  is  called  to  account  about  all 
this,  he  gives  the  philosopher  his  revenge;  for 
dizzied  by  the  height  at  which  he  is  hanging, 
whence  he  looks  down  into  space,  which  is  a 
strange  experience  to  him,  he  being  dismayed, 
and  lost,  and  stammering  broken  words,  is 
laughed  at,  not  by  Thracian  handmaidens  or 
any  other  uneducated  persons,  for  they  have  no 
eye  for  the  situation,,  but  by  every  man  who  has 
not  been  brought  up  a  slave.  Such  are  the  two 
characters,  Theodorus:  the  one  of  the  freeman, 
who  has  been  trained  in  liberty  and  leisure, 
whom  you  call  the  philosopher — him  we  can 
not  blame  because  he  appears  simple  and  of  no 
account  when  he  has  to  perform  some  menial 
task,  such  as  packing  up  bed-clothes,  or  flavour 
ing  a  sauce  or  fawning  speech;  the  other  char 
acter  is  that  of  the  man  who  is  able  to  do  all 
this  kind  of  service  smartly  and  neatly,  [176] 
but  knows  not  how  to  wear  his  cloak  like  a  gen 
tleman;  still  less  with  the  music  of  discourse 
can  he  hymn  the  true  life  aright  which  is  lived 
by  immortals  or  men  blessed  of  heaven. 

Theod.  If  you  could  only  persuade  everybody, 
Socrates,  as  you  do  me,  of  the  truth  of  your 
words,  there  would  be  more  peace  and  fewer 
evils  among  men. 

Soc.  Evils,  Theodorus,  can  never  pass  away; 
for  there  must  always  remain  something  which 
is  antagonistic  to  good.  Having  no  place  among 
the  gods  in  heaven,  of  necessity  they  hover 
around  the  mortal  nature,  and  this  earthly 


sphere.  Wherefore  we  ought  to  fly  away  from 
earth  to  heaven  as  quickly  as  we  can;  and  to 
fly  away  is  to  become  like  God,  as  far  as  this 
is  possible;  and  to  become  like  him,  is  to  be 
come  holy,  just,  and  wise.  But,  O  my  friend, 
you  cannot  easily  convince  mankind  that  they 
should  pursue  virtue  or  avoid  vice,  not  merely 
in  order  that  a  man  may  seem  to  be  good,  which 
is  the  reason  given  by  the  world,  and  in  my 
judgment  is  only  a  repetition  of  an  old  wives* 
fable.  Whereas,  the  truth  is  that  God  is  never 
in  any  way  unrighteous — he  is  perfect  right 
eousness;  and  he  of  us  who  is  the  most  righteous 
is  most  like  him.  Herein  is  seen  the  true  clever 
ness  of  a  man,  and  also  his  nothingness  and 
want  of  manhood.  For  to  know  this  is  true  wis 
dom  and  virtue,  and  ignorance  of  this  is  mani 
fest  folly  and  vice.  All  other  kinds  of  wisdom 
or  cleverness,  which  seem  only,  such  as  the 
wisdom  of  politicians,  or  the  wisdoir  of  the 
arts,  are  coarse  and  vulgar.  The  unrighteous 
man,  or  the  sayer  and  doer  of  unholy  things, 
had  far  better  not  be  encouraged  in  the  illusion 
that  his  roguery  is  clever;  for  men  glory  in  their 
shame — they  fancy  that  they  hear  others  say 
ing  of  them,  "These  are  not  mere  good-for- 
nothing  persons,  mere  burdens  of  the  earth, 
but  such  as  men  should  be  who  mean  to  dwell 
safely  in  a  state,"  Let  us  tell  them  that  they  are 
all  the  more  truly  what  they  do  not  think  they 
are  because  they  do  not  know  it;  for  they  do  not 
know  the  penalty  of  injustice,  which  above  all 
things  they  ought  to  know — not  stripes  and 
death,  as  they  suppose,  which  evil-doers  often 
escape,  but  a  penalty  which  cannot  be  escaped. 

Theod.  What  is  that? 

Soc.  There  are  two  patterns  eternally  set  be 
fore  them;  the  one  blessed  and  divine,  the  other 
godless  and  wretched:  but  they  do  not  see  them, 
or  perceive  that  in  their  utter  folly  and  infatua 
tion  they  are  growing  like  the  one  and  unlike 
the  other,  [ijj]  by  reason  of  their  evil  deeds; 
and  the  penalty  is,  that  they  lead  a  life  answer 
ing  to  the  pattern  which  they  are  growing  like. 
And  if  we  tell  them,  that  unless  they  depart 
from  their  cunning,  the  place  of  innocence  will 
not  receive  them  after  death;  and  that  here  on 
earth,  they  will  live  ever  in  the  likeness  of  their 
own  evil  selves,  and  with  evil  friends — when 
they  hear  this  they  in  their  superior  cunning 
will  seem  to  be  listening  to  the  talk  of  idiots. 

Theod.  Very  true,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Too  true,  my  friend,  as  I  well  know; 
there  is,  however,  one  peculiarity  in  their  case: 
when  they  begin  to  reason  in  private  about  their 
dislike  of  philosophy,  if  they  have  the  courage 
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to  hear  the  argument  out,  and  do  not  run  away, 
they  grow  at  last  strangely  discontented  with 
themselves;  their  rhetoric  fades  away,  and  they 
become  helpless  as  children.  These  however  are 
digressions  from  which  we  must  now  desist,  or 
they  will  overflow,  and  drown  the  original  ar 
gument;  to  which,  if  you  please,  we  will  now 
return. 

Theod.  For  my  part,  Socrates,  I  would  rather 
have  the  digressions,  for  at  my  age  I  find  them 
easier  to  follow;  but  if  you  wish,  let  us  go  back 
to  the  argument. 

Soc.  Had  we  not  reached  the  point  at  which 
the  partisans  of  the  perpetual  flux,  who  say  that 
things  are  as  they  seem  to  each  one,  were  con 
fidently  maintaining  that  the  ordinances  which 
the  state  commanded  and  thought  just,  were 
just  to  the  state  which  imposed  them,  while 
they  were  in  force;  this  was  especially  asserted 
of  justice;  but  as  to  the  good,  no  one  had  any 
longer  the  hardihood  to  contend  of  any  ordi 
nances  which  the  state  thought  and  enacted  to 
be  good  that  these,  while  they  were  in  force, 
were  really  good; — he  who  said  so  would  be 
playing  with  the  name  "good,"  and  would  not 
touch  the  real  question — it  would  be  a  mock 
ery,  would  it  not? 

Theod.  Certainly  it  would. 

Soc.  He  ought  not  to  speak  of  the  name,  but 
of  the  thing  which  is  contemplated  under  the 
name. 

Theod.  Right. 

Soc.  Whatever  be  the  term  used,  the  good  or 
expedient  is  the  aim  of  legislation,  and  as  far 
as  she  has  an  opinion,  the  state  imposes  all  laws 
with  a  view  to  the  greatest  expediency;  can  leg 
islation  have  any  other  aim? 

[178]  Theod.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  But  is  the  aim  attained  always?  do  not 
mistakes  often  happen? 

Theod.  Yes,  I  think  that  there  are  mistakes. 

Soc.  The  possibility  of  error  will  be  more 
distinctly  recognized,  if  we  put  the  question  in 
reference  to  the  whole  class  under  which  the 
good  or  expedient  falls.  That  whole  class  has  to 
do  with  the  future,  and  laws  are  passed  under 
the  idea  that  they  will  be  useful  in  after-time; 
which,  in  other  words,  is  the  future. 

Theod.  Very  true. 

Soc.  Suppose  now,  that  we  ask  Protagoras,  or 
one  of  his  disciples,  a  question: — O, Protagoras, 
we  will  say  to  him,  Man  is,  as  you  declare,  the 
measure  of  all  things — white,  heavy,  light:  of 
all  such  things  he  is  the  judge;  for  he  has  the 
criterion  of  them  in  himself,  and  when  he 
thinks  that  things  are  such  as  he  experiences 


them  to  be,  he  thinks  what  is  and  is  true  to 
himself.  Is  it  not  so? 

Theod.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  do  you  extend  your  doctrine,  Pro 
tagoras  (as  we  shall  further  say),  to  the  future 
as  well  as  to  the  present;  and  has  he  the  cri 
terion  not  only  of  what  in  his  opinion  is  but  of 
what  will  be,  and  do  things  always  happen  to 
him  as  he  expected?  For  example,  take  the 
case  of  heat: — When  an  ordinary  man  thinks 
that  he  is  going  to  have  a  fever,  and  that  this 
kind  of  heat  is  coming  on,  and  another  person, 
who  is  a  physician,  thinks  the  contrary,  whose 
opinion  is  likely  to  prove  right?  Or  are  they 
both  right? — he  will  have  a  heat  and  fever  in 
his  own  judgment,  and  not  have  a  fever  in  the 
physician's  judgment? 

Theod.  How  ludicrous! 

Soc.  And  the  vinegrower,  if  I  am  not  mis 
taken,  is  a  better  judge  of  the  sweetness  or  dry- 
ness  of  the  vintage  which  is  not  yet  gathered 
than  the  harp-player  ? 

Theod.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  in  musical  composition  the  musi 
cian  will  know  better  than  the  training  master 
what  the  training  master  himself  will  hereafter 
think  harmonious  or  the  reverse? 

The*od.  Of  course. 

Soc.  And  the  cook  will  be  a  better  judge  than 
the  guest,  who  is  not  a  cook,  of  the  pleasure  to 
be  derived  from  the  dinner  which  is  in  prepara 
tion;  for  of  present  or  past  pleasure  we  are  not 
as  yet  arguing;  but  can  we  say  that  every  one 
will  be  to  himself  the  best  judge  of  the  pleasure 
which  will  seem  to  be  and  will  be  to  him  in  the 
future? — nay,  would  not  you,  Protagoras,  bet 
ter  guess  which  arguments  in  a  court  would 
convince  any  one  of  us  than  the  ordinary  man  ? 

Theod.  Certainly,  Socrates, he  used  to  profess 
in  the  strongest  manner  that  he  was  the  supe 
rior  of  all  men  in  this  respect. 

//797  Soc.  To  be  sure,  friend:  who  would 
have  paid  a  large  sum  for  the  privilege  of  talk 
ing  to  him,  if  he  had  really  persuaded  his  visi 
tors  that  neither  a  prophet  nor  any  other  man 
was  better  able  to  judge  what  will  be  and  seem 
to  be  in  the  future  than  every  one  could  for 
himself? 

Theod.  Who  indeed? 

Soc.  And  legislation  and  expediency  are  all 
concerned  with  the  future;  and  every  one  will 
admit  that  states,  in  passing  laws,  must  often 
fail  of  their  highest  interests? 

Theod.  Quite  true. 

Soc.  Then  we  may  fairly  argue  against  youi 
master,  that  he  must  admit  one  man  to  be  wiser 
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than  another,  and  that  the  wiser  Is  a  measure: 
but  I,  who  know  nothing,  am  not  at  all  obliged 
to  accept  the  honour  which  the  advocate  of 
Protagoras  was  just  now  forcing  upon  me, 
whether  I  would  or  not,  of  being  a  measure  of 
anything. 

Theod.  That  is  the  best  refutation  of  him, 
Socrates;  although  he  is  also  caught  when  he 
ascribes  truth  to  the  opinions  of  others,  who 
give  the  He  direct  to  his  own  opinion. 

Soc.  There  are  many  ways,  Theodoras,  in 
which  the  doctrine  that  every  opinion  of  every 
man  is  true  may  be  refuted;  but  there  is  more 
difficulty  in  proving  that  states  of  feeling,  which 
are  present  to  a  man,  and  out  of  which  arise 
sensations  and  opinions  in  accordance  with 
them,  are  also  untrue.  And  very  likely  I  have 
been  talking  nonsense  about  them;  for  they 
may  be  unassailable,  and  those  who  say  that 
there  is  clear  evidence  of  them,  and  that  they 
are  matters  of  knowledge,  may  probably  be 
right;  in  which  case  our  friend  Theaetetus  was 
not  so  far  from  the  mark  when  he  identified 
perception  and  knowledge.  And  therefore  let 
us  draw  nearer,  as  the  advocate  of  Protagoras 
desires,  and  give  the  truth  of  the  universal  flux 
a  ring:  is  the  theory  sound  or  not?  at  any  rate, 
no  small  war  is  raging  about  it,  and  there  are 
combatants  not  a  few. 

Theod.  No  small  war,  indeed,  for  in  Ionia 
the  sect  makes  rapid  strides;  the  disciples  of 
Heracleitus  are  most  energetic  upholders  of 
the  doctrine. 

Soc.  Then  we  are  the  more  bound,  my  dear 
Theodoras,  to  examine  the  question  from  the 
foundation  as  it  is  set  forth  by  themselves. 

Theod.  Certainly  we  are.  About  these  specu 
lations  of  Heracleitus,  which,  as  you  say,  are  as 
old  as  Homer,  or  even  older  still,  the  Ephesians 
themselves,  who  profess  to  know  them,  are 
downright  mad,  and  you  cannot  talk  with  them 
on  the  subject.  For,  in  accordance  with  their 
text-books,  they  are  always  in  motion;  but  as 
for  dwelling  upon  an  argument  or  a  question, 
[180]  and  quiedy  asking  and  answering  in 
turn,  they  can  no  more  do  so  than  they  can  fly; 
or  rather,  the  determination  of  these  fellows  not 
to  have  a  particle  of  rest  in  them  is  more  than 
the  utmost  powers  of  negation  can  express.  If 
you  ask  any  of  them  a  question,  he  will  produce, 
as  from  a  quiver,  sayings  brief  and  dark,  and 
shoot  them  at  you;  and  if  you  inquire  the  rea 
son  of  what  he  has  said,  you  will  be  hit  by  some 
other  newfangled  word,  and  will  make  no  way 
with  any  of  them,  nor  they  with  one  another; 
their  great  care  is,  not  to  allow  of  any  settled 


principle  either  in  their  arguments  or  in  their 
minds,  conceiving,  as  I  imagine,  that  any  such 
principle  would  be  stationary;  for  they  are  at 
war  with  the  stationary,  and  do  what  they  can 
to  drive  it  out  everywhere. 

Soc.  I  suppose,  Theodoras,  that  you  have  only 
seen  them  when  they  were  fighting,  and  have 
never  stayed  with  them  in  time  of  peace,  for 
they  are  no  friends  of  yours;  and  their  peace 
doctrines  are  only  communicated  by  them  at 
leisure,  as  I  imagine,  to  those  disciples  of  theirs 
whom  they  want  to  make  like  themselves. 

Theod.  Disciples!  my  good  sir,  they  have 
none;  men  of  their  sort  are  not  one  another's 
disciples,  but  they  grow  up  at  their  own  sweet 
will,  and  get  their  inspiration  anywhere,  each 
of  them  saying  of  his  neighbour  that  he  knows 
nothing.  From  these  men,  then,  as  I  was  going 
to  remark,  you  will  never  get  a  reason,  whether 
with  their  will  or  without  their  will;  we  must 
take  the  question  out  of  their  hands,  and  make 
the  anaylsis  ourselves,  as  if  we  were  doing  a 
geometrical  problem. 

Soc.  Quite  right  too;  but  as  touching  the 
aforesaid  problem,  have  we  not  heard  from  the 
ancients,  who  concealed  their  wisdom  from 
the  many  in  poetical  figures,  that  Oceanus  and 
Tethys,  the  origin  of  all  things,  are  streams,  and 
that  nothing  is  at  rest?  And  now  the  moderns, 
in  their  superior  wisdom,  have  declared  the 
same  openly,  that  the  cobbler  too  may  hear  and 
learn  of  them,  and  no  longer  foolishly  imagine 
that  some  things  are  at  rest  and  others  in  mo 
tion — having  learned  that  all  is  motion,  he  will 
duly  honour  his  teachers.  I  had  almost  for 
gotten  the  opposite  doctrine,  Theodorus, 

Alone  Being  remains  unmoved,  which  is  the  name 
for  the  all. 

This  is  the  language  of  Parmenides,  Melissus, 
and  their  followers,  who  stoutly  maintain  that 
all  being  is  one  and  self-contained,  and  has  no 
place  which  to  move.  What  shall  we  do,  friend, 
with  all  these  people;  for,  advancing  step  by 
step,  we  have  imperceptibly  got  between  the 
combatants,  [181]  and,  unless  we  can  protect 
our  retreat,  we  shall  pay  the  penalty  of  our  rash 
ness — like  the  players  in  the  palaestra  who  are 
caught  upon  the  line,  and  are  dragged  different 
ways  by  the  two  parties.  Therefore  I  think  that 
we  had  better  begin  by  considering  those  whom 
we  first  accosted,  "the  river-gods,"  and,  if  we 
find  any  truth  in  them,  we  will  help  them  to 
pull  us  over,  and  try  to  get  away  from  the 
others.  But  if  the  partisans  of  "the  whole"  ap 
pear  to  speak  more  truly,  we  will  fly  off  from 
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the  party  which  would  move  the  immovable, 
to  them.  And  if  we  find  that  neither  of  them 
have  anything  reasonable  to  say,  we  shall  be 
in  a  ridiculous  position,  having  so  great  a  con 
ceit  of  our  own  poor  opinion  and  rejecting  that 
of  ancient  and  famous  men.  O  Theodoras,,  do 
you  think  that  there  is  any  use  in  proceeding 
when  the  danger  is  so  great? 

Theod.  Nay,  Socrates,  not  to  examine  thor 
oughly  what  the  two  parties  have  to  say  would 
be  quite  intolerable. 

Soc.  Then  examine  we  must,  since  you,  who 
were  so  reluctant  to  begin,  are  so  eager  to  pro 
ceed.  The  nature  of  motion  appears  to  be  the 
question  with  which  we  begin.  What  do  they 
mean  when  they  say  that  all  things  are  in  mo 
tion?  Is  there  only  one  kind  of  motion,  or,  as  I 
rather  incline  to  think,  two?  I  should  like  to 
have  your  opinion  upon  this  point  in  addition 
to  my  own,  that  I  may  err,  if  I  must  err,  in  your 
company;  tell  me,  then,  when  a  thing  changes 
from  one  place  to  another,  or  goes  round  in  the 
same  place,  is  not  that  what  is  called  motion? 

Theod.Yts. 

Soc.  Here  then  we  have  one  kind  of  motion. 
But  when  a  thing,  remaining  on  the  same  spot, 
grows  old,  or  becomes  black  from  being  white, 
or  hard  from  being  soft,  or  undergoes  any  other 
change,  may  not  this  be  properly  called  mo 
tion  of  another  kind? 

Theod.  I  think  so. 

Soc.  Say  rather  that  it  must  be  so.  Of  mo 
tion  then  there  are  these  two  kinds,  "change," 
and  "motion  in  place." 

Theod.  You  are  right. 

Soc.  And  now,  having  made  this  distinction, 
let  us  address  ourselves  to  those  who  say  that 
all  is  motion,  and  ask  them  whether  all  things 
according  to  them  have  the  two  kinds  of  mo 
tion,  and  are  changed  as  well  as  move  in  place, 
or  is  one  thing  moved  in  both  ways,  and  an 
other  in  one  only? 

Theod.  Indeed,  I  do  not  know  what  to  an 
swer;  but  I  think  they  would  say  that  all  things 
are  moved  in  both  ways. 

Soc.  Yes,  comrade;  for,  if  not,  they  would 
have  to  say  that  the  same  things  are  in  motion 
and  at  rest,  and  there  would  be  no  more  truth 
in  saying  that  all  things  are  in  motion,  than 
that  all  things  are  at  rest. 

Theod.  To  be  sure. 

Soc.  And  if  they  are  to  be  in  motion,  and 
nothing  is  to  be  devoid  of  motion,  [182]  all 
things  must  always  have  every  sort  of  motion? 

Theod.  Most  true. 

Soc.  Consider  a  further  point:  did  we  not 


understand  them  to  explain  the  generation  of 
heat,  whiteness,  or  anything  else,  in  some  such 
manner  as  the  following: — were  they  not  say 
ing  that  each  of  them  is  moving  between  the 
agent  and  the  patient,  together  with  a  percep 
tion,  and  that  the  patient  ceases  to  be  a  perceiv 
ing  power  and  becomes  a  percipient,  and  the 
agent  a  quale  instead  of  a  quality  ?  I  suspect  that 
quality  may  appear  a  strange  and  uncouth  term 
to  you,  and  that  you  do  not  understand  the  ab 
stract  expression.  Then  I  will  take  concrete  in 
stances:  I  mean  to  say  that  the  producing  power 
or  agent  becomes  neither  heat  nor  whiteness, 
but  hot  and  white,  and  the  like  of  other  things. 
For  I  must  repeat  what  I  said  before,  that  nei 
ther  the  agent  nor  patient  have  any  absolute  ex 
istence,  but  when  they  come  together  and  gen 
erate  sensations  and  their  objects,  the  one  be 
comes  a  thing  of  a  certain  quality,  and  the  other 
a  percipient.  You  remember? 

Theod.  Of  course. 

Soc.  We  may  leave  the  details  of  their  theory 
unexamined,  but  we  must  not  forget  to  ask 
them  the  only  question  with  which  we  are 
concerned:  Are  all  things  in  motion  and  flux? 

Theod.  Yes,  they  will  reply. 

Soc.  And  they  are  moved  in  both  those  ways 
which  we  distinguished,  that  is  to  say,  they 
move  in  place  and  are  also  changed? 

Theod.  Of  course,  if  the  motion  is  to  be  per 
fect. 

Soc.  If  they  only  moved  in  place  and  were 
not  changed,  we  should  be  able  to  say  what  is 
the  nature  of  the  things  which  are  in  motion 
and  flux. 

Theod.  Exactly. 

Soc.  But  now,  since  not  even  white  continues 
to  flow  white,  and  whiteness  itself  is  a  flux  or 
change  which  is  passing  into  another  colour, 
and  is  never  to  be  caught  standing  still,  can  the 
name  of  any  colour  be  rightly  used  at  all  ? 

Theod.  How  is  that  possible,  Socrates,  either 
in  the  case  of  this  or  of  any  other  quality — if 
while  we  are  using  the  word  the  object  is  escap 
ing  in  the  flux? 

Soc.  And  what  would  you  say  of  percep 
tions,  such  as  sight  and  hearing,  or  any  other 
kind  of  perception?  Is  there  any  stopping  in 
the  act  of  seeing  and  hearing? 

Theod.  Certainly  not,  if  all  things  are  in 
motion. 

Soc.  Then  we  must  not  speak  of  seeing  any 
more  than  of  not-seeing,  nor  of  any  other  per 
ception  more  than  of  any  non-perception,  if  all 
things  partake  of  every  kind  of  motion? 

Theod.  Certainly  not, 
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Soc.  Yet  perception  Is  knowledge:  so  at  least 
Theaetetus  and  I  were  saying. 

Theod.  Very  true. 

Soc.  Then  when  we  were  asked  what  is 
knowledge,  we  no  more  answered  what  is 
knowledge  than  what  is  not  knowledge? 

Theod.  I  suppose  not. 

[183]  Soc.  Here,  then,  is  a  fine  result:  we 
corrected  our  first  answer  in  our  eagerness  to 
prove  that  nothing  is  at  rest.  But  if  nothing  is 
at  rest,  every  answer  upon  whatever  subject 
is  equally  right:  you  may  say  that  a  thing  is  or 
is  not  thus;  or,  if  you  prefer,  "becomes"  thus; 
and  if  we  say  "becomes,'*  we  shall  not  then 
hamper  them  with  words  expressive  of  rest. 

Theod.  Quite  true. 

Soc.  Yes,  Theodoras,  except  in  saying  "thus" 
and  "not  thus."  But  you  ought  not  to  use  the 
word  "thus,"  for  there  is  no  motion  in  "thus" 
or  in  "not  thus."  The  maintainers  of  the  doc 
trine  have  as  yet  no  words  in  which  to  express 
themselves,  and  must  get  a  new  language.  I 
know  of  no  word  that  will  suit  them,  except 
perhaps  "no  how,"  which  is  perfectly  indefi 
nite. 

Theod.  Yes,  that  is  a  manner  of  speaking  in 
which  they  will  be  quite  at  home. 

Soc.  And  so,  Theodoras,  we  have  got  rid  of 
your  friend  without  assenting  to  his  doctrine, 
that  every  man  is  the  measure  of  all  things — 
a  wise  man  only  is  a  measure;  neither  can  we 
allow  that  knowledge  is  perception,  certainly 
not  on  the  hypothesis  of  a  perpetual  flux,  unless 
perchance  our  friend  Theaetetus  is  able  to  con 
vince  us  that  it  is. 

Theod.  Very  good,  Socrates;  and  now  that 
the  argument  about  the  doctrine  of  Protagoras 
has  been  completed,  I  am  absolved  from  an 
swering;  for  this  was  the  agreement. 

Theaet.  Not,  Theodoras,  until  you  and  Soc 
rates  have  discussed  the  doctrine  of  those  who 
say  that  all  things  are  at  rest,  as  you  were  pro 
posing. 

Theod.  You,  Theaetetus,  who  are  a  young 
rogue,  must  not  instigate  your  elders  to  a  breach 
of  faith,  but  should  prepare  to  answer  Socrates 
in  the  remainder  of  the  argument. 

Theaet.  Yes,  if  he  wishes;  but  I  would  rather 
have  heard  about  the  doctrine  of  rest. 

Theod.  Invite  Socrates  to  an  argument — in 
vite  horsemen  to  the  open  plain;  do  but  ask 
him,  and  he  will  answer. 

Soc.  Nevertheless,  Theodorus,  I  am  afraid 
that  I  shall  not  be  able  to  comply  with  the  re 
quest  of  Theaetetus. 

Theod.  Not  comply  1  for  what  reason? 


Soc,  My  reason  is  that  I  have  a  kind  of  rever 
ence;  not  so  much  for  Melissus  and  the  others, 
who  say  that  "All  is  one  and  at  rest,"  as  for 
the  great  leader  himself,  Parmenides,  venerable 
and  awful,  as  in  Homeric  language  he  may  be 
called; — him  I  should  be  ashamed  to  approach 
in  a  spirit  unworthy  of  him.  I  met  him  when 
he  was  an  old  man,  and  I  was  a  mere  youth, 
and  he  appeared  to  me  to  have  a  glorious  depth 
of  mind.  [184]  And  I  am  afraid  that  we  may 
not  understand  his  words,  and  may  be  still 
further  from  understanding  his  meaning;  above 
all  I  fear  that  the  nature  of  knowledge,  which 
is  the  main  subject  of  our  discussion,  may  be 
thrust  out  of  sight  by  the  unbidden  guests  who 
will  come  pouring  in  upon  our  feast  of  dis 
course,  if  we  let  them  in — besides,  the  question 
which  is  now  stirring  is  of  immense  extent,  and 
will  be  treated  unfairly  if  only  considered  by 
the  way;  or  if  treated  adequately  and  at  length, 
will  put  into  the  shade  the  other  question  of 
knowledge.  Neither  the  one  nor  the  other  can 
be  allowed;  but  I  must  try  by  my  art  of  mid 
wifery  to  deliver  Theaetetus  of  his  conceptions 
about  knowledge. 

Theaet.  Very  well;  do  so  if  you  will. 

Soc.  Then  now,  Theaetetus,  take  another  view 
of  the  subject:  you  answered  that  knowledge 
is  perception? 

Theaet.  I  did. 

Soc.  And  if  any  one  were  to  ask  you:  With 
what  does  a  man  see  black  and  white  colours? 
and  with  what  does  he  hear  high  and  low 
sounds? — you  would  say,  if  I  am  not  mistaken, 
"With  the  eyes  and  with  the  ears." 

Theaet.  I  should. 

Soc.  The  free  use  of  words  and  phrases,  rath 
er  than  minute  precision,  is  generally  charac 
teristic  of  a  liberal  education,  and  the  opposite 
is  pedantic;  but  sometimes  precision  is  neces 
sary,  and  I  believe  that  the  answer  which  you 
have  just  given  is  open  to  the  charge  of  incor 
rectness;  for  which  is  more  correct,  to  say  that 
we  see  or  hear  with  the  eyes  and  with  the  ears, 
or  through  the  eyes  and  through  the  ears. 

Theaet.  I  should  say  "through,"  Socrates, 
rather  than  "with." 

Soc.  Yes,  my  boy,  for  no  one  can  suppose  that 
in  each  of  us,  as  in  a  sort  of  Trojan  horse,  there 
are  perched  a  number  of  unconnected  senses, 
which  do  not  all  meet  in  some  one  nature,  the 
mind,  or  whatever  we  please  to  call  it,  of  which 
they  are  the  instruments,  and  with  which 
through  them  we  perceive  objects  of  sense. 

Theaet.  I  agree  with  you  in  that  opinion. 

Soc.  The  reason  why  I  am  thus  precise  is, 
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because  I  want  to  know  whether,  when  we  per 
ceive  black  and  white  through  the  eyes,  and 
again,  other  qualities  through  other  organs,  we 
do  not  perceive  them  with  one  and  the  same 
part  of  ourselves,  and,  if  you  were  asked,  you 
might  refer  all  such  perceptions  to  the  body. 
Perhaps,  however,  I  had  better  allow  you  to 
answer  for  yourself  and  not  interfere.  Tell  me, 
then,  are  not  the  organs  through  which  you 
perceive  warm  and  hard  and  light  and  sweet, 
organs  of  the  body? 

Theaet.  Of  the  body,  certainly. 

[185]  Soc.  And  you  would  admit  that  what 
you  perceive  through  one  faculty  you  cannot 
perceive  through  another;  the  objects  of  hear 
ing,  for  example,  cannot  be  perceived  through 
sight,  or  the  objects  of  sight  through  hearing? 

Theaet.  Of  course  not. 

Soc.  If  you  have  any  thought  about  both  of 
them,  this  common  perception  cannot  come  to 
you,  either  through  the  one  or  the  other  organ  ? 

Theaet.  It  cannot. 

Soc.  How  about  sounds  and  colours:  in  the 
first  place  you  would  admit  that  they  both  exist? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  that  either  of  them  is  different 
from  the  other,  and  the  same  with  itself? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  that  both  are  two  and  each  of  them 
one? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  You  can  further  observe  whether  they 
are  like  or  unlike  one  another? 

Theaet.  I  dare  say. 

Soc.  But  through  what  do  you  perceive  all 
this  about  them?  for  neither  through  hearing 
nor  yet  through  seeing  can  you  apprehend 
that  which  they  have  in  common.  Let  me  give 
you  an  illustration  of  the  point  at  issue: — If 
there  were  any  meaning  in  asking  whether 
sounds  and  colours  are  saline  or  not,  you 
would  be  able  to  tell  me  what  faculty  would 
consider  the  question.  It  would  not  be  sight  or 
hearing,  but  some  other. 

Theaet.  Certainly;  the  faculty  of  taste. 

Soc.  Very  good;  and  now  tell  me  what  is  the 
power  which  discerns,  not  only  in  sensible  ob 
jects,  but  in  all  things,  universal  notions,  such 
as  those  which  are  called  being  and  not-being, 
and  those  others  about  which  we  were  just  ask 
ing — what  organs  will  you  assign  for  the  per 
ception  of  these  notions? 

Theaet.  You  are  thinking  of  being  and  not- 
being,  likeness  and  unlikeness,  sameness  and 
difference,  and  also  of  unity  and  other  num 
bers  which  are  applied  to  objects  of  sense;  and 


you  mean  to  ask,  through  what  bodily  organ 
the  soul  perceives  odd  and  even  numbers  and 
other  arithmetical  conceptions. 

Soc.  You  follow  me  excellently,  Theaetetus; 
that  is  precisely  what  I  am  asking. 

Theaet.  Indeed,  Socrates,  I  cannot  answer; 
my  only  notion  is,  that  these,  unlike  objects  of 
sense,  have  no  separate  organ,  but  that  the 
mind,  by  a  power  of  her  own,  contemplates  the 
universals  in  all  things. 

Soc.  You  are  a  beauty,  Theaetetus,  and  not 
ugly,  as  Theodorus  was  saying;  for  he  who  ut 
ters  the  beautiful  is  himself  beautiful  and  good. 
And  besides  being  beautiful,  you  have  done  me 
a  kindness  in  releasing  me  from  a  very  long 
discussion,  if  you  are  clear  that  the  soul  views 
some  things  by  herself  and  others  through  the 
bodily  organs.  For  that  was  my  own  opinion, 
and  I  wanted  you  to  agree  with  me, 

Theaet.  I  am  quite  clear. 

[186]  Soc.  And  to  which  class  would  you  re 
fer  being  or  essence;  for  this,  of  all  our  notions, 
is  the  most  universal? 

Theaet.  I  should  say,  to  that  class  which  the 
soul  aspires  to  know  of  herself. 

Soc.  And  would  you  say  this  also  of  like  and 
unlike,  same  and  other? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  would  you  say  the  same  of  the  no 
ble  and  base,  and  of  good  and  evil? 

Theaet.  These  I  conceive  to  be  notions  which 
are  essentially  relative,  and  which  the  soul  also 
perceives  by  comparing  in  herself  things  past 
and  present  with  the  future. 

Soc.  And  does  she  not  perceive  the  hardness 
of  that  which  is  hard  by  the  touch,  and  the  soft 
ness  of  that  which  is  soft  equally  by  the  touch? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  But  their  essence  and  what  they  are, 
and  their  opposition  to  one  another,  and  the  es 
sential  nature  of  this  opposition,  the  soul  her 
self  endeavours  to  decide  for  us  by  the  review 
and  comparison  of  them? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Soc.  The  simple  sensations  which  reach  the 
soul  through  the  body  are  given  at  birth  to  men 
and  animals  by  nature,  but  their  reflections  on 
the  being  and  use  of  them  are  slowly  and  hard 
ly  gained,  if  they  are  ever  gained,  by  education 
and  long  experience. 

Theaet.  Assuredly. 

Soc.  And  can  a  man  attain  truth  who  fails 
of  attaining  being? 

Theaet.  Impossible. 

Soc.  And  can  he  who  misses  the  truth  of  any 
thing,  have  a  knowledge  of  that  thing? 
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Theaet.  He  cannot. 

Soc.  Then  knowledge  does  not  consist  In  im 
pressions  of  sense,  but  In  reasoning  about  diem; 
in  that  only,  and  not  In  the  mere  Impression, 
truth  and  being  can  be  attained? 

Theaet.  Clearly. 

Soc.  And  would  you  call  the  two  processes  by 
the  same  name,  when  there  Is  so  great  a  differ 
ence  between  them? 

Theaet.  That  would  certainly  not  be  right. 

Soc.  And  what  name  would  you  give  to  see 
ing,  hearing,  smelling,  being  cold  and  being 
hot? 

Theaet.  I  should  call  all  of  them  perceiving 
— what  other  name  could  be  given  to  them? 

Soc.  Perception  would  be  the  collective  name 
of  them? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Which,  as  we  say,  has  no  part  In  the  at 
tainment  of  truth  any  more  than  of  being? 

Theaet.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  And  therefore  not  in  science  or  knowl 
edge? 

Theaet.  No. 

Soc.  Then  perception,  Theaetetus,  can  never 
be  the  same  as  knowledge  or  science? 

Theaet.  Clearly  not,  Socrates;  and  knowl 
edge  has  now  been  most  distinctly  proved  to 
be  different  from  perception. 

[i8j]  Soc.  But  the  original  aim  of  our  dis 
cussion  was  to  find  out  rather  what  knowl 
edge  is  than  what  it  is  not;  at  the  same  time  we 
have  made  some  progress,  for  we  no  longer 
seek  for  knowledge  in  perception  at  all,  but  in 
that  other  process,  however  called,  in  which 
the  mind  is  alone  and  engaged  with  being. 

Theaet.  You  mean,  Socrates,  if  I  am  not  mis 
taken,  what  is  called  thinking  or  opining. 

Soc.  You  conceive  truly.  And  now,  my  friend, 
please  to  begin  again  at  this  point;  and  having 
wiped  out  of  your  memory  all  that  has  pre 
ceded,  see  if  you  have  arrived  at  any  clearer 
view,  and  once  more  say  what  is  knowledge. 

Theaet.  I  cannot  say,  Socrates,  that  all  opin 
ion  is  knowledge,  because  there  may  be  a  false 
opinion;  but  I  will  venture  to  assert,  that 
knowledge  is  true  opinion:  let  this  then  be  my 
reply;  and  if  this  Is  hereafter  disproved,  I  must 
try  to  find  another. 

Soc.  That  is  the  way  in  which  you  ought  to 
answer,  Theaetetus,  and  not  ha  your  former 
hesitating  strain,  for  if  we  are  bold  we  shall 
gain  one  of  two  advantages;  either  we  shall 
find  what  we  seek,  or  we  shall  be  less  likely  to 
think  that  we  know  what  we  do  not  know — in 
either  case  we  shall  be  richly  rewarded.  And 


now,  what  are  you  saying? — Are  there  two 
sorts  of  opinion,  one  true  and  the  other  false; 
and  do  you  define  knowledge  to  be  the  true? 

Theaet.  Yes,  according  to  my  present  view. 

Soc.  Is  It  still  worth  our  while  to  resume  the 
discussion  touching  opinion  ? 

Theaet.  To  what  are  you  alluding? 

Soc.  There  is  a  point  which  often  troubles 
me,  and  is  a  great  perplexity  to  me,  both  in  re 
gard  to  myself  and  others.  I  cannot  make  out 
the  nature  or  origin  of  the  mental  experience 
to  which  I  refer. 

Theaet.  Pray  what  is  it? 

Soc.  How  there  can  be  false  opinion — that 
difficulty  still  troubles  the  eye  of  my  mind;  and 
I  am  uncertain  whether  I  shall  leave  the  ques 
tion,  or  begin  over  again  in  a  new  way. 

Theaet.  Begin  again,  Socrates, — at  least  ii" 
you  think  that  there  is  the  slightest  necessity 
for  doing  so.  Were  not  you  and  Theodorus  just 
now  remarking  very  truly,  that  in  discussions 
of  this  kind  we  may  take  our  own  time  ? 

Soc,  You  are  quite  right,  and  perhaps  there 
will  be  no  harm  in  retracing  our  steps  and  b&- 
ginning  again.  Better  a  little  which  is  well 
done,  than  a  great  deal  imperfectly. 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Well,  and  what  is  the  difficulty?  Do  we 
not  speak  of  false  opinion,  and  say  that  one 
man  holds  a  false  and  another  a  true  opinion, 
as  though  there  were  some  natural  distinction 
between  them? 

Theaet.  We  certainly  say  so. 

[188]  Soc.  All  things  and  everything  are 
either  known  or  not  known.  I  leave  out  of  view 
the  intermediate  conceptions  of  learning  and 
forgetting,  because  they  have  nothing  to  do 
with  our  present  question. 

Theaet.  There  can  be  no  doubt,  Socrates,  if 
you  exclude  these,  that  there  is  no  other  alter 
native  but  knowing  or  not  knowing  a  thing. 

Soc.  That  point  being  now  determined,  must 
we  not  say  that  he  who  has  an  opinion,  must 
have  an  opinion  about  something  which  he 
knows  or  does  not  know? 

Theaet.  He  must. 

Soc.  He  who  knows,  cannot  but  know;  and 
he  who  does  not  know,  cannot  know? 

Theaet.  Of  course. 

Soc.  What  shall  we  say  then?  When  a  man 
has  a  false  opinion  does  he  think  that  which  he 
knows  to  be  some  other  thing  which  he  knows, 
and  knowing  both,  is  he  at  the  same  time 
ignorant  of  both? 

Theaet.  That,  Socrates,  is  impossible. 

Soc*  But  perhaps  he  thinks  of  something 
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which  he  does  not  know  as  some  other  thing 
which  he  does  not  know;  for  example,  he 
knows  neither  Theaetetus  nor  Socrates,  and  yet 
he  fancies  that  Theaetetus  is  Socrates,  or  Soc 
rates  Theaetetus? 

Theaet.  How  can  he? 

Soc.  But  surely  he  cannot  suppose  what  he 
knows  to  be  what  he  does  not  know,  or  what 
he  does  not  know  to  be  what  he  knows? 

Theaet.  That  would  be  monstrous. 

Soc.  Where,  then,  is  false  opinion?  For  if  all 
things  are  either  known  or  unknown,  there  can 
be  no  opinion  which  is  not  comprehended  un 
der  this  alternative,  and  so  false  opinion  is  ex 
cluded. 

Theaet.  Most  true. 

Soc.  Suppose  that  we  remove  the  question 
out  of  the  sphere  of  knowing  or  not  knowing, 
into  that  of  being  and  not-being. 

Theaet.  What  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  May  we  not  suspect  the  simple  truth  to 
be  that  he  who  thinks  about  anything,  that 
which  is  not,  will  necessarily  think  what  is 
false,  whatever  in  other  respects  may  be  the 
state  of  his  mind? 

Theaet.  That,  again,  is  not  unlikely,  Soc 
rates. 

Soc.  Then  suppose  some  one  to  say  to  us, 
Theaetetus: — Is  it  possible  for  any  man  to 
think  that  which  is  not,  either  as  a  self-existent 
substance  or  as  a  predicate  of  something  else? 
And  suppose  that  we  answer,  "Yes,  he  can, 
when  he  thinks  what  is  not  true." — That  will 
be  our  answer? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  But  is  there  any  parallel  to  this? 

Theaet.  What  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  Can  a  man  see  something  and  yet  see 
nothing? 

Theaet.  Impossible. 

Soc.  But  if  he  sees  any  one  thing,  he  sees 
something  that  exists.  Do  you  suppose  that 
what  is  one  is  ever  to  be  found  among  non- 
existing  things? 

Theaet.  I  do  not. 

Soc.  He  then  who  sees  some  one  thing,  sees 
something  which  is? 

Theaet.  Clearly. 

[189]  Soc.  And  he  who  hears  anything,  hears 
some  one  thing,  and  hears  that  which  is? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  he  who  touches  anything,  touches 
something  which  is  one  and  therefore  is? 
*     Theaet.  That  again  is  true. 

Soc.  And  does  not  he  who  thinks,  think 
some  one  thing?- 


Theaet.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  does  not  he  who  thinks  some  one 
thing,  think  something  which  is? 

Theaet.  I  agree. 

Soc.  Then  he  who  thinks  of  that  which  is 
not,  thinks  of  nothing? 

Theaet.  Clearly. 

Soc.  And  he  who  thinks  of  nothing,  does  not 
think  at  all? 

Theaet.  Obviously. 

Soc.  Then  no  one  can  think  that  which  is 
not,  either  as  a  self-existent  substance  or  as  a 
predicate  of  something  else? 

Theaet.  Clearly  not. 

Soc.  Then  to  think  falsely  is  different  from 
thinking  that  which  is  not? 

Theaet.  It  would  seem  so. 

Soc.  Then  false  opinion  has  no  existence  in 
us,  either  in  the  sphere  of  being  or  of  knowl 
edge? 

Theaet.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  But  may  not  the  following  be  the  de 
scription  of  what  we  express  by  this  name? 

Theaet.  What? 

Soc.  May  we  not  suppose  that  false  opinion 
or  thought  is  a  sort  of  heterodoxy;  a  person  may 
make  an  exchange  in  his  mind,  and  say  that 
one  real  object  is  another  real  object.  For  thus 
he  always  thinks  that  which  is,  but  he  puts  one 
thing  in  place  of  another,  and  missing  the  aim 
of  his  thoughts,  he  may  be  truly  said  to  have 
false  opinion. 

Theaet.  Now  you  appear  to  me  to  have  spok 
en  the  exact  truth:  when  a  man  puts  the  base 
in  the  place  of  the  noble,  or  the  noble  in  the 
place  of  the  base,  then  he  has  truly  false  opin 
ion. 

Soc.  I  see,  Theaetetus,  that  your  fear  has  dis 
appeared,  and  that  you  are  beginning  to  de 
spise  me. 

Theaet.  What  makes  you  say  so? 

Soc.  You  think,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  that 
your  "truly  false"  is  safe  from  censure,  and 
that  I  shall  never  ask  whether  there  can  be  a 
swift  which  is  slow,  or  a  heavy  which  is  light, 
or  any  other  self-contradictory  thing,  which 
works,  not  according  to  its  own  nature,  but  ac 
cording  to  that  of  its  opposite.  But  I  will  not  in 
sist  upon  this,  for  I  do  not  wish  needlessly  to 
discourage  you.  And  so  you  are  satisfied  that 
false  opinion  is  heterodoxy,  or  the  thought  of 
something  else? 

Theaet.  I  am. 

Soc.  It  is  possible  then  upon  your  view  for 
the  mind  to  conceive  of  one  thing  as  another? 

Theaet.  True. 
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Soc.  But  must  not  the  mind,  or  thinking 
power,  which  misplaces  them,  have  a  concep 
tion  either  or  both  objects  or  of  one  o£  them  ? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Either  together  or  in  succession? 

Theaet.  Very  good. 

Soc.  And  do  you  mean  by  conceiving,  the 
same  which  I  mean? 

Theaet.  What  is  that? 

Soc.  I  mean  the  conversation  which  the  soul 
holds  with  herself  in  considering  of  anything. 
[190]  I  speak  of  what  I  scarcely  understand; 
but  the  soul  when  thinking  appears  to  me  to 
be  just  talking — asking  questions  of  herself 
and  answering  them,  affirming  and  denying. 
And  when  she  has  arrived  at  a  decision,  either 
gradually  or  by  a  sudden  impulse,  and  has  at 
last  agreed,  and  does  not  doubt,  this  is  called 
her  opinion.  I  say,  then,  that  to  form  an  opin 
ion  is  to  speak,  and  opinion  is  a  word  spoken, 
— I  mean,  to  oneself  and  in  silence,  not  aloud 
or  to  another:  What  think  you? 

Theaet.  I  agree. 

Soc.  Then  when  any  one  thinks  of  one  thing 
as  another,  he  is  saying  to  himself  that  one 
thing  is  another? 

T heart.  Yes. 

Soc.  But  do  you  ever  remember  saying  to 
yourself  that  the  noble  is  certainly  base,  or  the 
unjust  just;  or,  best  of  all — have  you  ever  at 
tempted  to  convince  yourself  that  one  thing  is 
another?  Nay,  not  even  in  sleep,  did  you  ever 
venture  to  say  to  yourself  that  odd  is  even,  or 
anything  of  the  kind? 

Theaet.  Never. 

Soc.  And  do  you  suppose  that  any  other  man, 
either  in  his  senses  or  out  of  them,  ever  serious 
ly  tried  to  persuade  himself  that  an  ox  is  a 
horse,  or  that  two  are  one? 

Theaet.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  But  if  thinking  is  talking  to  oneself,  no 
one  speaking  and  thinking  of  two  objects,  and 
apprehending  them  both  in  his  soul,  will  say 
and  think  that  the  one  is  the  other  of  them,  and 
I  must  add,  that  even  you,  lover  of  dispute  as 
you  are,  had  better  let  the  word  "other"  alone 
[i.e.,  not  insist  that  "one"  and  "other"  are  the 
same].1 1  mean  to  say,  that  no  one  thinks  the 
noble  to  be  base,  or  anything  of  the  kind. 

Theaet.  I  will  give  up  the  word  "other,"  Soc 
rates;  and  I  agree  to  what  you  say. 

Soc.  If  a  man  has  both  of  them  in  his 
thoughts,  he  cannot  think  that  the  one  of  them 
is  the  other? 

1  Both  words  in  Greek  are  called  !re/>o?:  cf.  Par- 
menides,  147;  Euthydcmusf^Qi. 


Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  Neither,  if  he  has  one  of  them  only  in 
his  mind  and  not  the  other,  can  he  think  that 
one  is  the  other? 

Theaet.  True;  for  we  should  have  to  suppose 
that  he  apprehends  that  which  is  not  in  his 
thoughts  at  all. 

Soc.  Then  no  one  who  has  either  both  or 
only  one  of  the  two  objects  in  his  mind  can 
think  that  the  one  is  the  other.  And  therefore, 
he  who  maintains  that  false  opinion  is  hetero 
doxy  is  talking  nonsense;  for  neither  in  this, 
any  more  than  in  the  previous  way,  can  false 
opinion  exist  in  us. 

Theaet.  No. 

Soc.  But  if,  Theaetetus,  this  is  not  admitted, 
we  shall  be  driven  into  many  absurdities. 

Theaet.  What  are  they? 

Soc.  I  will  not  tell  you  until  I  have  endeav 
oured  to  consider  the  matter  from  every  point 
of  view.  //9/7  For  I  should  be  ashamed  of  us 
if  we  were  driven  in  our  perplexity  to  admit 
the  absurd  consequences  of  which  I  speak.  But 
if  we  find  the  solution,  and  get  ,away  from 
them,  we  may  regard  them  only  as  the  difficul 
ties  of  others,  and  the  ridicule  will  not  attach 
to  us.  On  the  other  hand,  if  we  utterly  fail,  I 
suppose  that  we  must  be  humble,  and  allow 
the  argument  to  trample  us  under  foot,  as  the 
sea-sick  passenger  is  trampled  upon  by  the 
sailor,  and  to  do  anything  to  us.  Listen,  then, 
while  I  tell  you  how  I  hope  to  find  a  way  out 
of  our  difficulty. 

Theaet.  Let  me  hear. 

Soc.  I  think  that  we  were  wrong  in  denying 
that  a  man  could  think  what  he  knew  to  be 
what  he  did  not  know;  and  that  there  is  a  way 
in  which  such  a  deception  is  possible. 

Theaet.  You  mean  to  say,  as  I  suspected  at 
the  time,  that  I  may  know  Socrates,  and  at  a 
distance  see  some  one  who  is  unknown  to  me, 
and  whom  I  mistake  for  him — then  the  decep 
tion  will  occur? 

Soc.  But  has  not  that  position  been  relin 
quished  by  us,  because  involving  the  absurdity 
that  we  should  know  and  not  know  the  things 
which  we  know? 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  Let  us  make  the  assertion  in  another 
form,  which  may  or  may  not  have  a  favourable 
issue;  but  as  we  are  in  a  great  strait,  every  argu 
ment  should  be  turned  over  and  tested.  Tell 
me,  then,  whether  I  am  right  in  saying  that 
you  may  learn  a  thing  which  at  one  time  you 
did  not  know? 

Theaet.  Certainly  you  may. 
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Soc.  And  another  and  another? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  I  would  have  you  imagine,  then,  that 
there  exists  in  the  mind  of  man  a  block  of  wax, 
which  is  of  different  sizes  in  different  men; 
harder,  moister,  and  having  more  or  less  of 
purity  in  one  than  another,  and  in  some  of  an 
intermediate  quality. 

Theaet.  I  see. 

Soc.  Let  us  say  that  this  tablet  is  a  gift  of 
Memory,  the  mother  of  the  Muses;  and  that 
when  we  wish  to  remember  anything  which 
we  have  seen,  or  heard,  or  thought  in  our  own 
minds,  we  hold  the  wax  to  the  perceptions  and 
thoughts,  and  in  that  material  receive  the  im 
pression  of  them  as  from  the  seal  of  a  ring;  and 
that  we  remember  and  know  what  is  imprinted 
as  long  as  the  image  lasts;  but  when  the  image 
is  effaced,  or  cannot  be  taken,  then  we  forget 
and  do  not  know. 

Theaet.  Very  good. 

Soc.  Now,  when  a  person  has  this  knowl 
edge,  and  is  considering  something  which  he 
sees  or  hears,  may  not  false  opinion  arise  in  the 
following  manner? 

Theaet.  In  what  manner? 

Soc.  When  he  thinks  what  he  knows,  some 
times  to  be  what  he  knows,  and  sometimes  to 
be  what  he  does  not  know.  We  were  wrong 
before  in  denying  the  possibility  of  this. 

Theaet.  And  how  would  you  amend  the 
former  statement? 

[192]  Soc.  I  should  begin  by  making  a  list 
of  the  impossible  cases  which  must  be  excluded, 
(i)  No  one  can  think  one  thing  to  be  another 
when  he  does  not  perceive  either  of  them,  but 
has  the  memorial  or  seal  of  both  of  them  in  his 
mind;  nor  can  any  mistaking  of  one  thing  for 
another  occur,  when  he  only  knows  one,  and 
does  not  know,  and  has  no  impression  of  the 
other;  nor  can  he  think  that  one  thing  which 
he  does  not  know  is  another  thing  which  he 
does  not  know,  or  that  what  he  does  not  know 
is  what  he  knows;  nor  (2)  that  one  thing  which 
he  perceives  is  another  thing  which  he  per 
ceives,  or  that  something  which  he  perceives  is 
something  which  he  does  not  perceive;  or  that 
something  which  he  does  not  perceive  is  some 
thing  else  which  he  does  not  perceive;  or  that 
something  which  he  does  not  perceive  is  some 
thing  which  he  perceives;  nor  again  (3)  can  he 
think  that  something  which  he  knows  and  per 
ceives,  and  of  which  he  has  the  impression  coin 
ciding  with  sense,  is  something  else  which  he 
knows  and  perceives,  and  of  which  he  has  the 
impression  coinciding  with  sense; — this  last 


case,  if  possible,  is  still  more  inconceivable  than 
the  others;  nor  (4)  can  he  think  that  something 
which  he  knows  and  perceives,  and  of  which 
he  has  the  memorial  coinciding  with  sense,  is 
something  else  which  he  knows;  nor  so  long  as 
these  agree,  can  he  think  that  a  thing  which  he 
knows  and  perceives  is  another  thing  which  he 
perceives;  or  that  a  thing  which  he  does  not 
know  and  does  not  perceive,  is  the  same  as  an 
other  thing  which  he  does  not  know  and  does 
not  perceive; — nor  again,  can  he  suppose  that 
a  thing  which  he  does  not  know  and  does  not 
perceive  is  the  same  as  another  thing  which  he 
does  not  know;  or  that  a  thing  which  he  does 
not  know  and  does  not  perceive  is  another 
thing  which  he  does  not  perceive: — All  these 
utterly  and  absolutely  exclude  the  possibility  of 
false  opinion.  The  only  cases,  if  any,  which  re 
main,  are  the  following. 

Theaet.  What  are  they?  If  you  tell  me,  I  may 
perhaps  understand  you  better;  but  at  present 
I  am  unable  to  follow  you. 

Soc.  A  person  may  think  that  some  things 
which  he  knows,  or  which  he  perceives  and 
does  not  know,  are  some  other  things  which  he 
knows  and  perceives;  or  that  some  things 
which  he  knows  and  perceives,  are  other  things 
which  he  knows  and  perceives. 

Theaet.  I  understand  you  less  than  ever  now. 

Soc.  Hear  me  once  more,  then: — I,  knowing 
Theodorus,and  remembering  in  my  own  mind 
what  sort  of  person  he  is,  and  also  what  sort  of 
person  Theaetetus  is,  at  one  time  see  them, 
and  at  another  time  do  not  see  them,  and  some 
times  I  touch  them,  and  at  another  time  not, 
or  at  one  time  I  may  hear  them  or  perceive 
them  in  some  other  way,  and  at  another  time 
not  perceive  them,  but  still  I  remember  them, 
and  know  them  in  my  own  mind. 

Theaet.  Very  true. 

Soc.  Then,  first  of  all,  I  want  you  to  under 
stand  that  a  man  may  or  may  not  perceive 
sensibly  that  which  he  knows. 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  And  that  which  he  does  not  know  will 
sometimes  not  be  perceived  by  him  and  some 
times  will  be  perceived  and  only  perceived? 

Theaet.  That  is  also  true. 

[193]  Soc.  See  whether  you  can  follow  me 
better  now:  Socrates  can  recognize  Theodorus 
and  Theaetetus,  but  he  sees  neither  of  them, 
nor  does  he  perceive  them  in  any  other  way;  he 
cannot  then  by  any  possibility  imagine  in  his 
own  mind  that  Theaetetus  is  Theodorus.  Am 
I  not  right? 

Theaet.  You  are  quite  right. 
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Soc.  Then  that  was  the  first  case  of  which  I 
spoke. 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  The  second  case  was,  that  I,  knowing 
one  of  you  and  not  knowing  the  other,  and 
perceiving  neither,  can  never  think  him  whom 
I  know  to  be  him  whom  I  do  not  know, 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  In  the  third  case,  not  knowing  and  not 
perceiving  either  of  you,  I  cannot  think  that 
one  of  you  whom  I  do  not  know  is  the  other 
whom  I  do  not  know.  I  need  not  again  go  over 
the  catalogue  of  excluded  cases,  In  which  I  can 
not  form  a  false  opinion  about  you  and  Theo 
doras,  either  when  I  know  both  or  when  I  am 
in  ignorance  of  both,  or  when  I  know  one  and 
not  the  other.  And  the  same  of  perceiving:  do 
you  understand  me? 

Theaet.  I  do. 

Soc.  The  only  possibility  of  erroneous  opin 
ion  is,  when  knowing  you  and  Theodorus,  and 
having  on  the  waxen  block  the  impression  of 
both  of  you  given  as  by  a  seal,  but  seeing  you 
imperfectly  and  at  a  distance,  I  try  to  assign  the 
right  impression  of  memory  to  the  right  visual 
Impression,  and  to  fit  this  into  its  own  print:  if 
I  succeed,  recognition  will  take  place;  but  if  I 
fail  and  transpose  them,  putting  the  foot  into 
the  wrong  shoe — that  is  to  say,  putting  the 
vision  of  either  of  you  on  to  the  wrong  impres 
sion,  or  if  my  mind,  like  the  sight  in  a  mirror, 
which  Is  transferred  from  right  to  left,  err  by 
reason  of  some  similar  affection,  then  "hetero 
doxy"  and  false  opinion  ensues. 

Theaet.  Yes,  Socrates,  you  have  described  the 
nature  of  opinion  with  wonderful  exactness. 

Soc.  Or  again,  when  I  know  both  of  you,  and 
perceive  as  well  as  know  one  of  you,  but  not 
the  other,  and  my  knowledge  of  him  does  not 
accord  with  perception — that  was  the  case  put 
by  me  just  now  which  you  did  not  under 
stand. 

Theaet.  No,  I  did  not. 

Soc.  I  meant  to  say,  that  when  a  person 
knows  and  perceives  one  of  you,  and  his  knowl 
edge  coincides  with  his  perception,  he  will  nev 
er  think  him  to  be  some  other  person,  whom 
he  knows  and  perceives,  and  the  knowledge  of 
whom  coincides  with  his  perception — for  that 
also  was  a  case  supposed. 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  But  there  was  an  omission  t>£  the  fur 
ther  case,  in  which,  as  we  now  say,  [194]  false 
©pinion  may  arise,  when  knowing  both,  and 
seeing,  or  having  some  other  sensible  percep 
tion  of  both?  I  fail  in  holding  the  seal  over 


against  the  corresponding  sensation;  like  a  bad 
archer,  I  miss  and  fall  wide  of  the  mark — and 
this  is  called  falsehood. 

Theaet.  Yes;  it  Is  rightly  so  called. 

Soc.  When,  therefore,  perception  Is  present 
to  one  of  the  seals  or  Impressions  but  not  to  the 
other,  and  the  mind  fits  the  seal  of  the  absent 
perception  on  the  one  which  Is  present,  in  any 
case  of  this  sort  the  mind  Is  deceived;  in  a 
word,  if  our  view  Is  sound,  there  can  be  no 
error  or  deception  about  things  which  a  man 
does  not  know  and  has  never  perceived,  but 
only  In  things  which  are  known  and  perceived; 
in  these  alone  opinion  turns  and  twists  about, 
and  becomes  alternately  true  and  false; — true 
when  the  seals  and  impressions  of  sense  meet 
straight  and  opposite — false  when  they  go  awry 
and  crooked. 

Theaet.  And  is  not  that,  Socrates, nobly  said? 

Soc.  Nobly!  yes;  but  wait  a  little  and  hear  the 
explanation,  and  then  you  will  say  so  with 
more  reason;  for  to  think  truly  is  noble  and  to 
be  deceived  is  base. 

Theaet.  Undoubtedly. 

Soc.  And  the  origin  of  truth  and  error  is  as 
follows: — When  the  wax  in  the  soul  of  any  one 
is  deep  and  abundant,  and  smooth  and  per 
fectly  tempered,  then  the  impressions  which 
pass  through  the  senses  and  sink  into  the  heart 
of  the  soul,  as  Homer  says  in  a  parable,  mean 
ing  to  indicate  the  likeness  of  the  soul  to  wax 
(KTJP  Kypo<s) ;  these,  I  say,  being  pure  and  clear, 
and  having  a  sufficient  depth  of  wax,  are  also 
lasting,  and  minds,  such  as  these,  easily  learn 
and  easily  retain,  and  are  not  liable  to  confu 
sion,  but  have  true  thoughts,  for  they  have 
plenty  of  room,  and  having  clear  impressions 
of  things,  as  we  term  them,  quickly  distribute 
them  into  their  proper  places  on  the  block. 
And  such  men  are  called  wise.  Do  you  agree? 

Theaet.  Entirely. 

Soc.  But  when  the  heart  of  any  one  is  shaggy 
— a  quality  which  the  all-wise  poet  commends, 
or  muddy  and  of  impure  wax,  or  very  soft,  or 
very  hard,  then  there  is  a  corresponding  defect 
in  the  mind — the  soft  are  good  at  learning,  but 
apt  to  forget;  and  the  hard  are  the  reverse;  the 
shaggy  and  rugged  and  gritty,  or  those  who 
have  an  admixture  of  earth  or  dung  in  their 
composition,  [195]  have  the  impressions  in 
distinct,  as  also  the  hard,  for  there  is  no  depth 
in  them;  and  the  soft  too  are  indistinct,  for 
their  impressions  are  easily  confused  and  ef 
faced.  Yet  greater  is  the  indistinctness  when  they 
are  all  jostled  together  in  a  little  soul,  which  has 
no  room.  These  are  the  natures  which  have 
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false  opinion;  for  when  they  see  or  hear  or 
think  of  anything,  they  are  slow  in  assigning 
the  right  objects  to  the  right  impressions — in 
their  stupidity  they  confuse  them,  and  are  apt 
to  see  and  hear  and  think  amiss — and  such  men 
are  said  to  be  deceived  in  their  knowledge  of 
objects,  and  ignorant. 

Theaet.  No  man,  Socrates,  can  say  anything 
truer  than  that. 

Soc.  Then  now  we  may  admit  the  existence 
of  false  opinion  in  us? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  of  true  opinion  also? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  We  have  at  length  satisfactorily  proven 
that  beyond  a  doubt  there  are  these  two  sorts  of 
opinion? 

Theaet.  Undoubtedly. 

Soc.  Alas,  Theaetetus,  what  a  tiresome  crea 
ture  is  a  man  who  is  fond  of  talking! 

Theaet.  What  makes  you  say  so? 

Soc.  Because  I  am  disheartened  at  my  own 
stupidity  and  tiresome  garrulity;  for  what 
other  term  will  describe  the  habit  of  a  man  who 
is  always  arguing  on  all  sides  of  a  question; 
whose  dulness  cannot  be  convinced,  and  who 
will  never  leave  off? 

Theaet.  But  what  puts  you  out  of  heart? 

Soc.  I  am  not  only  out  of  heart,  but  in  posi 
tive  despair;  for  I  do  not  know  what  to  an 
swer  if  any  one  were  to  ask  me: — O  Socrates, 
have  you  indeed  discovered  that  false  opinion 
arises  neither  in  the  comparison  of  perceptions 
with  one  another  nor  yet  in  thought,  but  in  the 
union  of  thought  and  perception?  Yes,  I  shall 
say,  with  the  complacence  of  one  who  thinks 
that  he  has  made  a  noble  discovery. 

Theaet.  I  see  no  reason  why  we  should  be 
ashamed  of  our  demonstration,  Socrates. 

Soc.  He  will  say:  You  mean  to  argue  that 
the  man  whom  we  only  think  of  and  do  not 
see,  cannot  be  confused  with  the  horse  which 
we  do  not  see  or  touch,  but  only  think  of  and 
do  not  perceive?  That  I  believe  to  be  my  mean 
ing,  I  shall  reply. 

Theaet.  Quite  right. 

Soc.  Well,  then,  he  will  say,  according  to 
that  argument,  the  number  eleven,  which  is 
only  thought,  can  never  be  mistaken  for  twelve, 
which  is  only  thought:  How  would  you  answer 
him? 

Theaet.  I  should  say  that  a  mistake  may  very 
likely  arise  between  the  eleven  or  twelve  which 
are  seen  or  handled,  but  that  no  similar  mis 
take  can  arise  between  the  eleven  and  twelve 
which  are  in  the  mind. 


Soc.  Well,  but  do  you  think  that  no  one  ever 
put  before  his  own  mind  five  and  seven,  [196] 
— I  do  not  mean  five  or  seven  men  or  horses, 
but  five  or  seven  in  the  abstract,  which,  as  we 
say,  are  recorded  on  the  waxen  block,  and  in 
which  false  opinion  is  held  to  be  impossible; — 
did  no  man  ever  ask  himself  how  many  these 
numbers  make  when  added  together,  and  an 
swer  that  they  are  eleven,  while  another  thinks 
that  they  are  twelve,  or  would  all  agree  in 
thinking  and  saying  that  they  are  twelve? 

Theaet.  Certainly  not;  many  would  think 
that  they  are  eleven,  and  in  the  higher  num 
bers  the  chance  of  error  is  greater  still;  for  I 
assume  you  to  be  speaking  of  numbers  in  gen 
eral. 

Soc.  Exactly;  and  I  want  you  to  consider 
whether  this  does  not  imply  that  the  twelve  in 
the  waxen  block  are  supposed  to  be  eleven? 

Theaet.  Yes,  that  seems  to  be  the  case. 

Soc.  Then  do  we  not  come  back  to  the  old 
difficulty?  For  he  who  makes  such  a  mistake 
does  think  one  thing  which  he  knows  to  be 
another  thing  which  he  knows;  but  this,  as  we 
said,  was  impossible,  and  afforded  an  irresisti 
ble  proof  of  the  non-existence  of  false  opinion, 
because  otherwise  the  same  person  would  in 
evitably  know  and  not  know  the  same  thing 
at  the  same  time. 

Theaet.  Most  true. 

Soc.  Then  false  opinion  cannot  be  explained 
as  a  confusion  of  thought  and  sense,  for  in  that 
case  we  could  not  have  been  mistaken  about 
pure  conceptions  of  thought;  and  thus  we  are 
obliged  to  say,  either  that  false  opinion  does  not 
exist,  or  that  a  man  may  not  know  that  which 
he  knows; — which  alternative  do  you  prefer? 

Theaet.  It  is  hard  to  determine,  Socrates. 

Soc.  And  yet  the  argument  will  scarcely  ad 
mit  of  both.  But,  as  we  are  at  our  wits'  end, 
suppose  that  we  do  a  shameless  thing? 

Theaet.  What  is  it? 

Soc.  Let  us  attempt  to  explain  the  verb  "to 
know." 

Theaet.  And  why  should  that  be  shameless? 

Soc.  You  seem  not  to  be  aware  that  the  whole 
of  our  discussion  from  the  very  beginning  has 
been  a  search  after  knowledge,  of  which  we  are 
assumed  not  to  know  the  nature. 

Theaet.  Nay,  but  I  am  well  aware. 

Soc.  And  is  it  not  shameless  when  we  do  not 
know  what  knowledge  is,  to  be  explaining  the 
verb  "to  know"?  The  truth  is,  Theaetetus,  that 
we  have  long  been  infected  with  logical  impur 
ity.  Thousands  of  times  have  we  repeated  the 
words  "we  know,"  and  "do  not  know,"  and 
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"we  have  or  have  not  science  or  knowledge/*  as 
if  we  could  understand  what  we  are  saying 
to  one  another,  so  long  as  we  remain  ignorant 
about  knowledge;  and  at  this  moment  we  are 
using  the  words  "we  understand,"  "we  are  Ig 
norant/*  as  though  we  could  still  employ  them 
when  deprived  of  knowledge  or  science. 

Theaet.  But  if  you  avoid  these  expressions, 
Socrates,  how  will  you  ever  argue  at  all  ? 

//97J  Sac.  I  could  not,  heing  the  man  I  am. 
The  case  would  be  different  if  I  were  a  true 
hero  of  dialectic:  and  O  that  such  an  one  were 
present!  for  he  would  have  told  us  to  avoid  the 
use  of  these  terms;  at  the  same  time  he  would 
not  have  spared  in  you  and  me  the  faults  which 
I  have  noted.  But,  seeing  that  we  are  no  great 
wits,  shall  I  venture  to  say  what  knowing  is? 
for  I  think  that  the  attempt  may  be  worth  mak 
ing. 

Theaet.  Then  by  all  means  venture,  and  no 
one  shall  find  fault  with  you  for  using  the  for 
bidden  terms. 

Soc.  You  have  heard  the  common  explana 
tion  of  the  verb  "to  know"  ? 

Theaet.  I  think  so,  but  I  do  not  remember  it 
at  the  moment, 

Soc.  They  explain  the  word  "to  know"  as 
meaning  "to  have  knowledge." 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  I  should  like  to  make  a  slight  change, 
and  say  "to  possess"  knowledge. 

Theaet.  How  do  the  two  expressions  differ? 

Soc.  Perhaps  there  may  be  no  difference;  but 
still  I  should  like  you  to  hear  my  view,  that  you 
may  help  me  to  test  it. 

Theaet.  I  will,  if  I  can. 

Soc.  I  should  distinguish  "having"  from 
"possessing":  for  example,  a  man  may  buy  and 
keep  under  his  control  a  garment  which  he 
does  not  wear;  and  then  we  should  say,  not  that 
he  has,  but  that  he  possesses  the  garment. 

Theaet.  It  would  be  the  correct  expression. 

Soc.  Well,  may  not  a  man  "possess"  and  yet 
not  "have"  knowledge  in  the  sense  of  which  I 
am  speaking?  As  you  may  suppose  a  man  to 
have  caught  wild  birds — doves  or  any  other 
birds — and  to  be  keeping  them  in  an  aviary 
which  he  has  constructed  at  home;  we  might 
say  of  him  in  one  sense,  that  he  always  has 
them  because  he  possesses  them, might  we  not? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  yet,  in  another  sense,  he  has  none 
of  them;  but  they  are  in  his  power,  and  he  has 
got  them  under  his  hand  in  an  enclosure  of  his 
own,  and  can  take  and  have  them  whenever  he 
likes; — he  can  catch  any  which  he  likes,  and 


let  the  bird  go  again,  and  he  may  do  so  as  often 
as  he  pleases. 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  Once  more,  then,  as  in  what  preceded 
we  made  a  sort  of  waxen  figment  in  the  mind, 
so  let  us  now  suppose  that  in  the  mind  of  each 
man  there  is  an  aviary  of  all  sorts  of  birds — 
some  flocking  together  apart  from  the  rest, 
others  in  small  groups,  others  solitary,  flying 
anywhere  and  everywhere. 

Theaet.  Let  us  imagine  such  an  aviary — and 
what  is  to  follow? 

Soc.  We  may  suppose  that  the  birds  are 
kinds  of  knowledge,  and  that  when  we  were 
children,  this  receptacle  was  empty;  whenever 
a  man  has  gotten  and  detained  in  the  enclosure 
a  kind  of  knowledge,  he  may  be  said  to  have 
learned  or  discovered  the  thing  which  is  the 
subject  of  the  knowledge:  and  this  is  to  know. 

Theaet.  Granted. 

[198]  Soc.  And  further,  when  any  one  wish 
es  to  catch  any  of  these  knowledges  or  sciences, 
and  having  taken,  to  hold  it,  and  again  to  let 
them  go,  how  will  he  express  himself? — will 
he  describe  the  "catching"  of  them  and  the 
original  "possession"  in  the  same  words?  I 
will  make  nay  meaning  clearer  by  an  example: 
— You  admit  that  there  is  an  art  of  arithmetic? 

Theaet.  To  be  sure. 

Soc.  Conceive  this  under  the  form  of  a  hunt 
after  the  science  of  odd  and  even  in  general. 

Theaet.  I  follow. 

Soc.  Having  the  use  of  the  art,  the  arithmeti 
cian,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  has  the  conceptions 
of  number  under  his  hand,  and  can  transmit 
them  to  another. 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  when  transmitting  them  he  may 
be  said  to  teach  them,  and  when  receiving  to 
learn  them,  and  when  having  them  in  pos 
session  in  the  aforesaid  aviary  he  may  be  said 
to  know  them. 

Theaet.  Exactly. 

Soc.  Attend  to  what  follows:  must  not  the 
perfect  arithmetician  know  all  numbers,  for  he 
has  the  science  of  all  numbers  in  his  mind? 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  And  he  can  reckon  abstract  numbers  in 
his  head,  or  things  about  him  which  are  numer 
able? 

Theaet.  Of  course  he  can. 

Soc.  And  to  reckon  is  simply  to  consider  how 
much  such  and  such  a  number  amounts  to? 

Theaet.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  so  he  appears  to  be  searching  into 
something  which  he  knows,  as  if  he  did  not 
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know  It,  for  we  have  already  admitted  that  he 
knows  all  numbers; — you  have  heard  these  per 
plexing  questions  raised? 

Theaet.  I  have. 

Soc.  May  we  not  pursue  the  image  of  the 
doves,  and  say  that  the  chase  after  knowledge 
is  of  two  kinds?  one  kind  is  prior  to  possession 
and  for  the  sake  of  possession,  and  the  other 
for  the  sake  of  taking  and  holding  in  the  hands 
that  which  is  possessed  already.  And  thus,  when 
a  man  has  learned  and  known  something  long 
ago,  he  may  resume  and  get  hold  of  the  knowl 
edge  which  he  has  long  possessed,  but  has  not 
at  hand  in  his  mind. 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  That  was  my  reason  for  asking  how  we 
ought  to  speak  when  an  arithmetician  sets 
about  numbering,  or  a  grammarian  about  read 
ing?  Shall  we  say,  that  although  he  knows,  he 
comes  back  to  himself  to  learn  what  he  already 
knows? 

Theaet.  It  would  be  too  absurd,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Shall  we  say  then  that  he  is  going  to 
read  or  number  what  he  does  not  know,  [199] 
although  we  have  admitted  that  he  knows  all 
letters  and  all  numbers? 

Theaet.  That,  again,  would  be  an  absurdity. 

Soc.  Then  shall  we  say  that  about  names  we 
care  nothing? — any  one  may  twist  and  turn 
the  words  "knowing"  and  "learning"  in  any 
way  which  he  likes,  but  since  we  have  deter 
mined  that  the  possession  of  knowledge  is  not 
the  having  or  using  it,  we  do  assert  that  a  man 
cannot  not  possess  that  which  he  possesses;  and, 
therefore,  in  no  case  can  a  man  not  know  that 
which  he  knows,  but  he  may  get  a  false  opin 
ion  about  it;  for  he  may  have  the  knowledge, 
not  of  this  particular  thing,  but  of  some  other; 
— when  the  various  numbers  and  forms  of 
knowledge  are  flying  about  in  the  aviary,  and 
wishing  to  capture  a  certain  sort  of  knowledge 
out  of  the  general  store,  he  takes  the  wrong 
one  by  mistake,  that  is  to  say,  when  he  thought 
eleven  to  be  twelve,  he  got  hold  of  the  ring 
dove  which  he  had  in  his  mind,  when  he 
wanted  the  pigeon. 

Theaet.  A  very  rational  explanation. 

Soc.  But  when  he  catches  the  one  which  he 
wants,  then  he  is  not  deceived,  and  has  an  opin 
ion  of  what  is,  and  thus  false  and  true  opinion 
may  exist,  and  the  difficulties  which  were  pre 
viously  raised  disappear.  I  dare  say  that  you 
agree  with  me,  do  you  not? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  so  we  are  rid  of  the  difficulty  of  a 
man's  not  knowing  what  he  knows,  for  we  are 


not  driven  to  the  inference  that  he  does  not  pos 
sess  what  he  possesses^  whether  he  be  or  be  not 
deceived.  And  yet  I  fear  that  a  greater  difficulty 
is  looking  in  at  the  window. 

Theaet.  What  is  it? 

Soc.  How  can  the  exchange  of  one  knowl 
edge  for  another  ever  become  false  opinion  ? 

Theaet.  What  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  In  the  first  place,  how  can  a  man  who 
has  the  knowledge  of  anything  be  ignorant  of 
that  which  he  knows,  not  by  reason  of  igno 
rance,  but  by  reason  of  his  own  knowledge? 
And,  again,  is  it  not  an  extreme  absurdity  that 
he  should  suppose  another  thing  to  be  this,  and 
this  to  be  another  thing; — that,  having  knowl 
edge  present  with  him  in  his  mind,  he  should 
still  know  nothing  and  be  ignorant  of  all 
things? — you  might  as  well  argue  that  igno 
rance  may  make  a  man  know,  and  blindness 
make  him  see,  as  that  knowledge  can  make 
him  ignorant. 

Theaet.  Perhaps,  Socrates,  we  may  have  been 
wrong  in  making  only  forms  of  knowledge  our 
birds:  whereas  there  ought  to  have  been  forms 
of  ignorance  as  well,  flying  about  together  in 
the  mind,  and  then  he  who  sought  to  take  one 
of  them  might  sometimes  catch  a  form  of 
knowledge,  and  sometimes  a  form  of  igno 
rance;  and  thus  he  would  have  a  false  opinion 
from  ignorance,  but  a  true  one  from  knowl 
edge,  about  the  same  thing. 

Soc.  I  cannot  help  praising  you,  Theaetetus, 
and  yet  I  must  beg  you  to  reconsider  your 
words.  [200]  Let  us  grant  what  you  say — then, 
according  to  you,  he  who  takes  ignorance  will 
have  a  false  opinion — am  I  right? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  He  will  certainly  not  think  that  he  has 
a  false  opinion? 

Theaet.  Of  course  not. 

Soc.  He  will  think  that  his  opinion  is  true, 
and  he  will  fancy  that  he  knows  the  things 
about  which  he  has  been  deceived? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Then  he  will  think  that  he  has  captured 
knowledge  and  not  ignorance? 

Theaet.  Clearly. 

Soc.  And  thus,  after  going  a  long  way  round, 
we  are  once  more  face  to  face  with  our  original 
difficulty.  The  hero  of  dialectic  will  retort  upon 
us: — "O  my  excellent  friends,  he  will  say, 
laughing,  if  a  man  knows  the  form  of  igno 
rance  and  the  form  of  knowledge,  can  he  think 
that  one  of  them  which  he  knows  is  the  other 
which  he  knows?  or,  if  he  knows  neither  of 
them,  can  he  think  that  the  one  which  he  knows 
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not  is  another  which  he  knows  not?  or,  If  he 
knows  one  and  not  the  other,  can  he  think  the 
one  which  he  knows  to  be  the  one  which  he  does 
not  know?  or  the  one  which  he  does  not  know 
to  be  the  one  which  he  knows?  or  will  you  tell 
me  that  there  are  other  forms  of  knowledge 
which  distinguish  the  right  and  wrong  birds, 
and  which  the  owner  keeps  in  some  other  avi 
aries  or  graven  on  waxen  blocks  according  to 
your  foolish  images,  and  which  he  may  be  said 
to  know  while  he  possesses  them,  even  though 
he  have  them  not  at  hand  in  his  mind?  And 
thus,  in  a  perpetual  circle,  you  will  be  compelled 
to  go  round  and  round,  and  you  will  make  no 
progress,"  What  are  we  to  say  in  reply,  Theae- 
tetus? 

The  act.  Indeed,  Socrates,  I  do  not  know 
what  we  are  to  say, 

Soc.  Are  not  his  reproaches  just,  and  does 
not  the  argument  truly  show  that  we  are 
wrong  in  seeking  for  false  opinion  until  we 
know  what  knowledge  is;  that  must  be  first  as 
certained;  then,  the  nature  of  false  opinion? 

Theaet.  I  cannot  but  agree  with  you,  Soc 
rates,  so  far  as  we  have  yet  gone. 

Soc.  Then,  once  more,  what  shall  we  say  that 
knowledge  is? — for  we  are  not  going  to  lose 
heart  as  yet. 

Theaet.  Certainly,  I  shall  not  lose  heart,  if 
you  do  not. 

Soc.  What  definition  will  be  most  consistent 
with  our  former  views? 

Theaet.  I  cannot  think  of  any  but  our  old 
one,  Socrates. 

Soc.  What  was  it? 

Theaet.  Knowledge  was  said  by  us  to  be  true 
opinion;  and  true  opinion  is  surely  unerring, 
and  the  results  which  follow  from  it  are  all 
noble  and  good. 

Soc.  He  who  led  the  way  into  the  river, 
Theaetetus,  said  "The  experiment  will  show"; 
[201]  and  perhaps  if  we  go  forward  hi  the 
search,  we  may  stumble  upon  the  thing  which 
we  are  looking  for;  but  if  we  stay  where  we 
are,  nothing  will  come  to  light. 

Theaet.  Very  true;  let  us  go  forward  and  try. 

Soc.  The  trail  soon  comes  to  an  end,  for  a 
whole  profession  is  against  us. 

Theaet.  How  is  that,  and  what  profession  do 
you  mean? 

Soc.  The  profession  of  the  great  wise  ones 
who  arc  called  orators  and  lawyers;  for  these 
persuade  men  by  their  art  and  make  them 
think  whatever  they  like,  but  they  do  not  teach 
them.  Do  you  imagine  that  there  are  any  teach 
ers  in  the  world  so  clever  as  to  be  able  to  con 


vince  others  of  the  truth  about  acts  of  robbery 
or  violence,  of  which  they  were  not  eye 
witnesses,  while  a  little  water  is  flowing  in  the 
clepsydra? 

Theaet.  Certainly  not,  they  can  only  per 
suade  them. 

Soc.  And  would  you  not  say  that  persuading 
them  is  making  them  have  an  opinion? 

Theaet.  To  be  sure. 

Soc.  When,  therefore,  judges  are  justly  per 
suaded  about  matters  which  you  can  know 
only  by  seeing  them,  and  not  in  any  other  way, 
and  when  thus  judging  of  them  from  report 
they  attain  a  true  opinion  about  them,  they 
judge  without  knowledge  and  yet  are  rightly 
persuaded,  if  they  have  judged  well. 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  yet,  O  my  friend,  if  true  opinion 
in  law  courts  and  knowledge  are  the  same,  the 
perfect  judge  could  not  have  judged  righdy 
without  knowledge;  and  therefore  I  must  in 
fer  that  they  are  not  the  same. 

Theaet.  That  is  a  distinction,  Socrates,  which 
I  have  heard  made  by  some  one  else,  but  I  had 
forgotten  it.  He  said  that  true  opinion,  com 
bined  with  reason,  was  knowledge,  but  that 
the  opinion  which  had  no  reason  was  out  of  the 
sphere  of  knowledge;  and  that  things  of  which 
there  is  no  rational  account  are  not  knowable — 
such  was  the  singular  expression  which  he  used 
— and  that  things  which  have  a  reason  or  ex 
planation  are  knowable. 

Soc.  Excellent;  but  then,  how  did  he  distin 
guish  between  things  which  are  and  are  not 
"knowable"?  I  wish  that  you  would  repeat  to 
me  what  he  said,  and  then  I  shall  know  wheth 
er  you  and  I  have  heard  the  same  tale, 

Theaet.  I  do  not  know  whether  I  can  recall 
it;  but  if  another  person  would  tell  me,  I  think 
that  I  could  follow  him. 

Soc.  Let  me  give  you,  then,  a  dream  in  re 
turn  for  a  dream: — Methought  that  I  too  had  a 
dream,  and  I  heard  in  my  dream  that  the  pri 
meval  letters  or  elements  out  of  which  you  and 
I  and  all  other  things  are  compounded,  have  no 
reason  or  explanation;  you  can  only  name 
them,  [202]  but  no  predicate  can  be  either  af 
firmed  or  denied  of  them,  for  in  the  one  case 
existence,  in  the  other  non-existence  is  already 
implied,  neither  of  which  must  be  added,  if 
you  mean  to  speak  of  this  or  that  thing  by  itself 
alone.  It  should  not  be  called  itself,  or  that,  or 
each,  or  alone,  or  this,  or  the  like;  for  these  go 
about  everywhere  and  are  applied  to  all  things, 
but  are  distinct  from  them;  whereas,  if  the  first 
elements  could  be  described,  and  had  a  defini- 
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tion  o£  their  own,  they  would  be  spoken  of 
apart  from  all  else.  But  none  of  these  primeval 
elements  can  be  defined;  they  can  only  be 
named,  for  they  have  nothing  but  a  name,  and 
the  things  which  are  compounded  of  them,  as 
they  are  complex,  are  expressed  by  a  combina 
tion  of  names,  for  the  combination  of  names  is 
the  essence  of  a  definition.  Thus,  then,  the  ele 
ments  or  letters  are  only  objects  of  perception, 
and  cannot  be  defined  or  known;  but  the  syl 
lables  or  combinations  of  them  are  known  and 
expressed,  and  are  apprehended  by  true  opin 
ion.  When,  therefore,  any  one  forms  the  true 
opinion  of  anything  without  rational  explana 
tion,  you  may  say  that  his  mind  is  truly  exer 
cised,  but  has  no  knowledge;  for  he  who  can 
not  give  and  receive  a  reason  for  a  thing,  has 
no  knowledge  of  that  thing;  but  when  he  adds 
rational  explanation,  then,  he  is  perfected  in 
knowledge  and  may  be  all  that  I  have  been 
denying  of  him.  Was  that  the  form  in  which 
the  dream  appeared  to  you? 

Theaet.  Precisely. 

Soc.  And  you  allow  and  maintain  that  true 
opinion,  combined  with  definition  or  rational 
explanation,  is  knowledge? 

Theaet.  Exactly. 

Soc.  Then  may  we  assume,  Theaetetus,  that 
to-day,  and  in  this  casual  manner,  we  have 
found  a  truth  which  in  former  times  many 
wise  men  have  grown  old  and  have  not 
found  ? 

Theaet.  At  any  rate,  Socrates,  I  am  satisfied 
with  the  present  statement. 

Soc.  Which  is  probably  correct — for  how  can 
there  be  knowledge  apart  from  definition  and 
true  opinion?  And  yet  there  is  one  point  in 
what  has  been  said  which  does  not  quite  satisfy 
me. 

Theaet.  What  was  it? 

Soc.  What  might  seem  to  be  the  most  ingen 
ious  notion  of  all: — That  the  elements  or  letters 
are  unknown,  but  the  combination  or  syllables 
known. 

Theaet.  And  was  that  wrong? 

Soc.  We  shall  soon  know;  fdr  we  have  as 
hostages  the  instances  which  the  author  of  the 
argument  himself  used. 

Theaet:  What  hostages? 

Soc.  The  letters,  which  are  the  elements;  and 
the  syllables,  which  are  the  combinations; — he 
reasoned,  did  he  not,  from  the  letters  of  the  al 
phabet? 

[203]  Theaet.  Yes;  he  did. 

Soc.  Let  us  take  them  and  put  them  to  the 
test,  or  rather,  test  ourselves: — What  was  the 


way  in  which  we  learned  letters?  and,  first  of 
all,  are  we  right  in  saying  that  syllables  have  a 
definition,  but  that  letters  have  no  definition? 

Theaet.  I  think  so. 

Soc.  I  think  so  too;  for,  suppose  that  some 
one  asks  you  to  spell  the  first  syllable  of  my 
name: — Theaetetus,  he  says,  what  is  SO? 

Theaet.  I  should  reply  S  and  O. 

Soc.  That  is  the  definition  which  you  would 
give  of  the  syllable? 

Theaet.  I  should. 

Soc.  I  wish  that  you  would  give  me  a  similar 
definition  of  the  S. 

Theaet.  But  how  can  any  one,  Socrates,  tell 
the  elements  of  an  element?  I  can  only  reply, 
that  S  is  a  consonant,  a  mere  noise,  as  of  the 
tongue  hissing;  B,  and  most  other  letters,  again, 
are  neither  vowel-sounds  nor  noises.  Thus  let 
ters  may  be  most  truly  said  to  be  undefined; 
for  even  the  most  distinct  of  them,  which  are 
the  seven  vowels,  have  a  sound  only,  but  no 
definition  at  all. 

Soc.  Then,  I  suppose,  my  friend,  that  we 
have  been  so  far  right  in  our  idea  about  knowl 
edge? 

Theaet.  Yes-;  I  think  that  we  have. 

Soc.  Well,  but  have  we  been  right  in  main 
taining  that  the  syllables  can  be  known,  but 
not  the  letters? 

Theaet.  I  think  so. 

Soc.  And  do  we  mean  by  a  syllable  two  let 
ters,  or  if  there  are  more,  all  of  them,  or  a  single 
idea  which  arises  out  of  the  combination  of 
them? 

Theaet.  I  should  say  that  we  mean  all  the 
letters. 

Soc.  Take  the  case  of  the  two  letters  S  and  O, 
which  form  the  first  syllable  of  my  own  name; 
must  not  he  who  knows  the  syllable,  know  both 
of  them? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Soc.  He  knows,  that  is,  the  S  and  O? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  But  can  he  be  ignorant  of  either  singly 
and  yet  know  both  together? 

Theaet.  Such  a  supposition,  Socrates,  is  mon-* 
strous  and  unmeaning. 

Soc.  But  if  he  cannot  know  both  without 
knowing  each,  then  if  he  is  ever  to  know  the 
syllable,  he  must  know  the  letters  first;  and 
thus  the  fine  theory  has  again  taken  wings  and 
departed. 

Theaet.  Yes,  with  wonderful  celerity. 

Soc .  Yes,  we  did  not  keep  watch  properly. 
Perhaps  we  ought  to  have  maintained  that  a 
syllable  is  not  the  letters,  but  rather  one  single 
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idea  framed  out  o£  them,  having  a  separate 
form  distinct  from  them. 

Theaet.  Very  true;  and  a  more  likely  notion 
than  the  other. 

Soc.  Take  care;  let  us  not  be  cowards  and  be 
tray  a  great  and  imposing  theory. 

[204]  Theaet.  No,  indeed. 

Soc.  Let  us  assume  then,  as  we  now  say,  that 
the  syllable  is  a  simple  form  arising  out  of  the 
several  combinations  of  harmonious  elements 
— of  letters  or  of  any  other  elements. 

Theaet.  Very  good. 

Soc.  And  it  must  have  no  parts. 

Theaet.  Why? 

Soc.  Because  that  which  has  parts  must  be  a 
whole  of  all  the  parts.  Or  would  you  say  that 
a  whole,  although  formed  out  of  the  parts,  is  a 
single  notion  different  from  all  the  parts? 

Theaet.  I  should. 

Soc.  And  would  you  say  that  all  and  the 
whole  are  the  same,  or  different? 

Theaet.  I  am  not  certain;  but,  as  you  like  me 
to  answer  at  once,  I  shall  hazard  the  reply,  that 
they  are  different. 

Soc.  I  approve  of  your  readiness,  Theaetetus, 
but  I  must  take  time  to  think  whether  I  equal 
ly  approve  of  your  answer. 

Theaet.  Yes;  the  answer  is  the  point. 

Soc.  According  to  this  new  view,  the  whole 
is  supposed  to  differ  from  all? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  Well,  but  is  there  any  difference  between 
all  [in  the  plural]  and  the  ail  [in  the  singular]  ? 
Take  the  case  of  number: — When  we  say  one, 
two,  three,  four,  five,  six;  or  when  we  say 
twice  three,  or  three  times  two,  or  four  and 
two,  or  three  and  two  and  one,  are  we  speaking 
of  the  same  or  of  different  numbers  ? 

Theaet.  Of  the  same. 

Soc.  That  is  of  six? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  in  each  form  of  expression  we 
spoke  of  all  the  six? 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  Again,  in  speaking  of  all  [in  the  plural], 
is  there  not  one  thing  which  we  express? 

Theaet.  Of  course  there  is. 

Soc.  And  that  is  six? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  Then  in  predicating  the  word  "all"  of 
things  measured  by  number,  we  predicate  at 
the  same  time  a  singular  and  a  plural? 

Theaet.  Clearly  we  do. 

Soc.  Again,  the  number  of  the  acre  and  the 
acre  are  the  same;  are  they  not? 

Theaet.  Yes. 


Soc.  And  the  number  of  the  stadium  in  like 
manner  is  the  stadium? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  the  army  is  the  number  of  the 
army;  and  in  all  similar  cases,  the  entire  num 
ber  of  anything  is  the  entire  thing? 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  And  the  number  of  each  is  the  parts  of 
each? 

Theaet.  Exactly. 

Soc.  Then  as  many  things  as  have  parts  are 
made  up  of  parts? 

Theaet.  Clearly. 

Soc.  But  all  the  parts  are  admitted  to  be  the 
all,  if  the  entire  number  is  the  all? 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  Then  the  whole  is  not  made  up  of  parts, 
for  it  would  be  the  all,  if  consisting  of  all  the 
parts? 

Theaet.  That  is  the  inference. 

Soc.  But  is  a  part  a  part  of  anything  but  the 
whole? 

Theaet.  Yes,  of  the  all. 

[2.05]  Soc.  You  make  a  valiant  defence, 
Theaetetus.  And  yet  is  not  the  all  that  of  which 
nothing  is  wanting? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  is  not  a  whole  likewise  that  from 
which  nothing  is  absent?  but  that  from  which 
anything  is  absent  is  neither  a  whole  nor  all; — 
if  wanting  in  anything,  both  equally  lose  their 
entirety  of  nature. 

Theaet.  I  now  think  that  there  is  no  differ 
ence  between  a  whole  and  all. 

Soc.  But  were  we  not  saying  that  when  a 
thing  has  parts,  all  the  parts  will  be  a  whole 
and  all? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Then,  as  I  was  saying  before,  must  not 
the  alternative  be  that  either  the  syllable  is  not 
the  letters,  and  then  the  letters  are  not  parts  of 
the  syllable,  or  that  the  syllable  will  be  the  same 
with  the  letters,  and  will  therefore  be  equally 
known  with  them? 

Theaet.  You  are  right. 

Soc.  And,  in  order  to  avoid  this,  we  suppose 
it  to  be  different  from  them? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  But  if  letters  are  not  parts  of  syllables, 
can  you  tell  me  of  any  other  parts  of  syllables, 
which  are  not  letters? 

Theaet.  No,  indeed,  Socrates;  for  if  I  admit 
the  existence  of  parts  in  a  syllable,  it  would  be 
ridiculous  in  me  to  give  up  letters  and  seek  for 
other  parts. 

Soc.  Quite  true,  Theaetetus,  and  therefore, 
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according  to  our  present  view,  a  syllable  must 
sorely  be  some  indivisible  form? 

The  act.  True. 

Soc.  But  do  you  remember,  my  friend,  that 
only  a  little  while  ago  we  admitted  and  ap 
proved  the  statement,  that  of  the  first  elements 
out  of  which  all  other  things  are  compounded 
there  could  be  no  definition,  because  each  of 
them  when  taken  by  itself  is  uncompounded; 
nor  can  one  rightly  attribute  to  them  the  words 
"being"  or  "this,"  because  they  are  alien  and 
inappropriate  words,  and  for  this  reason  the 
letters  or  elements  were  indefinable  and  un 
known? 

Theaet.  I  remember. 

Soc.  And  is  not  this  also  the  reason  why  they 
are  simple  and  indivisible?  I  can  see  no  other. 

Theaet.  No  other  reason  can  be  given. 

Soc.  Then  is  not  the  syllable  in  the  same  case 
as  the  elements  or  letters,  if  it  has  no  parts  and 
is  one  form? 

Theaet.  To  be  sure. 

Soc.  If,  then,  a  syllable  is  a  whole,  and  has 
many  parts  or  letters,  the  letters  as  well  as  the 
syllable  must  be  intelligible  and  expressible, 
since  all  the  parts  are  acknowledged  to  be  the 
same  as  the  whole? 

Theaet.  True. 

.  Soc.  But  if  it  be  one  and  indivisible,  then  the 
syllables  and  the  letters  are  alike  undefined  and 
unknown,  and  for  the  same  reason? 

Theaet.  I  cannot  deny  that. 

Soc.  We  cannot,  therefore,  agree  in  the  opin 
ion  of  him  who  says  that  the  syllable  can  be 
known  and  expressed,  [206]  but  not  the  let 
ters. 

Theaet.  Certainly  not;  if  we  may  trust  the 
argument. 

Soc.  Well,  but  will  you  not  be  equally  in 
clined  to  disagree  with  him,  when  you  remem 
ber  your  own  experience  in  learning  to  read? 

Theaet.  What  experience? 

Soc.  Why,  that  in  learning  you  were  kept 
trying  to  distinguish  the  separate  letters  both 
by  the  eye  and  by  the  ear,  in  order  that,  when 
you  heard  them  spoken  or  saw  them  written, 
you  might  not  be  confused  by  their  position. 

Theaet.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  is  the  education  of  the  harp-player 
complete  unless  he  can  tell  what  string  answers 
to  a  particular  note;  the  notes,  as  every  one 
would  allow,  are  the  elements  or  letters  of 
music? 

Theaet.  Exactly. 

Soc.  Then,  if  we  argue  from  the  letters  and 
-syllables  which  we  know  to  other  simples  and 


compounds,  we  shall  say  that  the  letters  or 
simple  elements  as  a  class  are  much  more  cer 
tainly  known  than  the  syllables,  and  much  more 
indispensable  to  a  perfect  knowledge  of  any 
subject;  and  if  some  one  says  that  the  syllable 
is  known  and  the  letter  unknown,  we  shall  con 
sider  that  either  intentionally  or  unintention 
ally  he  is  talking  nonsense? 

Theaet.  Exactly. 

Soc.  And  there  might  be  given  other  proofs 
of  this  belief,  if  I  am  not  mistaken.  But  do  not 
let  us  in  looking  for  them  lose  sight  of  the 
question  before  us,  which  is  the  meaning  of 
the  statement,  that  right  opinion  with  rational 
definition  or  explanation  is  the  most  perfect 
form  of  knowledge. 

Theaet.  We  must  not. 

Soc.  Well,  and  what  is  the  meaning  of  the 
term  "explanation"?  I  think  that  we  have  a 
choice  of  three  meanings. 

Theaet.  What  are  they? 

Soc.  In  the  first  place,  the  meaning  may  be, 
manifesting  one's  thought  by  the  voice  with 
verbs  and  nouns,  imaging  an  opinion  in  the 
stream  which  flows  from  the  lips,  as  in  a  mirror 
or  water.  Does  not  explanation  appear  to  be  of 
this  nature? 

Theaet,  Certainly;  he  who  so  manifests  his 
thought,  is  said  to  explain  himself. 

Soc.  And  every  one  who  is  not  born  deaf  or 
dumb  is  able  sooner  or  later  to  manifest  what 
he  thinks  of  anything;  and  if  so,  all  those  who 
have  a  right  opinion  about  anything  will  also 
have  right  explanation;  nor  will  right  opinion 
be  anywhere  found  to  exist  apart  from  knowl 
edge. 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  Let  us  not,  therefore,  hastily  charge  him 
who  gave  this  account  of  knowledge  with  utter 
ing  an  unmeaning  word;  for  perhaps  he  only 
intended  to  say,  that  when  a  person  was  asked 
what  was  the  nature  of  anything,  [207]  he 
should  be  able  to  answer  his  questioner  by  giv 
ing  the  elements  of  the  thing. 

Theaet.  As  for  example,  Socrates  . . .  ? 

Soc.  As,  for  example,  when  Hesiod  says  that 
a  waggon  is  made  up  of  a  hundred  planks. 
Now,  neither  you  nor  I  could  describe  all  of 
them  individually;  but  if  any  one  asked  what 
is  a  waggon,  we  should  be  content  to  answer, 
that  a  waggon  consists  of  wheels,  axle,  body, 
rims,  yoke. 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  our  opponent  will  probably  laugh 
at  us,  just  as  he  would  if  we  professed  to  be 
grammarians  and  to  give  a  grammatical  ac- 
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count  of  the  name  of  Theaetetus,  and  yet  could 
only  tell  the  syllables  and  not  the  letters  of  your 
name  —  that  would  be  true  opinion,  and  not 
knowledge;  for  knowledge,  as  has  been  already 
remarked,  Is  not  attained  until,  combined  with 
true  opinion,  there  is  an  enumeration  of  the 
elements  out  of  which  anything  is  composed. 


Soc.  In  the  same  general  way,  we  might 
also  have  true  opinion  about  a  waggon;  but  he 
who  can  describe  its  essence  by  an  enumeration 
of  the  hundred  planks,  adds  rational  explana 
tion.  to  true  opinion,  and  instead  of  opinion 
has  art  and  knowledge  of  the  nature  of  a  wag 
gon,  in  that  he  attains  to  the  whole  through  the 
elements. 

Theaet.  And  do  you  not  agree  in  that  view, 
Socrates? 

Soc.  If  you  do,  my  friend;  but  I  want  to 
know  first,  whether  you  admit  the  resolution 
of  all  things  into  their  elements  to  be  a  rational 
explanation  of  them,  and  the  consideration  of 
them  in  syllables  or  larger  combinations  of 
them,  to  be  irrational  —  is  this  your  view? 

Theaet.  Precisely. 

Soc.  Well,  and  do  you  conceive  that  a  man 
has  knowledge  of  any  element  who  at  one  time 
affirms  and  at  another  time  denies  that  element 
of  something,  or  thinks  that  the  same  thing  is 
composed  of  different  elements  at  different 
times? 

Theaet.  Assuredly  not. 

Soc.  And  do  you  not  remember  that  in  your 
case  and  in  that  of  others  this  often  occurred  in 
the  process  of  learning  to  read? 

Theaet.  You  mean  that  I  mistook  the  letters 
and  misspelt  the  syllables? 

Soc.  Yes. 

Theaet.  To  be  sure;  I  perfectly  remember, 
and  I  am  very  far  from  supposing  that  they 
who  are  in  this  condition  have  knowledge. 

Soc.  When  a  person  at  the  time  of  learning 
writes  the  name  of  Theaetetus,  [208]  and 
thinks  that  he  ought  to  write  and  does  write 
Th  and  e;  but,  again,  meaning  to  write  the 
name  of  Theodorus,  thinks  that  he  ought  to 
write  and  does  write  T  and  e  —  can  we  suppose 
that  he  knows  the  first  syllables  of  your  two 
names? 

Theaet.  We  have  already  admitted  that  such 
a  one  has  not  yet  attained  knowledge. 

Soc.  And  in  like  manner  be  may  enumerate 
without  knowing  them  the  second  and  third 
and  fourth  syllables  of  your  name? 

Theaet*  He  may. 

Soc.  And  in  that  case,  when  he  knows  the 


order  of  the  letters  and  can  write  them  out  cor 
rectly,  he  has  right  opinion? 

Theaet.  Clearly. 

Soc.  But  although  we  admit  that  he  has  right 
opinion,  he  will  still  be  without  knowledge? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  yet  he  will  have  explanations,  as 
well  as  right  opinion,  for  he  knew  the  order  of 
the  letters  when  he  wrote;  and  this  we  admit 
to  be  explanation. 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  Then,  my  friend,  there  is  such  a  thing 
as  right  opinion  united  with  definition  or  ex 
planation,  which  does  not  as  yet  attain  to  the 
exactness  of  knowledge. 

Theaet.  It  would  seem  so. 

Soc.  And  what  we  fancied  to  be  a  perfect 
definition  of  knowledge  is  a  dream  only.  But 
perhaps  we  had  better  not  say  so  as  yet,  for 
were  there  not  three  explanations  of  knowl 
edge,  one  of  which  must,  as  we  said,  be  adopted 
by  him  who  maintains  knowledge  to  be  true 
opinion  combined  with  rational  explanation? 
And  very  likely  there  may  be  found  some  one 
who  will  not  prefer  this  but  the  third. 

Theaet.  You  are  quite  right;  there  is  still  one 
remaining.  The  first  was  the  image  or  expres 
sion  of  the  mind  in  speech;  the  second,  which 
has  just  been  mentioned,  is  a  way  of  reaching 
the  whole  by  an  enumeration  of  the  elements. 
But  what  is  the  third  definition? 

Soc.  There  is,  further,  the  popular  notion  of 
telling  the  mark  or  sign  of  difference  which 
distinguishes  the  thing  in  question  from  all 
others. 

Theaet.  Can  you  give  me  any  example  of 
such  a  definition? 

Soc.  As,  for  example,  in  the  case  of  the  sun, 
I  think  that  you  would  be  contented  with 
the  statement  that  the  sun  is  the  brightest  of 
the  heavenly  bodies  which  revolve  about  the 
earth. 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Understand  why: — the  reason  is,  as  I  was 
just  now  saying, that  if  you  get  at  the  difference 
and  distinguishing  characteristic  of  each  thing, 
then,  as  many  persons  affirm,  you  will  get  at 
the  definition  or  explanation  of  it;  but  while 
you  lay  hold  only  of  the  common  and  not  of  the 
characteristic!  notion,  you  will  only  have  the 
definition  of  those  things  to  which  this  com 
mon  quality  belongs. 

Theaet.  I  understand  you,  and  your  account 
of  definition  is  in  my  judgment  correct* 

Soc.  But  he,  who  having  right  opinion  about 
anything,  can  find  out  the  difference  which  dis- 


tinguishes  It  from  other  things  will  know  that 
of  which  before  he  had  only  an  opinion. 

Theaet.  Yes;  that  is  what  we  are  maintaining. 

Soc.  Nevertheless,  Theaetetus,  on  a  nearer 
view,  I  find  myself  quite  disappointed;  the  pic 
ture,  which  at  a  distance  was  not  so  bad,  has 
now  become  altogether  unintelligible. 

Theaet.  What  do  you  mean? 

[209]  Soc.  I  will  endeavour  to  explain:  I 
will  suppose  my  self  to  have  true  opinion  of  you, 
and  if  to  this  I  add  your  definition,  then  I  have 
knowledge,  but  if  not,  opinion  only. 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Soc.  The  definition  was  assumed  to  be  the 
interpretation  of  your  difference. 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  But  when  I  had  only  opinion,  I  had  no 
conception  of  your  distinguishing  character 
istics. 

Theaet.  I  suppose  not. 

Soc.  Then  I  must  have  conceived  of  some 
general  or  common  nature  which  no  more  be 
longed  to  you  than  to  another. 

Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  Tell  me,  now — How  in  that  case  could 
I  have  formed  a  judgment  of  you  any  more 
than  of  any  one  else?  Suppose  that  I  imagine 
Theaetetus  to  be  a  man  who  has  nose,  eyes,  and 
mouth,  and  every  other  member  complete;  how 
would  that  enable  me  to  distinguish  Theaete 
tus  from  Theodoras,  or  from  some  outer  bar 
barian? 

Theaet.  How  could  it? 

Soc.  Or  if  I  had  further  conceived  of  you, 
not  only  as  having  nose  and  eyes,  but  as  having 
a  snub  nose  and  prominent  eyes,  should  I  have 
any  more  notion  of  you  than  of  myself  and 
others  who  resemble  me? 

Theaet.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  Surely  I  can  have  no  conception  of 
Theaetetus  until  your  snub-nosedness  has  left 
an  impression  on  my  mind  different  from  the 
snub-nosedness  of  all  others  whom  I  have  ever 
seen,  and  until  your  other  peculiarities  have  a 
like  distinctness;  and  so  when  I  meet  you  to 
morrow  the  right  opinion  will  be  re-called? 

Theaet.  Most  true. 

Soc.  Then  right  opinion  implies  the  percep 
tion  of  differences? 

Theaet.  Clearly. 

Soc.  What,  then,  shall  we  say  of  adding 
reason  or  explanation  to  right  opinion?  If  the 
meaning  is,  that  we  should  form  an  opinion 
of  the  way  in  which  something  differs  from 
another  thing,  the  proposal  is  ridiculous. 
Theaet.  How  so? 
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Soc.  We  are  supposed  to  acquire  a  right  opin 
ion  of  the  differences  which  distinguish  one 
thing  from  another  when  we  have  already  a 
right  opinion  of  them,  and  so  we  go  round  and 
round: — the  revolution  of  the  scytal,  or  pestle, 
or  any  other  rotatory  machine,  in  the  same 
circles,  is  as  nothing  compared  with  such  a 
requirement;  and  we  may  be  truly  described 
as  the  blind  directing  the  blind;  for  to  add  those 
things  which  we  already  have,  in  order  that 
we  may  learn  what  we  already  think,  is  like  a 
soul  utterly  benighted. 

Theaet.  Tell  me;  what  were  you  going  to  say 
just  now,  when  you  asked  the  question? 

Soc.  If,  my  boy,  the  argument,  in  speaking 
of  adding  the  definition,  had  used  the  word 
to  "know,"  and  not  merely  "have  an  opinion" 
of  the  difference,  this  which  is  the  most  prom 
ising  of  all  the  definitions  of  knowledge  would 
have  come  to  a  pretty  end,  for  to  know  is  surely 
to  acquire  knowledge. 
[2.10]  Theaet.  True. 

Soc.  And  so,  when  the  question  is  asked, 
What  is  knowledge?  this  fair  argument  will 
answer  "Right  opinion  with  knowledge," — 
knowledge,  that  is,  of  difference,  for  this,  as  the 
said  argument  maintains,  is  adding  the  defini 
tion. 

Theaet.  That  seems  to  be  true. 
Soc.  But  how  utterly  foolish,  when  we  are 
asking  what  is  knowledge,  that  the  reply  should 
only  be,  right  opinion  with  knowledge  of  dif 
ference  or  of  anything!  And  so,  Theaetetus, 
knowledge  is  neither  sensation  nor  true  opin 
ion,  nor  yet  definition  and  explanation  accom 
panying  and  added  to  true  opinion? 
Theaet.  I  suppose  not. 
Soc.  And  are  you  still  in  labour  and  trav 
ail,  my  dear  friend,  or  have  you  brought  all 
that  you  have  to  say  about  knowledge  to  the 
birth? 

Theaet.  I  am  sure,  Socrates,  that  you  have 
elicited  from  me  a  good  deal  more  than  ever 
was  in  me. 

Soc.  And  does  not  my  art  show  that  you  have 
brought  forth  wind,  and  that  the  offspring  of 
your  brain  are  not  worth  bringing  up? 
Theaet.  Very  true. 

Soc.  But  if,  Theaetetus,  you  should  ever  con 
ceive  afresh,  you  will  be  all  the  better  for  the 
present  investigation,  and  if  not,  you  will  be 
soberer  and  humbler  and  gentler  to  other  men, 
and  will  be  too  modest  to  fancy  that  you  know 
what  you  do  not  know.  These  are  the  limits  of 
my  art;  I  can  no  further  go,  nor  do  I  know 
aught  of  the  things  which  great  and  famous 


55o  DIALOGUES  OF  PLATO 

noble  and  fair. 


SOPHIST 


PERSONS  OF  THE  DIALOGUE:  THEODORUS;  THEAETETUS;  SOCRATES.  An  ELEATIC 
STRANGER,  whom  Theodorus  and  Theaetetus  bring  with  them. 
The  younger  SOCRATES,  who  is  a  silent  auditor 
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[216]  Theodorus.  HERE  we  are,  Socrates,  true 
to  our  agreement  of  yesterday;  and  we  bring 
with  us  a  stranger  from  Elea,  who  is  a  disciple 
of  Parmenides  and  Zeno,  and  a  true  philoso 
pher. 

Socrates.  Is  he  not  rather  a  god,  Theodorus, 
who  comes  to  us  in  the  disguise  of  a  stranger? 
For  Homer  says  that  all  the  gods,  and  especial 
ly  the  god  of  strangers,  are  companions  of  the 
meek  and  just,  and  visit  the  good  and  evil 
among  men.  And  may  not  your  companion  be 
one  of  those  higher  powers,  a  cross-examining 
deity,  who  has  come  to  spy  out  our  weakness 
in  argument,  and  to  cross-examine  us? 

Theod.  Nay,  Socrates,  he  is  not  one  of  the  dis 
putatious  sort — he  is  too  good  for  that.  And,  in 
my  opinion,  he  is  not  a  god  at  all;  but  divine  he 
certainly  is,  for  this  is  a  title  which  I  should 
give  to  all  philosophers. 

Soc.  Capital,  my  friend !  and  I  may  add  that 
they  are  almost  as  hard  to  be  discerned  as  the 
gods.  For  the  true  philosophers,  and  such  as 
are  not  merely  made  up  for  the  occasion,  ap 
pear  in  various  forms  unrecognized  by  the  ig 
norance  of  men,  and  they  "hover  about  cities," 
as  Homer  declares,  looking  from  above  upon 
human  life;  and  some  think  nothing  of  them, 
and  others  can  never  think  enough;  and  some 
times  they  appear  as  statesmen,  and  sometimes 
as  sophists;  and  then,  again,  to  many  they  seem 
to  be  no  better  than  madmen.  I  should  like  to 
ask  our  Eleatic  friend,  if  he  would  tell  us,  [217] 
what  is  thought  about  them  in  Italy,  and  to 
whom  the  terms  are  applied. 

Theod.  What  terms? 

Soc.  Sophist,  statesman,  philosopher. 


Theod.  What  is  your  difficulty  about  them, 
and  what  made  you  ask? 

Soc.  I  want  to  know  whether  by  his  country 
men  they  are  regarded  as  one  or  two;  or  do 
they,  as  the  names  are  three,  distinguish  also 
three  kinds,  and  assign  one  to  each  name? 

Theod.  I  dare  say  that  the  Stranger  will  not 
object  to  discuss  the  question.  What  do  you  say, 
Stranger? 

Stranger.  I  am  far  from  objecting,  Theodo 
rus,  nor  have  I  any  difficulty  in  replying  that  by 
us  they  are  regarded  as  three.  But  to  define  pre 
cisely  the  nature  of  each  of  them  is  by  no  means 
a  slight  or  easy  task. 

Theod.  You  havehappened  to  light,  Socrates, 
almost  on  the  very  question  which  we  were 
asking  our  friend  before  we  came  hither,  and 
he  excused  himself  to  us,  as  he  does  nowto  you; 
although  he  admitted  that  the  matter  had  been 
fully  discussed,  and  that  he  remembered  the 
answer. 

Soc.  Then  do  not,  Stranger,  deny  us  the  first 
favour  which  we  ask  of  you:  I  am  sure  that  you 
will  not,  and  therefore  I  shall  only  beg  of  you  to 
say  whether  you  like  and  are  accustomed  to 
make  a  long  oration  on  a  subject  which  you 
want  to  explain  to  another,  or  to  proceed  by  the 
method  of  question  and  answer.  I  remember 
hearing  a  very  noble  discussion  in  which  Par 
menides  employed  the  latter  of  the  two  methods, 
when  I  was  a  young  man,  and  he  was  far  ad 
vanced  in  years.1 

Str.  I  prefer  to  talk  with  another  when  he  re 
sponds  pleasantly,  and  is  light  in  hand;  if  not, 
I  would  rather  have  my  own  say, 

1  Cf.  Parmenides,  137  ff. 
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Soc.  Any  one  of  the  present  company  will  re 
spond  kindly  to  you,  and  you  can  choose  whom 
you  like  of  them;  I  should  recommend  you  to 
take  a  young  person — Theaetetus,  for  example 
— unless  you  have  a  preference  for  some  one 
else. 

Str.  I  feel  ashamed,  Socrates,  being  a  new 
comer  into  your  society,  instead  of  talking  a  lit 
tle  and  hearing  others  talk,  to  be  spinning  out 
a  long  soliloquy  or  address,  as  if  I  wanted  to 
show  off.  For  the  true  answer  will  certainly  be 
a  very  long  one,  a  great  deal  longer  than  might 
be  expected  from  such  a  short  and  simple  ques 
tion.  At  the  same  time,  I  fear  that  I  may  seem 
rude  and  ungracious  if  I  refuse  your  courteous 
request,  [218]  especially  after  what  you  have 
said.  For  I  certainly  cannot  object  to  your  pro 
posal,  that  Theaetetus  should  respond,  having 
already  conversed  with  him  myself,  and  being 
recommended  by  you  to  take  him, 

Theaetetus.  But  are  you  sure,  Stranger,  that 
this  will  be  quite  so  acceptable  to  the  rest  of  the 
company  as  Socrates  imagines? 

Str.  You  hear  them  applauding,  Theaetetus; 
after  that,  there  is  nothingmore  to  be  said.  Well 
then,  I  am  to  argue  with  you,  and  if  you  tire  of 
the  argument,  you  may  complain  of  your  friends 
and  not  of  me. 

Theaet.  I  do  not  think  that  I  shall  tire,  and  if 
I  do,  I  shall  get  my  friend  here,  young  Socrates, 
the  namesake  of  the  elder  Socrates,  to  help;  he 
is  about  my  own  age,  and  my  partner  at  the 
gymnasium,  and  is  constantly  accustomed  to 
work  with  me. 

Sir.  Very  good;  you  can  decide  about  that  for 
yourself  as  we  proceed.  Meanwhile  you  and  I 
will  begin  together  and  enquire  into  the  nature 
of  the  Sophist,  first  of  the  three:  I  should  like 
you  to  make  out  what  he  is  and  bring  him  to 
light  in  a  discussion;  for  at  present  we  are  only 
agreed  about  the  name,  but  of  the  thing  to 
which  we  both  apply  the  name  possibly  you 
have  one  notion  and  I  another;  whereas  we 
ought  always  to  come  to  an  understanding 
about  the  thing  itself  in  terms  of  a  definition, 
and  not  merely  about  the  name  minus  the  defi 
nition.  Now  the  tribe  of  Sophists  which  we  are 
investigating  is  not  easily  caught  or  defined; 
and  the  world  has  long  ago  agreed,  that  if  great 
subjects  are  to  be  adequately  treated,  they  must 
be  studied  in  the  lesser  and  easier  instances  of 
them  before  we  proceed  to  the  greatest  of  all. 
And  as  I  know  that  the  tribe  of  Sophists  is 
troublesome  and  hard  to  be  caught,  I  should 
recommend  that  we  practise  beforehand  the 
method  which  is  to  be  applied  to  him  on  some 


simple  and  smaller  thing,  unless  you  can  sug 
gest  a  better  way. 

Theaet.  Indeed  I  cannot. 

Str.  Then  suppose  that  we  work  out  some 
lesser  example  which  will  be  a  pattern  of  the 
greater? 

Theaet.  Good. 

Sir.  What  is  there  which  is  well  known  and 
not  great,  and  is  yet  as  susceptible  of  definition 
as  any  larger  thing?  Shall  I  say  an  angler?  He 
is  familiar  to  all  of  us,  and  not  a  very  interest 
ing  or  important  person. 

Theaet.  He  is  not. 

[219]  Str.  Yet  I  suspect  that  he  will  furnish 
us  with  the  sort  of  definition  and  line  of  en 
quiry  which  we  want. 

Theaet.  Very  good. 

Str.  Let  us  begin  by  asking  whether  he  is  a 
man  having  art  or  not  having  art,  but  some 
other  power. 

Theaet.  He  is  clearly  a  man  of  art. 

Str.  And  of  arts  there  are  two  kinds? 

Theaet.  What  are  they  ? 

Str.  There  is  agriculture,  and  the  tending  of 
mortal  creatures,  and  the  art  of  constructing  or 
moulding  vessels,  and  there  is  the  art  of  imita 
tion — all  these  may  be  appropriately  called  by 
a  single  name. 

Theaet.  What  do  you  mean?  And  what  is  the 
name? 

Str.  He  who  brings  into  existence  something 
that  did  not  exist  before  is  said  to  be  a  produc 
er,  and  that  which  is  brought  into  existence  is 
said  to  be  produced. 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And  all  the  arts  which  were  just  now 
mentioned  are  characterized  by  this  power  of 
producing? 

Theaet.  They  are. 

Str.  Then  let  us  sum  them  up  under  the  name 
of  productive  or  creative  art. 

Theaet.  Very  good. 

Str.  Next  follows  the  whole  class  of  learning 
and  cognition;  then  comes  trade,  fighting,  hunt 
ing.  And  since  none  of  these  produces  anything, 
but  is  only  engaged  in  conquering  by  word  or 
deed,  or  in  preventing  others  from  conquering, 
things  which  exist  and  have  been  already  pro 
duced — in  each  and  all  of  these  branches  there 
appears  to  be  an  art  which  may  be  called  acquis 
itive. 

Theaet.  Yes,  that  is  the  proper  name. 

Str.  Seeing,  then,  that  all  arts  are  either  ac 
quisitive  or  creative,  in  which  class  shall  we 
place  the  art  of  the  angler? 

Theaet.  Clearly  in  the  acquisitive  class. 


SOPHIST 


553 


Str.  And  the  acquisitive  may  be  subdivided 
into  two  parts:  there  is  exchange,  which  is  vol 
untary  and  is  effected  by  gifts,  hire,  purchase; 
and  the  other  part  o£  acquisitive,  which  takes 
by  force  of  word  or  deed,  may  be  termed  con 
quest? 

Theaet.  That  is  implied  in  what  has  been 
said. 

Str.  And  may  not  conquest  be  again  subdi 
vided? 

The  act.  How? 

Str.  Open  force  may  be  called  fighting,  and 
secret  force  may  have  the  general  name  of  hunt 
ing? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  And  there  is  no  reason  why  the  art  of 
hunting  should  not  be  further  divided. 

The  act.  How  would  you  make  the  division? 

Str.  Into  the  hunting  of  living  and  of  lifeless 
prey. 

Theaet.  Yes,  if  both  kinds  exist. 

[2.2.0]  Str.  Of  course  they  exist;  but  the  hunt 
ing  after  lifeless  things  having  no  special  name, 
except  some  sorts  of  diving,  and  other  small 
matters,  may  be  omitted;  the  hunting  after  liv 
ing  things  may  be  called  animal  hunting. 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  And  animal  hunting  may  be  truly  said 
to  have  two  divisions,  land-animal  hunting, 
which  has  many  kinds  and  names,  and  water- 
animal  hunting,  or  the  hunting  after  animals 
who  swim  ? 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And  of  swimming  animals,  one  class  lives 
on  the  wing  and  the  other  in  the  water? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  Fowling  is  the  general  term  under  which 
the  hunting  of  all  birds  is  included. 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  The  hunting  of  animals  who  live  in  the 
water  has  the  general  name  of  fishing. 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  And  this  sort  of  hunting  may  be  further 
divided  also  into  two  principal  kinds? 

Theaet.  What  are  they? 

Str.  There  is  one  kind  which  takes  them  in 
nets,  another  which  takes  them  by  a  blow. 

Theaet.  What  do  you  mean,  and  how  do  you 
distinguish  them? 

Str.  As  to  the  first  kind — all  that  surrounds 
and  encloses  anything  to  prevent  egress,  may 
be  rightly  called  an  enclosure. 

Theaet.  Very  true. 

Str.  For  which  reason  twig  baskets,  casting- 
nets,  nooses,  creels,  and  the  like  may  all  be 
termed  "enclosures"? 


Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And  therefore  this  first  kind  of  capture 
may  be  called  by  us  capture  with  enclosures, 
or  something  of  that  sort? 
Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  The  other  kind,  which  is  practised  by  a 
blow  with  hooks  and  three-pronged  spears, 
when  summed  up  under  one  name,  may  be 
called  striking,  unless  you,  Theaetetus,  can 
find  some  better  name? 

Theaet.  Never  mind  the  name — what  you 
suggest  will  do  very  well. 

Str.  There  is  one  mode  of  striking,  which  is 
done  at  night,  and  by  the  light  of  a  fire,  and  is 
by  the  hunters  themselves  called  firing,  or  spear 
ing  by  firelight. 
Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And  the  fishing  by  day  is  called  by  the 
general  name  of  barbing,  because  the  spears, 
too,  are  barbed  at  the  point. 
Theaet.  Yes,  that  is  the  term. 
Str.  Of  this  barb-fishing,  that  which  strikes 
the  fish  who  is  below  from  above  is  called  spear 
ing,  because  this  is  the  way  in  which  the  three- 
pronged  spears  are  mostly  used. 
Theaet.  Yes,  it  is  often  called  so. 
Str.  Then  now  there  is  only  one  kind  remain 
ing. 

Theaet.  What  is  that? 

Str.  When  a  hook  is  used,  and  the  fish  is  not 
struck  in  any  chance  part  of  his  body,  as  he  is 
with  the  spear,  but  only  about  the  head  and 
mouth,  [2,2.1]  and  is  then  drawn  out  from  be 
low  upwards  with  reeds  and  rods: — What  is 
the  right  name  of  that  mode  of  fishing,  The 
aetetus? 

Theaet.  I  suspect  that  we  have  now  discovered 
the  object  of  our  search. 

Str.  Then  now  you  and  I  have  come  to  an 
understanding  not  only  about  the  name  of  the 
angler's  art,  but  about  the  definition  of  the 
thing  itself.  One  half  of  all  art  was  acquisitive 
— half  of  the  acquisitive  art  was  conquest  or 
taking  by  force,  half  of  this  was  hunting,  and 
half  of  hunting  was  hunting  animals,  half  of 
this  was  hunting  water  animals — of  this  again, 
the  under  half  was  fishing,  half  of  fishing  was 
striking;  a  part  of  striking  was  fishing  with  a 
barb,  and  one  half  of  this  again,  being  the  kind 
which  strikes  with  a  hook  and  draws  the  fish 
from  below  upwards,  is  the  art  which  we  have 
been  seeking,  and  which  from  the  nature  of  the 
operation  is  denoted  angling  or  drawing  up 
(acr7raX.ievTiK.rjy  avacrrraorOai) . 

Theaet.  The  result  has  been  quite  satisfac 
torily  brought  out. 
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Str.  And  now,  following  this  pattern,  let  us 
endeavour  to  find  out  what  a  Sophist  is. 

Theaet.  By  all  means. 

Str.  The  first  question  about  the  angler  was, 
whether  he  was  a  skilled  artist  or  unskilled  ? 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And  shall  we  call  our  new  friend  un 
skilled,  or  a  thorough  master  of  his  craft? 

Theaet.  Certainly  not  unskilled,  for  his  name, 
as,  indeed,  you  imply,  must  surely  express  his 
nature. 

Sir.  Then  he  must  be  supposed  to  have  some 
art. 

Theaet.  What  art? 

Str.  By  heaven,  they  are  cousins!  it  never  oc 
curred  to  us. 

Theaet.  Who  are  cousins? 

Str.  The  angler  and  the  Sophist. 

Theaet.  In  what  way  are  they  related? 

Str.  They  both  appear  to  me  to  be  hunters. 

Theaet.  How  the  Sophist?  Of  the  other  we 
have  spoken. 

Str.  You  remember  our  division  of  hunting, 
into  hunting  after  swimming  animals  and  land 
animals? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  And  you  remember  that  we  subdivided 
the  swimming  and  left  the  land  animals,  say 
ing  that  there  were  many  kinds  of  them? 

[222]  Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  Thus  far,  then,  the  Sophist  and  the  an 
gler,  starting  from  the  art  of  acquiring,  take 
the  same  road? 

Theaet.  So  it  would  appear. 

Str.  Their  paths  diverge  when  they  reach  the 
art  of  animal  hunting;  the  one  going  to  the  sea 
shore,  and  to  the  rivers  and  to  the  lakes,  and 
angling  for  the  animals  which  are  in  them. 

Theaet.  Very  true. 

Str.  While  the  other  goes  to  land  and  water 
of  another  sort — rivers  of  wealth  and  broad 
meadow-lands  of  generous  youth;  and  he  also 
is  intending  to  take  the  animals  which  are  in 
them. 

Theaet.  What  do  you  mean  ? 

Str.  Of  hunting  on  land  there  are  two  princi 
pal  divisions. 

Theaet.  What  are  they? 

Str.  One  is  the  hunting  of  tame,  and  the  other 
of  wild  animals. 

Theaet.  But  are  tame  animals  ever  hunted? 

Str.  Yes,  if  you  include  man  under  tame  an 
imals.  But  if  you  like  you  may  say  that  there  are 
no  tame  animals,  or  that,  if  there  are,  man  is 
not  among  them;  or  you  may  say  that  man  is  a 
tame  animal  but  is  not  hunted — you  shall  de 


cide  which  of  these  alternatives  you  prefer. 

Theaet.  I  should  say,  Stranger,  that  man  is  a 
tame  animal,  and  I  admit  that  he  is  hunted. 

Str.  Then  let  us  divide  the  hunting  of  tame 
animals  into  two  parts. 

Theaet.  How  shall  we  make  the  division? 

Str.  Let  us  define  piracy,  man-stealing,  tyr 
anny,  the  whole  military  art,  by  one  name,  as 
hunting  with  violence. 

Theaet.  Very  good. 

Str.  But  the  art  of  the  lawyer,  of  the  popular 
orator,  and  the  art  of  conversation  may  be 
called  in  one  word  the  art  of  persuasion. 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And  of  persuasion,  there  may  be  said  to 
be  two  kinds? 

Theaet.  What  are  they? 

Str.  One  is  private,  and  the  other  public. 

Theaet.  Yes;  each  of  them  forms  a  class. 

Str.  And  of  private  hunting,  one  sort  receives 
hire,  and  the  other  brings  gifts. 

Theaet.  I  do  not  understand  you. 

Str.  You  seem  never  to  have  observed  the  man 
ner  in  which  lovers  hunt. 

Theaet.  To  what  do  you  refer? 

Str*  I  mean  that  they  lavish  gifts  on  those 
whom  they  hunt  in  addition  to  other  induce 
ments. 

Theaet.  Most  true. 

Str.  Let  us  admit  this,  then,  to  be  the  amatory 
art. 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  But  that  sort  of  hireling  whose  conversa 
tion  is  pleasing  and  who  baits  his  hook  only 
with  pleasure  and  exacts  nothing  but  his  main 
tenance  in  return,  we  should  all,  if  I  am  not  mis 
taken,  describe  as  possessing  flattery  or  an  art 
of  making  things  pleasant.  1223] 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  And  that  sort,  which  professes  to  form 
acquaintances  only  for  the  sake  of  virtue,  and 
demands  a  reward  in  the  shape  of  money,  may 
be  fairly  called  by  another  name? 

Theaet.  To  be  sure. 

Str.  And  what  is  the  name?  Will  you  tell  me? 

Theaet.  It  is  obvious  enough;  for  I  believe 
that  we  have  discovered  the  Sophist:  which  is, 
as  I  conceive,  the  proper  name  for  the  class  de 
scribed. 

Str.  Then  now,  Theaetetus,  his  art  may  be 
traced  as  a  branch  of  the  appropriative,  acquis 
itive  family — which  hunts  animals, — living — 
land — tame  animals;  which  hunts  man, — pri 
vately — for  hire, — taking  money  in  exchange — 
having  the  semblance  of  education;  and  this  is 
termed  Sophistry,  and  is  a  hunt  after  young 
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men  of  wealth  and  rank — such  is  the  conclu 
sion. 

Theaet.  Just  so. 

Sir.  Let  us  take  another  branch  of  his  gene 
alogy:  for  he  is  a  professor  of  a  great  and  many- 
sided  art;  and  if  we  look  back  at  what  has  pre 
ceded  we  see  that  he  presents  another  aspect, 
besides  that  of  which  we  are  speaking. 

Theaet.  In  what  respect? 

Sir.  There  were  two  sorts  of  acquisitive  ait; 
the  one  concerned  with  hunting,  the  other  with 
exchange. 

Theaet.  There  were. 

Sir.  And  of  the  art  of  exchange  there  are  two 
divisions,  the  one  of  giving,  and  the  other  of 
selling. 

Theaet.  Let  us  assume  that. 

Sir.  Next,  we  will  suppose  the  art  of  selling  to 
be  divided  into  two  parts. 

Theaet.  How? 

Sir.  There  is  one  part  which  is  distinguished 
as  the  sale  of  a  man's  own  productions;  another,, 
which  is  the  exchange  of  the  works  of  others. 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Sir.  And  is  not  that  part  of  exchange  which 
takes  place  in  the  city,  being  about  half  of  the 
whole,  termed  retailing? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  And  that  which  exchanges  the  goods  of 
one  city  for  those  of  another  by  selling  and  buy 
ing  is  the  exchange  of  the  merchant? 

Theaet.  To  be  sure. 

Str.  And  you  are  aware  that  this  exchange  of 
the  merchant  is  of  two  kinds:  it  is  partly  con 
cerned  with  food  for  the  use  of  the  body,  and 
partly  with  the  food  of  the  soul  which  is  bartered 
and  received  in  exchange  for  money. 

Theaet.  What  do  you  mean? 

Str.  You  want  to  know  what  is  the  meaning 
of  food  for  the  soul;  the  other  kind  you  surely 
understand. 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  Take  music  in  general  and  painting  and 
marionette  playing  and  many  other  things, 
[224]  which  are  purchased  in  one  city,  and 
carried  away  and  sold  in  another — wares  of  the 
soul  which  are  hawked  about  either  for  the  sake 
of  instruction  or  amusement; — may  not  he  who 
takes  them  about  and  sells  them  be  quite  as 
truly  called  a  merchant  as  he  who  sells  meats 
and  drinks? 

Theaet.  To  be  sure  he  may. 

Str.  And  would  you  not  call  by  the  same  name 
him  who  buys  up  knowledge  and  goes  about 
from  city  to  city  exchanging  his  wares  for  mon- 
ey? 


Theaet.  Certainly  I  should. 

Str.  Of  this  merchandise  of  the  soul,  may  not 
one  part  be  fairly  termed  the  art  of  display? 
And  there  is  another  part  which  is  certainly  not 
less  ridiculous,  but  being  a  trade  in  learning 
must  be  called  by  some  name  germane  to  the 
matter? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  The  latter  should  have  two  names,  —  one 
descriptive  of  the  sale  of  the  knowledge  of  vir 
tue,  and  the  other  of  the  sale  of  other  kinds  of 
knowledge. 

Theaet.  Of  course. 

Str.  The  name  of  ait-seller  corresponds  well 
enough  to  the  latter;  but  you  must  try  and  tell 
me  the  name  of  the  other. 

Theaet.  He  must  be  the  Sophist,  whom  we 
are  seeking;  no  other  name  can  possibly  be 
right. 

Str.  No  other;  and  so  this  trader  in  virtue 
again  turns  out  to  be  our  friend  the  Sophist, 
whose  art  may  now  be  traced  from  the  art  of 
acquisition  through  exchange,  trade,  merchan 
dise,  to  a  merchandise  of  the  soul  which  is  con 
cerned  with  speech  and  the  knowledge  of  vir 
tue. 

Theaet.  Quite  true. 

Str.  And  there  may  be  a  third  reappearance 
of  him;  —  for  he  may  have  settled  down  in  a 
city,  and  may  fabricate  as  well  as  buy  these 
same  wares,  intending  to  live  by  selling  them, 
and  he  would  still  be  called  a  Sophist? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  Then  that  part  of  acquisitive  art  which 
exchanges,  and  of  exchange  which  either  sells 
a  man's  own  productions  or  retails  those  of  oth 
ers,  as  the  case  may  be,  and  in  either  way  sells 
the  knowledge  of  virtue,  you  would  again  term 
Sophistry? 

Theaet.  I  must,  if  I  am  to  keep  pace  with  the 
argument. 

Str.  Let  us  consider  once  more  whether  there 
may  not  be  yet  another  aspect  of  sophistry. 


[225]  Str.  In  the  acquisitive  there  was  a  sub 
division  of  the  combative  or  fighting  art. 

Theaet.  There  was. 

Str.  Perhaps  we  had  better  divide  it. 

Theaet.  What  shall  be  the  divisions? 

Str.  There  shall  be  one  division  of  the  com 
petitive,  and  another  of  the  pugnacious. 

Theaet.  Very  good. 

Str.  That  part  of  the  pugnacious  which  is  a 
contest  of  bodily  strength  may  be  properly 
called  by  some  such  name  as  violent* 

Theaet.  True. 
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Str.  And  when  the  war  is  one  of  words,  It 
may  be  termed  controversy? 

Theaet.  Yes, 

Str.  And  controversy  may  be  of  two  kinds. 

Theaet.  What  are  they? 

Str.  When  long  speeches  are  answered  by 
long  speeches,  and  there  is  public  discussion 
about  the  just  and  unjust,  that  is  forensic  con 
troversy. 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  And  there  is  a  private  sort  of  controversy, 
which  is  cut  up  into  questions  and  answers, 
and  this  is  commonly  called  disputation  ? 

Theaet.  Yes,  that  is  the  name. 

Str.  And  of  disputation,  that  sort  which  is 
only  a  discussion  about  contracts,  and  is  carried 
on  at  random,  and  without  rules  of  art,  is  rec 
ognized  by  the  reasoning  faculty  to  be  a  dis 
tinct  class,  but  has  hitherto  had  no  distinctive 
name,  and  does  not  deserve  to  receive  one  from 
us. 

Theaet.  No;  for  the  different  sorts  of  it  are 
too  minute  and  heterogeneous. 

Str.  But  that  which  proceeds  by  rules  o£  art 
to  dispute  about  justice  and  injustice  in  their 
own  nature,  and  about  things  in  general,  we 
have  been  accustomed  to  call  argumentation 
(Eristic)? 

Theaet.  Certainly, 

Str.  And  of  argumentation,  one  sort  wastes 
money,  and  the  other  makes  money. 

Theaet.  Very  true. 

Str.  Suppose  we  try  and  give  to  each  of  these 
two  classes  a  name. 

Theaet.  Let  us  do  so. 

Str.  I  should  say  that  the  habit  which  leads  a 
man  to  neglect  his  own  affairs  for  the  pleasure 
of  conversation,  of  which  the  style  is  far  from 
being  agreeable  to  the  majority  of  his  hearers, 
may  be  fairly  termed  loquacity:  such  is  my 
opinion, 

Theaet.  That  is  the  common  name  for  it. 

Str.  But  now  who  the  other  is,  who  makes 
money  out  of  private  disputation,  it  is  your  turn 
to  say. 

Theaet.  There  is  only  one  true  answer:  he  is 
the  wonderful  Sophist,  of  whom  we  are  in  pur 
suit,  and  who  reappears  again  for  the  fourth 
time. 

[226]  Str.  Yes,  and  with  a  fresh  pedigree, 
for  he  is  the  money-making  species  of  the  Eris 
tic,  disputatious,  controversial,  pugnacious, 
combative,  acquisitive  family,  as  the  argument 
has  already  proven. 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  How  true  was  the  observation  that  he 


was  a  many-sided  animal,  and  not  to  be  caught 
with  one  hand,  as  they  say! 

Theaet.  Then  you  must  catch  him  with  two. 

Str.  Yes,  we  must,  if  we  can.  And  therefore 
let  us  try  another  track  in  our  pursuit  of  him: 
You  are  aware  that  there  are  certain  menial  oc 
cupations  which  have  names  among  servants? 

Theaet.  Yes,  there  are  many  such;  which  of 
them  do  you  mean? 

Str.  I  mean  such  as  sifting,  straining,  win 
nowing,  threshing. 

Theaet.  Certainly, 

Str.  And  besides  these  there  are  a  great  many 
more,  such  as  carding,  spinning,  adjusting  the 
warp  and  the  woof;  and  thousands  of  similar 
expressions  are  used  in  the  arts. 

Theaet.  Of  what  are  they  to  be  patterns,  and 
what  are  we  going  to  do  with  them  all? 

Str.  I  think  that  in  all  of  these  there  is  im 
plied  a  notion  of  division. 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  Then  if,  as  I  was  saying,  there  is  one  art 
which  includes  all  of  them,  ought  not  that  art 
to  have  one  name? 

Theaet.  And  what  is  the  name  of  the  art? 

Str.  The  art  of  discerning  or  discriminating. 

Theaet.  Very  good. 

Str.  Think  whether  you  cannot  divide  this. 

Theaet.  I  should  have  to  think  a  long  while. 

Str.  In  all  the  previously  named  processes  ei 
ther  like  has  been  separated  from  like  or  the 
better  from  the  worse. 

Theaet.  I  see  now  what  you  mean. 

Str.  There  is  no  name  for  the  first  kind  of 
separation;  of  the  second,  which  throws  away 
the  worse  and  preserves  the  better,  I  do  know  a 
name. 

TA<w/.Whatisit? 

Str.  Every  discernment  or  discrimination  of 
that  kind,  as  I  have  observed,  is  called  a  puri 
fication. 

Theaet.  Yes,  that  is  the  usual  expression. 

Str.  And  any  one  may  see  that  purification  is 
of  two  kinds. 

Theaet.  Perhaps  so,  if  he  were  allowed  time 
to  think;  but  I  do  not  see  at  this  moment. 

Str.  There  are  many  purifications  of  bodies 
which  may  with  propriety  be  comprehended 
under  a  single  name. 

Theaet.  What  are  they,  and  what  is  their 
name? 

[227]  Str.  There  is  the  purification  of  living 
bodies  in  their  inward  and  in  their  outward 
parts,  of  which  the  former  is  duly  effected  by 
medicine  and  gymnastic,  the  latter  by  the  not 
very  dignified  art  of  the  bath-man;  and  there  is 
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the  purification  of  inanimate  substances — to 
this  the  arts  of  fulling  and  of  furbishing  in  gen 
eral  attend  in  a  number  of  minute  particulars, 
having  a  variety  of  names  which  are  thought  ri 
diculous. 

Theaet.  Very  true. 

Str.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  they  are 
thought  ridiculous,  Theaetetus;  but  then  the 
dialectical  art  never  considers  whether  the  ben 
efit  to  be  derived  from  the  purge  is  greater  or 
less  than  that  to  be  derived  from  the  sponge, 
and  has  not  more  interest  in  the  one  than  in  the 
other;  her  endeavour  is  to  know  what  is  and  is 
not  kindred  in  all  arts,  with  a  view  to  the  ac 
quisition  of  intelligence;  and  having  this  in 
view,  she  honours  them  all  alike,  and  when  she 
makes  comparisons,  she  counts  one  of  them  not 
a  whit  more  ridiculous  than  another;  nor  does 
she  esteem  him  who  adduces  as  his  example 
of  hunting,  the  general's  art,  at  all  more  de 
corous  than  another  who  cites  that  of  the  ver 
min-destroyer,  but  only  as  the  greater  pretender 
of  the  two.  And  as  to  your  question  concerning 
the  name  which  was  to  comprehend  all  these 
arts  of  purification,  whether  of  animate  or  in 
animate  bodies,  the  art  of  dialectic  is  in  no  wise 
particular  about  fine  words,  if  she  may  be  only 
allowed  to  have  a  general  name  for  all  other 
purifications,  binding  them  up  together  and 
separating  them  off  from  the  purification  of  the 
soul  or  intellect.  For  this  is  the  purification  at 
which  she  wants  to  arrive,  and  this  we  should 
understand  to  be  her  aim. 

Theaet.  Yes,  I  understand;  and  I  agree  that 
there  are  two  sorts  of  purification,  and  that  one 
of  them  is  concerned  with  the  soul,  and  that 
there  is  another  which  is  concerned  with  the 
body. 

Str.  Excellent;  and  now  listen  to  what  I  am 
going  to  say,  and  try  to  divide  further  the  first 
of  the  two. 

Theaet.  Whatever  line  of  division  you  sug 
gest,  I  will  endeavour  to  assist  you. 

Str.  Do  we  admit  that  virtue  is  distinct  from 
vice  in  the  soul? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  And  purification  was  to  leave  the  good 
and  to  cast  out  whatever  is  bad? 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  Then  any  taking  away  of  evil  from  the 
soul  may  be  properly  called  purification? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  And  in  the  soul  there  are  two  kinds  of 
eviL 

Theaet.  What  are  they? 

[228]  Str.  The  one  may  be  compared  to  dis 


ease  in  the  body,  the  other  to  deformity. 

Theaet.  I  do  not  understand. 

Str.  Perhaps  you  have  never  reflected  that 
disease  and  discord  are  the  same. 

Theaet.  To  this,  again,  I  know  not  what  I 
should  reply. 

Str.  Do  you  not  conceive  discord  to  be  a  dis 
solution  of  kindred  elements,  originating  in 
some  disagreement? 

Theaet.  Just  that. 

Str.  And  is  deformity  anything  but  the  want 
of  measure,  which  is  always  unsightly? 

Theaet.  Exactly. 

Str.  And  do  we  not  see  that  opinion  is  opposed 
to  desire,  pleasure  to  anger,  reason  to  pain,  and 
that  all  these  elements  are  opposed  to  one  an 
other  in  the  souls  of  bad  men? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  And  yet  they  must  all  be  akin? 

Theaei.  Of  course. 

Str.  Then  we  shall  be  right  in  calling  vice  a 
discord  and  disease  of  the  soul? 

Theaet.  Most  true. 

Str.  And  when  things  having  motion,  and 
aiming  at  an  appointed  mark,  continually  miss 
their  aim  and  glance  aside,  shall  we  say  that 
this  is  the  effect  of  symmetry  among  them,  or 
of  the  want  of  symmetry? 

Theaet.  Clearly  of  the  want  of  symmetry. 

Str.  But  surely  we  know  that  no  soul  is  volun 
tarily  ignorant  of  anything? 

Theaet.  Certainly  not. 

Str.  And  what  is  ignorance  but  the  aberration 
of  a  mind  which  is  bent  on  truth,  and  in  which 
the  process  of  understanding  is  perverted  ? 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  Then  we  are  to  regard  an  unintelligent 
soul  as  deformed  and  devoid  of  symmetry? 

Theaet.  Very  true. 

Str.  Then  there  are  these  two  kinds  of  evil  in 
the  soul — the  one  which  is  generally  called  vice, 
and  is  obviously  a  disease  of  the  soul . . . 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  And  there  is  the  other,  which  they  call 
ignorance,  and  which,  because  existing  only  in 
the  soul,  they  will  not  allow  to  be  vice. 

Theaet.  I  certainly  admit  what  I  at  first  dis 
puted — that  there  are  two  kinds  of  vice  in  the 
soul,  and  that  we  ought  to  consider  cowardice, 
intemperance,  and  injustice  to  be  all  alike  forms 
of  disease  in  the  soul,  and  ignorance,  of  which 
there  are  all  sorts  of  varieties,  to  be  deformity. 

Str.  And  in  the  case  of  the  body  are  there  not 
two  arts  which  have  to  do  with  the  two  bodily 
states? 
Theaet.  What  are  they? 
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Str.  There  Is  gymnastic,  which  has  to  do  with 
deformity,  and  medicine,  which  has  to  do  with 
disease. 

Theaet.  True. 

[229]  Str.  And  where  there  is  insolence  and 
injustice  and  cowardice,  is  not  chastisement  the 
art  which  is  most  required  ? 

Theaet.  That  certainly  appears  to  be  the  opin 
ion  of  mankind. 

Str.  Again,  of  the  various  kinds  of  ignorance, 
may  not  instruction  be  rightly  said  to  be  the 
remedy? 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And  of  the  art  of  instruction,  shall  we 
say  that  there  is  one  or  many  kinds?  At  any 
rate  there  are  two  principal  ones.  Think. 

Theaet.  I  will. 

Str.  I  believe  that  I  can  see  how  we  shall 
soonest  arrive  at  the  answer  to  this  question. 

Theaet.  How? 

Str.  If  we  can  discover  a  line  which  divides 
ignorance  into  two  halves.  For  a  division  of 
ignorance  into  two  parts  will  certainly  imply 
that  the  art  of  instruction  is  also  twofold,  an 
swering  to  the  two  divisions  of  ignorance. 

Theaet.  Well,  and  do  you  see  what  you  are 
looking  for? 

Str.  I  do  seem  to  myself  to  see  one  very  large 
and  bad  sort  of  ignorance  which  is  quite  sepa 
rate,  and  may  be  weighed  in  the  scale  against 
all  other  sorts  of  ignorance  put  together. 

Theaet.  What  is  it? 

Str.  When  a  person  supposes  that  he  knows, 
and  does  not  know;  this  appears  to  be  the  great 
source  of  all  the  errors  of  the  intellect. 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And  this,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  is  the 
kind  of  ignorance  which  specially  earns  the 
title  of  stupidity. 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  What  name,  then,  shall  be  given  to  the 
sort  of  instruction  which  gets  rid  of  this? 

Theaet.  The  instruction  which  you  mean, 
Stranger,  is,  I  should  imagine,  not  the  teaching 
of  handicraft  arts,  but  what,  thanks  to  us,  has 
been  termed  education  in  this  part  of  the  world. 

Str.  Yes,  Theaetetus,  and  by  nearly  all  Hel 
lenes.  But  we  have  still  to  consider  whether  ed 
ucation  admits  of  any  further  division. 

Theaet.  We  have. 

Str.  I  think  that  there  is  a  point  at  which  such 
a  division  is  possible. 

Theaet.  Where? 

Str.  Of  education,  one  method  appears  to  be 
rougher,  and  another  smoother. 

Theaet,  How  are  we  to  distinguish  the  two? 


Str.  There  is  the  time-honoured  mode  which 
our  fathers  commonly  practised  towards  their 
sons,  and  which  is  still  adopted  by  many — either 
of  roughly  reproving  their  errors,  [230]  or  of 
gently  advising  them;  which  varieties  may  be 
correctly  included  under  the  general  term  of  ad 
monition. 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  But  whereas  some  appear  to  have  arrived 
at  the  conclusion  that  all  ignorance  is  involun 
tary,  and  that  no  one  who  thinks  himself  wise 
is  willing  to  learn  any  of  those  things  in  which 
he  is  conscious  of  his  own  cleverness,  and  that 
the  admonitory  sort  of  instruction  gives  much 
trouble  and  does  little  good — 

Theaet.  There  they  are  quite  right. 

Str.  Accordingly,  they  set  to  work  to  eradi 
cate  the  spirit  of  conceit  in  another  way. 

Theaet.  In  what  way  ? 

Str.Thtj  cross-examine  a  man's  words,  when 
he  thinks  that  he  is  saying  something  and  is 
really  saying  nothing,  and  easily  convict  him  of 
inconsistencies  in  his  opinions;  these  they  then 
collect  by  the  dialectical  process,  and  placing 
them  side  by  side,  show  that  they  contradict 
one  another  about  the  same  things,  in  relation 
to  the  same  things,  and  in  the  same  respect.  He, 
seeing  this,  is  angry  with  himself,  and  grows 
gentle  towards  others,  and  thus  is  entirely  de 
livered  from  great  prejudices  and  harsh  notions, 
in  a  way  which  is  most  amusing  to  the  hearer, 
and  produces  the  most  lasting  good  effect  on  the 
person  who  is  the  subject  of  the  operation.  For 
as  the  physician  considers  that  the  body  will  re 
ceive  no  benefit  from  taking  food  until  the  in 
ternal  obstacles  have  been  removed,  so  the  puri 
fier  of  the  soul  is  conscious  that  his  patient  will 
receive  no  benefit  from  the  application  of  knowl 
edge  until  he  is  refuted,  and  from  refutation 
learns  modesty;  he  must  be  purged  of  his  preju 
dices  first  and  made  to  think  that  he  knows  on 
ly  what  he  knows,  and  no  more. 

Theaet.  That  is  certainly  the  best  and  wisest 
state  of  mind. 

Str.  For  all  these  reasons,  Theaetetus,  we 
must  admit  that  refutation  is  the  greatest  and 
chiefest  of  purifications,,  and  he  who  has  not 
been  refuted,  though  he  be  the  Great  King 
himself,  is  in  an  awful  state  of  impurity;  he  is 
uninstructed  and  deformed  in  those  things  in 
which  he  who  would  be  truly  blessed  ought  to 
be  fairest  and  purest. 

Theaet.  Very  true. 

Str.  And  who  are  the  ministers  of  this  art? 
I  am  afraid  to  say  the  Sophists.  [231] 

Theaet.Whj? 
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Sir.  Lest  we  should  assign  to  them  too  high  a 
prerogative. 

Theaet.  Yet  the  Sophist  has  a  certain  likeness 
to  our  minister  of  purification. 

Str.  Yes,  the  same  sort  of  likeness  which  a 
wolf,  who  is  the  fiercest  of  animals,  has  to  a  dog, 
who  is  the  gentlest.  But  he  who  would  not  be 
found  tripping,  ought  to  be  very  careful  in  this 
matter  of  comparisons,  for  they  are  most  slip 
pery  things.  Nevertheless,  let  us  assume  that 
the  Sophists  are  the  men.  I  say  this  provisional 
ly,  for  I  think  that  the  line  which  divides  them 
will  be  marked  enough  if  proper  care  is  taken. 
Theaet.  Likely  enough. 

Str.  Let  us  grant,  then,  that  from  the  discern 
ing  art  comes  purification,  and  from  purifica 
tion  let  there  be  separated  off  a  part  which  is 
concerned  with  the  soul;  of  this  mental  purifica 
tion  instruction  is  a  portion,  and  of  instruction 
education,  and  of  education,  that  refutation  of 
vain  conceit  which  has  been  discovered  in  the 
present  argument;  and  let  this  be  called  by  you 
and  me  the  nobly-descended  art  of  Sophistry. 

Theaet.  Very  well;  and  yet,  considering  the 
number  of  forms  in  which  he  has  presented 
himself,  I  begin  to  doubt  how  I  can  with  any 
truth  or  confidence  describe  the  real  nature  of 
the  Sophist. 

Str.  You  naturally  feel  perplexed;  and  yet  I 
think  that  he  must  be  still  more  perplexed  in  his 
attempt  to  escape  us,  for  as  the  proverb  says, 
when  every  way  is  blocked,  there  is  no  escape; 
now,  then,  is  the  time  of  all  others  to  set  upon 
him. 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  First  let  us  wait  a  moment  and  recover 
breath,  and  while  we  are  resting,  we  may  reck 
on  up  in  how  many  forms  he  has  appeared.  In 
the  first  place,  he  was  discovered  to  be  a  paid 
hunter  after  wealth  and  youth. 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  In  the  second  place,  he  was  a  merchant 
in  the  goods  of  the  soul. 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  In  the  third  place,  he  has  turned  out  to 
be  a  retailer  of  the  same  sort  of  wares. 

Theaet.  Yes;  and  in  the  fourth  place,  he  him 
self  manufactured  the  learned  wares  which  he 
sold. 

Str.  Quite  right;  I  will  try  and  remember 
the  fifth  myself.  He  belonged  to  the  fighting 
class,  and  was  further  distinguished  as  a  hero 
of  debate,  who  professed  the  eristic  art. 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  The  sixth  point  was  doubtful,  and  yet  we 
at  last  agreed  that  he  was  a  purger  of  souls,  who 


cleared  away  notions  obstructive  to  knowledge. 
Theaet.  Very  true. 

[232]  Str.  Do  you  not  see  that  when  the  pro 
fessor  of  any  art  has  one  name  and  many  kinds 
of  knowledge,  theremust  be  somethingwrong? 
The  multiplicity  of  names  which  is  applied  to 
him  shows  that  the  common  principle  to  which 
all  these  branches  of  knowledge  are  tending,  is 
not  understood. 

Theaet.  I  should  imagine  this  to  be  the  case. 
Str.  At  any  rate  we  will  understand  him,  and 
no  indolence  shall  prevent  us.  Let  us  begin 
again,  then,  and  re-examine  some  of  our  state 
ments  concerning  the  Sophist;  there  was  one 
thing  which  appeared  to  me  especially  charac 
teristic  of  him. 

Theaet.  To  what  are  you  referring? 
Str.  We  were  saying  of  him,  if  I  am  not  mis 
taken,  that  he  was  a  disputer? 
Theaet.  We  were. 

Str.  And  does  he  not  also  teach  others  the  art 
of  disputation? 

Theaet.  Certainly  he  does. 
Str.  And  about  what  does  he  profess  that  he 
teaches  men  to  dispute?  To  begin  at  the  begin 
ning — Does  he  make  them  able  to  dispute  about 
divine  things,  which  are  invisible  to  men  in  gen 
eral? 

Theaet.  At  any  rate,  he  is  said  to  do  so. 
Str.  And  what  do  you  say  of  the  visible 
things  in  heaven  and  earth,  and  the  like? 

Theaet.  Certainly  he  disputes,  and  teaches  to 
dispute  about  them. 

Str.  Then,  again,  in  private  conversation, 
when  any  universal  assertion  is  made  about  gen 
eration  and  essence,  we  know  that  such  persons 
are  tremendous  argufiers,  and  are  able  to  im 
part  their  own  skill  to  others. 
Theaet.  Undoubtedly. 

Str.  And  do  they  not  profess  to  make  men 
able  to  dispute  about  law  and  about  politics  in 
general? 

Theaet.  Why,  no  one  would  have  anything 
to  say  to  them,  if  they  did  not  make  these  pro 
fessions* 

Str.  In  all  and  every  art,  what  the  craftsman 
ought  to  say  in  answer  to  any  question  is  writ 
ten  down  in  a  popular  form,  and  he  who  likes 
may  learn. 

Theaet.  I  suppose  that  you  are  referring  to 
the  precepts  of  Protagoras  about  wrestling  and 
the  other  arts? 

Str.  Yes,  my  friend,  and  about  a  good  many 
other  things.  In  a  word,  is  not  the  art  of  dis 
putation  a  power  of  disputing  about  all  things? 
Theaet.  Certainly;  there  does  not  seem  to  be 
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much  which  is  left  out. 

Str.  But  oh!  my  dear  youth,,  do  you  suppose 
this  possible?  for  perhaps  your  young  eyes  may 
see  things  which  to  our  duller  sight  do  not  ap 
pear. 

[233]  Theaet.  To  what  are  you  alluding?  I 
do  not  think  that  I  understand  your  present 
question. 

Str.  I  ask  whether  anybody  can  understand 
all  things. 

Theaet.  Happy  would  mankind  be  if  such  a 
thing  were  possible! 

Str.  But  how  can  anyone  who  is  ignorant  dis 
pute  in  a  rational  manner  against  him  who 
knows? 

Theaet.  He  cannot. 

Str.  Then  why  has  the  sophistical  art  such  a 
mysterious  power? 

Theaet.  To  what  do  you  refer? 

Str.  How  do  the  Sophists  make  young  men 
believe  in  their  supreme  and  universal  wisdom? 
For  if  they  neither  disputed  nor  were  thought 
to  dispute  rightly,  or  being  thought  to  do  so 
were  deemed  no  wiser  for  their  controversial 
skill,  then,  to  quote  your  own  observation,  no 
one  would  give  them  money  or  be  willing  to 
learn  their  art. 

Theaet.  They  certainly  would  not. 

Str.  But  they  are  willing. 

Theaet.  Yes,  they  are. 

Str.  Yes,  and  the  reason,  as  I  should  imagine, 
is  that  they  are  supposed  to  have  knowledge  of 
those  things  about  which  they  dispute? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  And  they  dispute  about  ail  things? 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And  therefore,  to  their  disciples,  they  ap 
pear  to  be  ail-wise? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  But  they  are  not;  for  that  was  shown  to 
be  impossible. 

Theaet.  Impossible,  of  course. 

Str.  Then  the  Sophist  has  been  shown  to  have 
a  sort  of  conjectural  or  apparent  knowledge  on 
ly  of  all  things,  which  is  not  the  truth? 

Theaet.  Exactly;  no  better  description  of  him 
could  be  given. 

Str.  Let  us  now  take  an  illustration,  which 
will  still  more  clearly  explain  his  nature. 

Theaet.  What  is  it? 

Str,  I  will  tell  you,  and  you  shall  answer  me, 
giving  your  very  closest  attention.  Suppose  that 
a  person  were  to  profess,  not  that  he  could  speak 
or  dispute,  but  that  he  knew  how  to  make,  and 
do  aU  things,  -by  a  single  art. 
,  Theaet.  All  things?  ,  ; 


Str.  I  see  that  you  do  not  understand  the  first 
word  that  I  utter,  for  you  do  not  understand  the 
meaning  of  "all." 

Theaet.  No,  I  do  not. 

Str.  Under  all  things,  I  include  you  and  me, 
and  also  animals  and  trees. 

Theaet.  What  do  you  mean  ? 

Str.  Suppose  a  person  to  say  that  he  will  make 
you  and  me,  and  all  creatures. 

[234]  Theaet.  What  would  he  mean  by 
"making"?  He  cannot  be  a  husbandman; — for 
you  said  that  he  is  a  maker  of  animals. 

Str.  Yes;  and  I  say  that  he  is  also  the  maker  of 
the  sea,  and  the  earth,  and  the  heavens,  and  the 
gods,  and  of  all  other  things;  and,  further,  that 
he  can  make  them  in  no  time,  and  sell  them  for 
a  few  pence. 

Theaet.  That  must  be  a  jest. 

Str.  And  when  a  man  says  that  he  knows  all 
things,  and  can  teach  them  to  another  at  a  small 
cost,  and  in  a  short  time,  is  not  that  a  jest? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  And  is  there  any  more  artistic  or  grace 
ful  form  of  jest  than  imitation? 

Theaet.  Certainly  not;  and  imitation  is  a  very 
comprehensive  term,  which  includes  under  one 
class  the  most  diverse  sorts  of  things. 

Str.  We  know,  of  course,  that  he  who  pro 
fesses  by  one  art  to  make  all  things  is  really  a 
painter,  and  by  the  painter's  art  makes  resem 
blances  of  real  things  which  have  the  same 
name  with  them;  and  he  can  deceive  the  less 
intelligent  sort  of  young  children,  to  whom  he 
shows  his  pictures  at  a  distance,  into  the  belief 
that  he  has  the  absolute  power  of  making  what 
ever  he  likes. 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  And  may  there  not  be  supposed  to  be  an 
imitative  art  of  reasoning?  Is  it  not  possible  to 
enchant  the  hearts  of  young  men  by  words 
poured  through  their  ears,  when  they  are  still 
at  a  distance  from  the  truth  of  facts,  by  exhibit 
ing  to  them  fictitious  arguments,  and  making 
them  think  that  they  are  true,  and  that  the  speak 
er  is  the  wisest  of  men  in  all  things? 

Theaet.  Yes;  why  should  therenot  be  another 
such  art? 

Str.  But  as  time  goes  on,  and  their  hearers 
advance  in  years,  and  come  into  closer  contact 
with  realities,  and  have  learnt  by  sad  experience 
to  see  and  feel  the  truth  of  things,  are  not  the 
greater  part  of  them  compelled  to  change  many 
opinions  which  they  formerly  entertained,  so 
that  the  great  appears  small  to  them,  and  the 
easy  difficult,  and  all  their  dreamy  speculations 
are  overturned  by  the  facts  of  life? 
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Theaet.  That  is  my  view,  as  far  as  I  can  judge, 
although,  at  my  age,  I  may  be  one  of  those  who 
see  things  at  a  distance  only. 

Sir.  And  the  wish  of  a!!  of  us,  who  are  your 
friends,  is  and  always  will  be  to  bring  you  as 
near  to  the  truth  as  we  can  without  the  sad 
/2J57  reality.  And  now  I  should  like  you  to 
tell  me,  whether  the  Sophist  is  not  visibly  a  ma 
gician  and  imitator  of  true  being;  or  are  we  still 
disposed  to  think  that  he  may  have  a  true 
knowledge  of  the  various  matters  about  which 
he  disputes? 

Theaet.  But  how  can  he,  Stranger?  Is  there 
any  doubt,  after  what  has  been  said,  that  he  is 
to  be  located  in  one  of  the  divisions  of  children's 
play? 

Str.  Then  we  must  place  him  in  the  class  of 
magicians  and  mimics. 

Theaet.  Certainly  we  must. 

Str.  And  now  our  business  is  not  to  let  the 
animal  out,  for  we  have  got  him  in  a  sort  of  di 
alectical  net,  and  there  is  one  thing  which  he  de 
cidedly  will  not  escape. 

Theaet.  What  is  that? 

Str.  The  inference  that  he  is  a  juggler. 

Theaet.  Precisely  my  own  opinion  of  him. 

Str.  Then,  clearly,  we  ought  as  soon  as  pos 
sible  to  divide  the  image-making  art,  and  go 
down  into  the  net,  and,  if  the  Sophist  does  not 
run  away  from  us,  to  seize  him  according  to 
orders  and  deliver  him  over  to  reason,  who  is 
the  lord  of  the  hunt,  and  proclaim  the  capture 
of  him;  and  if  he  creeps  into  the  recesses  of  the 
imitative  art,  and  secretes  himself  in  one  of 
them,  to  divide  again  and  follow  him  up  until 
in  some  sub-section  of  imitation  he  is  caught. 
For  our  method  of  tackling  each  and  all  is  one 
which  neither  he  nor  any  other  creature  will 
ever  escape  in  triumph. 

Theaet.  Well  said;  and  let  us  do  as  you  pro 
pose. 

Str.  Well,  then,  pursuing  the  same  analytic 
method  as  before,  I  think  that  I  can  discern  two 
divisions  of  the  imitative  art,  but  I  am  not  as 
yet  able  to  see  in  which  of  them  the  desired  form 
is  to  be  found. 

Theaet.  Will  you  tell  me  first  what  are  the 
two  divisions  of  which  you  are  speaking? 

Str.  One  is  the  art  of  likeness-making; — gen 
erally  a  likeness  of  anything  is  made  by  produc 
ing  a  copy  which  is  executed  according  to  the 
proportions  of  the  original,  similar  in  length  and 
breadth  and  depth,  each  thing  receiving  also  its 
appropriate  colour. 

Theaet.  Is  not  this  always  the  aim  of  imita 
tion? 


Str.  Not  always;  in  works  either  of  sculpture 
or  of  painting,  which  are  of  any  magnitude, 
[236]  there  is  a  certain  degree  of  deception;  for 
if  artists  were  to  give  the  true  proportions  of 
their  fair  works,  the  upper  part,  which  is  farther 
off,  would  appear  to  be  out  of  proportion  in  com 
parison  with  the  lower,  which  is  nearer;  and  so 
they  give  up  the  truth  in  their  images  and  make 
only  the  proportions  which  appear  to  be  beau 
tiful,  disregarding  the  real  ones. 

Theaet.  Quite  true. 

Str.  And  that  which  being  other  is  also  like, 
may  we  not  fairly  call  a  likeness  or  image? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  And  may  we  not,  as  I  did  just  now,  call 
that  part  of  the  imitative  art  which  is  concerned 
with  making  such  images  the  art  of  likeness- 
making? 

Theaet.  Let  that  be  the  name. 

Str.  And  what  shall  we  call  those  resem 
blances  of  the  beautiful,  which  appear  such  ow 
ing  to  the  unfavourable  position  of  the  specta 
tor,  whereas  if  a  person  had  the  power  of  get 
ting  a  correct  view  of  works  of  such  magnitude, 
they  would  appear  not  even  like  that  to  which 
they  profess  to  be  like?-  May  we  not  call  these 
"appearances,"  since  they  appear  only  and  are 
not  really  like? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  There  is  a  great  deal  of  this  kind  of  thing 
in  painting,  and  in  all  imitation. 

Theaet.  Of  course. 

Str.  And  may  we  not  fairly  call  the  sort  of 
art,  which  produces  an  appearance  and  not  an 
image,  phantastic  art? 

Theaet.  Most  fairly. 

Str.  These  then  are  the  two  kinds  of  image- 
making — the  art  of  making  likenesses,  and 
phantastic  or  the  art  of  making  appearances? 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  I  was  doubtful  before  in  which  of  them 
I  should  place  the  Sophist,  nor  am  I  even  now 
able  to  see  clearly;  verily  he  is  a  wonderful 
and  inscrutable  creature.  And  now  in  the  clever 
est  manner  he  has  got  into  an  impossible  place. 

Theaet.  Yes,  he  has. 

Str.  Do  you  speak  advisedly,  or  are  you  car 
ried  away  at  the  moment  by  the  habit  of  assent 
ing  into  giving  a  hasty  answer? 

Theaet.  May  I  ask  to  what  you  are  referring? 

Str.  My  dear  friend,  we  are  engaged  in  a  very 
difficult  speculation — there  can  be  no  doubt  of 
that;  for  how  a  thing  can  appear  and  seem,  and 
not  be,  or  how  a  man  can  say  a  thing  which  is 
not  true,  [237]  has  always  been  and  still  re 
mains  a  very  perplexing  question.  Can  any  one 
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say  or  think  that  falsehood  really  exists,  and 
avoid  being  caught  in  a  contradiction?  Indeed, 
Theaetetus,  the  task  is  a  difficult  one. 


Str.  He  who  says  that  falsehood  exists  has 
the  audacity  to  assert  the  being  of  not-being; 
for  this  is  implied  in  the  possibility  of  falsehood. 
But,  my  boy,  in  the  days  when  I  was  a  boy,  the 
great  Parmenides  protested  against  this  doc 
trine,  and  to  the  end  of  his  life  he  continued  to 
inculcate  the  same  lesson  —  always  repeating 
both  In  verse  and  out  of  verse: 

Keep  your  mind  from  this  way  of  enquiry,  for  nev 
er  will  you  show  that  not-being  is 

Such  is  his  testimony,  which  is  confirmed  by 
the  very  expression  when  sifted  a  little.  Would 
you  object  to  begin  with  the  consideration  of 
the  words  themselves? 

Theaet.  Never  mind  about  me;  I  am  only  de 
sirous  that  you  should  carry  on  the  argument 
in  the  best  way,  and  that  you  should  take  me 
with  you. 

Str.  Very  good;  and  now  say,  do  we  venture 
to  utter  the  forbidden  word  "not-being"? 

Theaet.  Certainly  we  do. 

Str.  Let  us  be  serious  then,  and  consider  the 
question  neither  in  strife  nor  play:  suppose  that 
one  of  the  hearers  of  Parmenides  was  asked, 
"To  what  is  the  term  'not-being'  to  be  applied?" 
—  do  you  know  what  sort  of  object  he  would 
single  out  in  reply,  and  what  answer  he  would 
make  to  the  enquirer? 

Theaet.  That  is  a  difficult  question,  and  one 
not  to  be  answered  at  all  by  a  person  like  my 
self. 

Str.  There  is  at  any  rate  no  difficulty  in  seeing 
that  the  predicate  "not-being"  is  not  applicable 
to  any  being. 

Theaet.  None,  certainly. 

Str.  And  if  not  to  being,  then  not  to  some 
thing. 

Theaet.  Of  course  not. 

Str.  It  is  also  plain,  that  in  speaking  of  some 
thing  we  speak  of  being,  for  to  speak  of  an  ab 
stract  something  naked  and  isolated  from  all 
being  is  impossible. 

Theaet.  Impossible. 

Str.  You  mean  by  assenting  to  imply  that  he 
who  says  something  must  say  some  one  thing? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  Some  in  the  singular  (rt)  you  would  say 
is  the  sign  of  one,  some  in  the  dual  (r:ve)  of 
two,  some  in  the  plural  (rives)  of  many? 

Theaet.  Exactly. 

Str.  Then  he  who  says  "not  something"  must 


say  absolutely  nothing. 

Theaet.  Most  assuredly. 

Str.  And  as  we  cannot  admit  that  a  man  speaks 
and  says  nothing,  he  who  says  "not-being*5  does 
not  speak  at  all. 

Theaet.  The  difficulty  of  the  argument  can 
no  further  go. 

[238]  Str.  Not  yet,  my  friend,  is  the  time  for 
such  a  word;  for  there  still  remains  of  all  per 
plexities  the  first  and  greatest,  touching  the 
very  foundation  of  the  matter. 

Theaet.  What  do  you  mean?  Do  not  be 
afraid  to  speak. 

Str.  To  that  which  is,  may  be  attributed 
some  other  thing  which  is? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  But  can  anything  which  is,  be  attributed 
to  that  which  is  not? 

Theaet.  Impossible. 

Str.  And  all  number  is  to  be  reckoned  among 
things  which  are  ? 

Theaet.  Yes,  surely  number,  if  anything,  has 
a  real  existence. 

Str.  Then  we  must  not  attempt  to  attribute  to 
not-being  number  either  in  the  singular  or 
plural  ? 

Theaet.  The  argument  implies  that  we  should 
be  wrong  in  doing  so. 

Str.  But  how  can  a  man  either  express  in 
words  or  even  conceive  in  thought  things  which 
are  not  or  a  thing  which  is  not  without  number? 

Theaet.  How  indeed? 

Str.  When  we  speak  of  things  which  are  not, 
are  we  not  attributing  plurality  to  not-being? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  when  we  say 
"what  is  not,"  do  we  not  attribute  unity? 

Theaet.  Manifestly. 

Str.  Nevertheless,  we  maintain  that  you  may 
not  and  ought  not  to  attribute  being  to  not- 
being? 

Theaet,  Most  true. 

Str.  Do  you  see,  then,  that  not-being  in  itself 
can  neither  be  spoken,  uttered,  or  thought,  but 
that  it  is  unthinkable,  unutterable,  unspeak 
able,  indescribable? 

Theaet.  Quite  true. 

Str.  But,  if  so,  I  was  wrong  in  telling  you  just 
now  that  the  difficulty  which  was  coming  is  the 
greatest  of  all. 

Theaet.  What!  is  there  a  greater  still  behind  ? 

Str.  Well,  I  am  surprised,  after  what  has  been 
said  already,  that  you  do  not  see  the  difficulty  in 
which  he  who  would  refute  the  notion  of  not- 
being  is  involved.  For  he  is  compelled  to  con 
tradict  himself  as  soon  as  he  makes  the  attempt. 
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Theaet.  What  do  you  mean?  Speak  more 
clearly. 

Str.  Do  not  expect  clearness  from  me.  For  I, 
who  maintain  that  not-being  has  no  part  either 
in  the  one  or  many,  just  now  spoke  and  am  still 
speaking  of  not-being  as  one;  for  I  say  "not- 
being."  Do  you  understand? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  And  a  little  while  ago  I  said  that  not- 
being  Is  unutterable,  unspeakable,  indescrib 
able:  do  you  follow? 

Theaet.  I  do  after  a  fashion. 

Str.  When  I  introduced  the  word  "is,"  did  I 
not  contradict  what  I  said  before? 

[239]  Theaet.  Clearly. 

Str.  And  in  using  the  singular  verb,  did  I  not 
speak  of  not-being  as  one? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  And  when  I  spoke  of  not-being  as  inde 
scribable  and  unspeakable  and  unutterable,  in 
using  each  of  these  words  in  the  singular,  did 
I  not  refer  to  not-being  as  one? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  And  yet  we  say  that,  strictly  speaking,  it 
should  not  be  defined  as  one  or  many,  and 
should  not  even  be  called  "it,"  for  the  use  of  the 
word  "it"  would  imply  a  form  of  unity. 

Theaet.  Quite  true. 

Str.  How,  then,  can  any  one  put  any  faith  in 
me?  For  now,  as  always,  I  am  unequal  to  the 
refutation  of  not-being.  And  therefore,  as  I  was 
saying,  do  not  look  to  me  for  the  right  way  of 
speaking  about  not-being;  but  come,  let  us  try 
the  experiment  with  you. 

Theaet.  What  do  you  mean? 

Str.  Make  a  noble  effort,  as  becomes  youth, 
and  endeavour  with  all  your  might  to  speak  of 
not-being  in  a  right  manner,  without  introduc 
ing  into  it  either  existence  or  unity  or  plurality. 

Theaet.  It  would  be  a  strange  boldness  in  me 
which  would  attempt  the  task  when  I  see  you 
thus  discomfited. 

Str.  Say  no  more  of  ourselves;  but  until  we 
find  some  one  or  other  who  can  speak  of  not- 
being  without  number,  we  must  acknowledge 
that  the  Sophist  is  a  clever  rogue  who  will  not 
be  got  out  of  his  hole. 

Theaet.  Most  true. 

Str.  And  if  we  say  to  him  that  he  professes  an 
art  of  making  appearances,  he  will  grapple  with 
us  and  retort  our  argument  upon  ourselves; 
and  when  we  call  him  an  Image-maker  he  will 
say,  "Pray  what  do  you  mean  at  all  by  an  im 
age?" — and  I  should  like  to  know,  Theaetetus, 
how  we  can  possibly  answer  the  younker's 
question? 


Theaet.  We  shall  doubtless  tell  him  of  the 
Images  which  are  reflected  in  water  or  in  mir 
rors;  also  of  sculptures,  pictures,  and  other  du 
plicates. 

Str.  I  see,  Theaetetus,  that  you  have  never 
made  the  acquaintance  of  the  Sophist. 

Theaet.  Why  do  you  think  so? 

Str.  He  will  make  believe  to  have  his  eyes 
shut,  or  to  have  none. 

Theaet.  What  do  you  mean  ? 

Str.  When  you  tell  him  of  something  exist 
ing  in  a  mirror,  or  in  sculpture,  [240]  and  ad 
dress  him  as  though  he  had  eyes,  he  will  laugh 
you  to  scorn,  and  will  pretend  that  he  knows 
nothing  of  mirrors  and  streams,  or  of  sight  at 
all;  he  will  say  that  he  is  asking  about  an  idea. 

Theaet.  What  can  he  mean? 

Str.  The  common  notion  pervading  all  these 
objects,  which  you  speak  of  as  many,  and  yet 
call  by  the  single  name  of  image,  as  though  it 
were  the  unity  under  which  they  were  all  in 
cluded.  How  will  you  maintain  your  ground 
against  him? 

Theaet.  How,  Stranger,  can  I  describe  an  im 
age  except  as  something  fashioned  in  the  like 
ness  of  the  true? 

Str.  And  do  you  mean  this  something  to  be 
some  other  true  thing,  or  what  do  you  mean? 

Theaet.  Certainly  not  another  true  thing,  but 
only  a  resemblance. 

Str.  And  you  mean  by  true  that  which  really 
is? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  And  the  not  true  is  that  which  is  the  op 
posite  of  the  true? 

Theaet.  Exactly. 

Str.  A  resemblance,  then,  is  not  really  real,  if, 
as  you  say,  not  true? 

Theaet.  Nay,  but  it  Is  in  a  certain  sense. 

Str.  You  mean  to  say,  not  in  a  true  sense? 

Theaet.  Yes;  it  Is  in  reality  only  an  image. 

Str.  Then  what  we  call  an  image  is  in  reality 
really  unreal. 

Theaet.  In  what  a  strange  complication  of  be 
ing  and  not-being  we  are  involved! 

Str.  Strange!  I  should  think  so.  See  how,  by 
his  reciprocation  of  opposites,  the  many-headed 
Sophist  has  compelled  us,  quite  against  our  will, 
to  admit -the  existence  of  not-being. 

Theaet.  Yes,  indeed,  I  see. 

Str.  The  difficulty  is  how  to  define  his  art 
without  falling  into  a  contradiction. 

Theaet.  How  do  you  mean?  And  where  does 
the  danger  He? 

Str.  When  we  say  that  he  deceives  us  with  an 
illusion,  and  that  his  art  is  illusory,  do  we  mean 
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that  our  sou!  Is  led  by  his  art  to  think  falsely,  or 
what  do  we  mean  ? 

Theaet.  There  is  nothing  else  to  be  said. 

Str.  Again,  false  opinion  is  that  form  of  opin 
ion  which  thinks  the  opposite  of  the  truth ; — You 
would  assent? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Sir.  You  mean  to  say  that  false  opinion  thinks 
what  is  not? 

Theaet.  Of  course. 

Str.  Does  false  opinion  think  that  things 
which  are  not  are  not,  or  that  In  a  certain  sense 
they  are? 

Theaet.  Things  that  are  not  must  be  imagined 
to  exist  in  a  certain  sense,  if  any  degree  of  false 
hood  Is  to  be  possible. 

Str.  And  does  not  false  opinion  also  think 
that  things  which  most  certainly  exist  do  not 
exist  at  all  ? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  And  here,  again,  is  falsehood? 

Theaet.  Falsehood — yes. 

Str.  And  In  like  manner,  a  false  proposition 
will  be  deemed  to  be  one  which  asserts  the  non- 
existence  of  things  which  are,  and  the  exist 
ence  of  things  which  are  not. 

Theaet.  There  is  no  other  way  in  which  a 
false  proposition  can  arise. 

[241]  Str.  There  is  not;  but  the  Sophist  will 
deny  these  statements.  And  indeed  how  can  any 
rational  man  assent  to  them,  when  the  very  ex 
pressions  which  we  have  just  used  were  before 
acknowledged  by  us  to  be  unutterable,  unspeak 
able,  indescribable,  unthinkable?  Do  you  see 
his  point,  Theaetetus? 

Theaet.  Of  course  he  will  say  that  we  are  con 
tradicting  ourselves  when  we  hazard  the  asser 
tion,  that  falsehood  exists  in  opinion  and  in 
words;  for  in  maintaining  this,  we  are  compelled 
over  and  over  again  to  assert  being  of  not-being, 
which  we  admitted  just  now  to  be  an  utter  im 
possibility. 

Str.  How  well  you  remember!  And  now  it  Is 
high  time  to  hold  a  consultation  as  to  what  we 
ought  to  do  about  the  Sophist;  for  if  we  persist 
in  looking  for  him  in  the  class  of  false  workers 
and  magicians,  you  see  that  the  handles  for  ob 
jection  and  the  difficulties  which  will  arise  are 
very  numerous  and  obvious. 

Theaet.  They  are  indeed. 

Str.  We  have  gone  through  but  a  very  small 
portion  of  them,  and  they  are  really  infinite. 

Theaet,.  If  that  is  the  case,  we  cannot  possibly 
catch  the  Sophist. 

Str.  Shall  we  then  be  so  faint-hearted  as  to 
giye  him  up  ? 


Theaet.  Certainly  not,  I  should  say,  if  we  can 
get  the  slightest  hold  upon  him. 

Str.  Will  you  then  forgive  me,  and,  as  your 
words  imply,  not  be  altogether  displeased  if  I 
flinch  a  little  from  the  grasp  of  such  a  sturdy 
argument? 

Theaet.  To  be  sure  I  will. 

Str.  I  have  a  yet  more  urgent  request  to  make, 

Theaet.  Which  is—? 

Str.  That  you  will  promise  not  to  regard  me 
as  a  parricide. 

Theaet.  And  why? 

Str.  Because,  in  self-defence,  I  must  test  the 
philosophy  of  my  father  Parmenides,  and  try 
to  prove  by  main  force  that  in  a  certain  sense 
not-being  is,  and  that  being,  on  the  other  hand, 
Is  not. 

Theaet.  Some  attempt  of  the  kind  is  clearly 
needed. 

Str.  Yes,  a  blind  man,  as  they  say,  might  see 
that,  and,  unless  these  questions  are  decided  in 
one  way  or  another,  no  one  when  he  speaks  of 
false  words,  or  false  opinion,  or  idols,  or  im 
ages,  or  imitations,  or  appearances,  or  about  the 
arts  which  are  concerned  with  them,  can  avoid 
falling  into  ridiculous  contradictions. 

Theaet.  Most  true. 

[242]  Str.  And  therefore  I  must  venture  to 
lay  hands  on  my  father's  argument;  for  if  I  am 
to  be  over-scrupulous,  I  shall  have  to  give  the 
matter  up. 

Theaet.  Nothing  in  the  world  should  ever  in 
duce  us  to  do  so. 

Str.  I  have  a  third  little  request  which  I  wish 
to  make. 


Str.  You  heard  me  say  what  I  have  always 
felt  and  still  feel  —  that  I  have  no  heart  for  this 
argument? 

Theaet.  I  did. 

Str.  I  tremble  at  the  thought  of  what  I  have 
said,  and  expect  that  you  will  deem  me  mad, 
when  you  hear  of  my  sudden  changes  and  shift- 
ings;  let  me  therefore  observe,  that  I  am  exam 
ining  the  question  entirely  out  of  regard  for 
you. 

Theaet.  There  is  no  reason  for  you  to  fear  that 
I  shall  impute  any  impropriety  to  you,  if  you 
attempt  this  refutation  and  proof;  take  heart, 
therefore,  and  proceed. 

Str.  And  where  shall  I  begin  the  perilous  en 
terprise?  I  think  that  the  road  which  I  must 
take  is  — 

Theaet.  Which?  —  Let  me  hear. 

Str.  I  think  that  we  had  better,  first  of  all, 
consider  the  points  which  at  present  are  regard- 
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ed  as  self-evident,  lest  we  may  have  fallen  into 
some  confusion,  and  be  too  ready  to  assent  to 
one  another,  fancying  that  we  are  quite  clear 
about  them. 

Theaet.  Say  more  distinctly  what  you  mean. 
Str.  I  think  that  Parmenides,  and  all  who  ever 
yet  undertook  to  determine  the  number  and 
nature  of  existences,  talked  to  us  in  rather  a 
light  and  easy  strain. 
Theaet.  How? 

Str.  As  if  we  had  been  children,  to  whom  they 
repeated  each  his  own  mythus  or  story; — one 
said  that  there  were  three  principles,  and  that 
at  one  time  there  was  war  between  certain  of 
them;  and  then  again  there  was  peace,  and  they 
were  married  and  begat  children,  and  brought 
them  up;  and  another  spoke  of  two  principles, 
— a  moist  and  a  dry,  or  a  hot  and  a  cold,  and 
made  them  marry  and  cohabit.  The  Eleatics, 
however,  in  our  part  of  the  world,  say  that  all 
things  are  many  in  name,  but  in  nature  one; 
this  is  their  mythus,  which  goes  back  to  Xe- 
nophanes,  and  is  even  older.  Then  there  are 
Ionian,  and  in  more  recent  times  Sicilian  muses, 
who  have  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  to  unite 
the  two  principles  is  safer,  and  to  say  that  be 
ing  is  one  and  many,  and  that  these  are  held  to 
gether  by  enmity  and  friendship,  ever  parting, 
ever  meeting,  as  the  severer  Muses  assert,  while 
the  gentler  ones  do  not  insist  on  the  perpetual 
strife  and  peace,  [243]  but  admit  a  relaxation 
and  alternation  of  them;  peace  and  unity  some 
times  prevailing  under  the  sway  of  Aphrodite, 
and  then  again  plurality  and  war,  by  reason  of 
a  principle  of  strife.  Whether  any  of  them  spoke 
the  truth  in  all  this  is  hard  to  determine;  be 
sides,  antiquity  and  famous  men  should  have 
reverence,  and  not  be  liable  to  accusations  so  se 
rious.  Yet  one  thing  may  be  said  of  them  with 
out  offence — 

Theaet.  What  thing? 

Str.  That  they  went  on  their  several  ways  dis 
daining  to  notice  people  like  ourselves;  they 
did  not  care  whether  they  took  us  with  them, 
or  left  us  behind  them. 

Theaet.  How  do  you  mean? 

Str.  I  mean  to  say,  that  when  they  talk  of  one, 
two,  or  more  elements,  which  are  or  have  be 
come  or  are  becoming,  or  again  of  heat  mingling 
with  cold,  assuming  in  some  other  part  of  then- 
works  separations  and  mixtures, — tell  me,The- 
aetetus,  do  you  understand  what  they  mean  by 
these  expressions?  When  I  was  a  younger  man, 
I  used  to  fancy  that  I  understood  quite  well  what 
was  meant  by  the  term  "not-being,"  which  is 
our  present  subject  of  dispute;  and  now  you  see 


in  what  a  fix  we  are  about  it. 
Theaet.  I  see. 

Str.  And  very  likely  we  have  been  getting  in 
to  the  same  perplexity  about  "being,"  and  yet 
may  fancy  that  when  anybody  utters  the  word, 
we  understand  him  quite  easily,  although  we 
do  not  know  about  not-being.  But  we  may  be 
equally  ignorant  of  both. 

Theaet.  I  dare  say. 

Str.  And  the  same  may  be  said  of  all  the  terms 
just  mentioned. 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  The  consideration  of  most  of  them  may 
be  deferred;  but  we  had  better  now  discuss  the 
chief  captain  and  leader  of  them. 

Theaet.  Of  what  are  you  speaking?  You  clear 
ly  think  that  we  must  first  investigate  what  peo 
ple  mean  by  the  word  "being." 

Str.  You  follow  close  at  my  heels,  Theaetetus. 
For  the  right  method,  I  conceive,  will  be  to  call 
into  our  presence  the  dualistic  philosophers  and 
to  interrogate  them.  "Come,"  we  will  say,  "Ye, 
who  affirm  that  hot  and  cold  or  any  other  two 
principles  are  the  universe,  what  is  this  term 
which  you  apply  to  both  of  them,  and  what  do 
you  mean  when  you  say  that  both  and  each  of 
them  'are'"5  How  are  we  to  -understand  the 
word  'are'?  Upon  your  view,  are  we  to  suppose 
that  there  is  a  third  principle  over  and  above 
the  other  two — three  in  all,  and  not  two?  For 
clearly  you  cannot  say  that  one  of  the  two  prin 
ciples  is  being,  and  yet  attribute  being  equally 
to  both  of  them;  for,  if  you  did,  whichever  of 
the  two  is  identified  with  being,  will  compre 
hend  the  other;  and  so  they  will  be  one  and  not 
two." 

Theaet.  Very  true. 

Str.  But  perhaps  you  mean  to  give  the  name 
of  "being"  to  both  of  them  together? 

Theaet.  Quite  likely. 

[244]  Str.  "Then,  friends,"  we  shall  reply  to 
them,  "the  answer  is  plainly  that  the  two  will 
still  be  resolved  into  one." 

Theaet.  Most  true. 

Str.  "Since  then,  we  are  in  a  difficulty,  please 
to  tell  us  what  you  mean,  when  you  speak  of 
being;  for  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  you  al 
ways  from  the  first  understood  your  own  mean 
ing,  whereas  we  once  thought  that  we  under 
stood  you,  but  now  we  are  in  a  great  strait. 
Please  to  begin  by  explaining  this  matter  to  us, 
and  let  us  no  longer  fancy  that  We  understand 
you,  when  we  entirely  misunderstand  you." 
There  will  be  no  impropriety  in  our  demand^ 
ing  an  answer  to  this  question,  either  of  the 
dualists  or  of  the  pluralists? 
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The  act.  Certainly  not. 

Str.  And  what  about  the  assertors  of  the  one 
ness  of  the  all — must  we  not  endeavour  to  as 
certain  from  them  what  they  mean  by  "being*5  ? 

Theaet.  By  all  means. 

Str.  Then  let  them  answer  this  question: 
One,  you  say,  alone  is?  "Yes/'  they  will  reply. 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And  there  is  something  which  you  call 
"being"? 

Theaet.  "Yes  " 

Str.  And  is  being  the  same  as  one;  and  do  you 
apply  two  names  to  the  same  thing? 

Theaet.  What  will  be  their  answer,  Stranger  ? 

Str.  It  is  clear,  Theaetetus,  that  he  who  as 
serts  the  unity  of  being  will  find  a  difficulty  in 
answering  this  or  any  other  question. 

Theaet.  Why  so? 

Str.  To  admit  of  two  names,  and  to  affirm 
that  there  is  nothing  but  unity,  is  surely  ridicu 
lous? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  And  equally  irrational  to  admit  that  a 
name  is  anything? 

Theaet.  How  so? 

Str.  To  distinguish  the  name  from  the  thing, 
implies  duality. 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  And  yet  he  who  identifies  the  name  with 
the  thing  will  be  compelled  to  say  that  it  is  the 
name  of  nothing,  or  if  he  says  that  it  is  the  name 
of  something,  even  then  the  name  will  only  be 
the  name  of  a  name,  and  of  nothing  else. 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And  the  one  will  turn  out  to  be  only  one 
of  one,  and  being  absolute  unity,  will  represent 
a  mere  name. 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  And  would  they  say  that  the  whole  is 
other  than  the  one  that  is,  or  the  same  with  it? 

Theaet.  To  be  sure  they  would,  and  they  ac 
tually  say  so. 

Str.  If  being  is  a  whole,  as  Parmenides  sings, — 

Every  way  U%e  unto  the  fullness  of  a  well-rounded 

sphere, 

Evenly  balanced  from  the  centre  on  every  side, 
And  must  needs  be  neither  greater  nor  less  in  any 

way, 
Neither  on  this  side  nor  on  that — 

then  being  has  a  centre  and  extremes,  and,  hav 
ing  these,  must  also  have  parts. 

Theaet.  True. 

[245]  Str.  Yet  that  which  has  parts  may  have 
the  attribute  of  unity  in  all  the  parts,  and  in  this 
way  being  all  and  a  whole,  may  be  one? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 


Str.  But  that  of  which  this  is  the  condition 
cannot  be  absolute  unity? 


Str.  Because,  according  to  right  reason,  that 
which  is  truly  one  must  be  affirmed  to  be  ab 
solutely  indivisible. 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  But  this  indivisible,  if  made  up  of  many 
parts,  will  contradict  reason. 

Theaet.  I  understand. 

Str.  Shall  we  say  that  being  is  one  and  a  whole, 
because  it  has  the  attribute  of  unity?  Or  shall 
we  say  that  being  is  not  a  whole  at  all? 

Theaet.  That  is  a  hard  alternative  to  offer. 

Str.  Most  true;  for  being,  having  in  a  certain 
sense  the  attribute  of  one,  is  yet  proved  not  to 
be  the  same  as  one,  and  the  all  is  therefore  more 
than  one. 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  And  yet  if  being  be  not  a  whole,  through 
having  the  attribute  of  unity,  and  there  be  such 
a  thing  as  an  absolute  whole,  being  lacks  some 
thing  of  its  own  nature? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  Upon  this  view,  again,  being,  having  a 
defect  of  being,  will  become  not-being? 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And,  again,  the  all  becomes  more  than 
one,  for  being  and  the  whole  will  each  have 
their  separate  nature. 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  But  if  the  whole  does  not  exist  at  all,  all 
the  previous  difficulties  remain  the  same,  and 
there  will  be  the  further  difficulty,  that  besides 
having  no  being,  being  can  never  have  come 
into  being. 

Theaet.  Why  so? 

Str.  Because  that  which  comes  into  being  al 
ways  comes  into  being  as  a  whole,  so  that  he 
who  does  not  give  whole  a  place  among  beings, 
cannot  speak  either  of  essence  or  generation  as 
existing. 

Theaet.  Yes,  that  certainly  appears  to  be  true. 

Str.  Again;  how  can  that  which  is  not  a 
whole  have  any  quantity?  For  that  which  is  of 
a  certain  quantity  must  necessarily  be  the  whole 
of  that  quantity. 

Theaet.  Exactly, 

Str.  And  there  will  be  innumerable  other 
points,  each  of  them  causing  infinite  trouble  to 
him  who  says  that  being  is  either  one  or  two. 

Theaet.  The  difficulties  which  are  dawning 
upon  us  prove  this;  for  one  objection  connects 
with  another,  and  they  are  always  involving 
what  has  preceded  in  a  greater  and  worse  per 
plexity. 
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Str.  We  are  far  from  ha\ing  exhausted  the 
more  exact  thinkers  who  treat  of  being  and  not- 
being.  But  let  us  be  content  to  leave  them,  [246] 
and  proceed  to  view  those  who  speak  less  pre 
cisely;  and  we  shall  find  as  the  result  of  all,  that 
the  nature  of  being  is  quite  as  difficult  to  com 
prehend  as  that  of  not-being, 

Theaet.  Then  now  we  will  go  to  the  others. 

Str.  There  appears  to  be  a  sort  of  war  of  Giants 
and  Gods  going  on  amongst  them;  they  are 
fighting  with  one  another  about  the  nature  of 
essence. 

Theaet.  How  is  that? 

Str,  Some  of  them  are  dragging  down  all 
things  from  heaven  and  from  the  unseen  to 
earth,  and  they  literally  grasp  in  their  hands 
rocks  and  oaks;  of  these  they  lay  hold,  and  ob 
stinately  maintain,  that  the  things  only  which 
can  be  touched  or  handled  have  being  or  es 
sence,  because  they  define  being  and  body  as 
one,  and  if  any  one  else  says  that  what  is  not  a 
body  exists  they  altogether  despise  him,  and 
will  hear  of  nothing  but  body. 

Theaet,  I  have  often  met  with  such  men,  and 
terrible  fellows  they  are. 

Str.  And  that  is  the  reason  why  their  oppo 
nents  cautiously  defend  themselves  from  above, 
out  of  an  unseen  world,  mightily  contending 
that  true  essence  consists  of  certain  intelligible 
and  incorporeal  ideas;  the  bodies  of  the  materi 
alists,  which  by  them  are  maintained  to  be  the 
very  truth,  they  break  up  into  litde  bits  by  their 
arguments,  and  affirm  them  to  be,  not  essence, 
but  generation  and  motion.  Between  the  two 
armies,  Theaetetus,  there  is  always  an  endless 
conflict  raging  concerning  these  matters. 

Theaet,  True. 

Str.  Let  us  ask  each  party  in  turn,  to  give  an 
account  of  that  which  they  call  essence. 

Theaet.  How  shall  we  get  it  out  of  them? 

Str,  With  those  who  make  being  to  consist  in 
ideas,  there  will  be  less  difficulty,  for  they  are 
civil  people  enough;  but  there  will  be  very  great 
difficulty,  or  rather  an  absolute  impossibility,  in 
getting  an  opinion  out  of  those  who  drag  every 
thing  down  to  matter.  Shall  I  tell  you  what  we 
must  do? 

Theaet,  What? 

Str.  Let  us,  if  we  can,  really  improve  them; 
but  if  this  is  not  possible,  let  us  imagine  them  to 
be  better  than  they  are,  and  more  willing  to  an 
swer  in  accordance  with  the  rules  of  argument, 
and  then  their  opinion  will  be  more  worth  hav 
ing;  for  that  which  better  men  acknowledge 
has  more  weight  than  that  which  is  acknowl 
edged  by  inferior  men.  Moreover  we  are  no  re 


specters  of  persons,  but  seekers  after  truth. 

Theaet.  Very  good. 

Str.  Then  now,  on  the  supposition  that  they 
are  improved,  let  us  ask  them  to  state  their  views, 
and  do  you  interpret  them. 

Theaet.  Agreed. 

5/r,  Let  them  say  whether  they  would  admit 
that  there  is  such  a  thing  as  a  mortal  animal. 

Theaet.  Of  course  they  would. 

Str.  And  do  they  not  acknowledge  this  to  be 
a  body  having  a  soul  r 

Theaet.  Certainly  they  do. 

Str.  Meaning  to  say  the  soul  is  something 
which  exists? 

/2^7  Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And  do  they  not  say  that  one  soul  is  just, 
and  another  unjust,  and  that  one  soul  is  wise, 
and  another  foolish? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  And  that  the  just  and  wise  soul  becomes 
just  and  wise  by  the  possession  of  justice  and 
wisdom,  and  the  opposite  under  opposite  cir 
cumstances? 

Theaet.  Yes,  they  do. 

Str.  But  surely  that  which  may  be  present  or 
may  be  absent  will  be  admitted  by  them  to  ex 
ist? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  And,  allowing  that  justice,  wisdom,  the 
other  virtues,  and  their  opposites  exist,  as  well 
as  a  soul  in  which  they  inhere,  do  they  affirm 
any  of  them  to  be  visible  and  tangible,  or  are 
they  all  invisible? 

Theaet.  They  would  say  that  hardly  any  of 
them  are  visible. 

Str.  And  would  they  say  that  they  are  corpo 
real? 

Theaet.  They  would  distinguish:  the  soul 
would  be  said  by  them  to  have  a  body;  but  as  to 
the  other  qualities  of  justice,  wisdom,  and  the 
like,  about  which  you  asked,  they  would  not 
venture  either  to  deny  their  existence,  or  to 
maintain  that  they  were  all  corporeal. 

Str,  Verily,  Theaetetus,  I  perceive  a  great  im 
provement  in  them;  the  real  aborigines,  chil 
dren  of  the  dragon's  teeth,  would  have  been 
deterred  by  no  shame  at  all,  but  would  have 
obstinately  asserted  that  nothing  is  which  they 
are  not  able  to  squeeze  in  their  hands. 

Theaet.  That  is  pretty  much  their  notion. 

Str.  Let  us  push  the  question;  for  if  they  will 
admit  that  any,  even  the  smallest  particle  of  be 
ing,  is  incorporeal,  it  is  enough;  they  must  then 
say  what  that  nature  is  which  is  common  to  both 
the  corporeal  and  incorporeal,  and  which  they 
have  in  their  mind's  eye  when  they  say  of  both 
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of  them  that  they  "are."  Perhaps  they  may  be 
In  a  difficulty;  and  if  this  is  the  case,  there  is  a 
possibility  that  they  may  accept  a  notion  of  ours 
respecting  the  nature  of  being,  having  nothing 
of  their  own  to  offer. 

Theaet.  What  Is  the  notion?  Tell  me,  and  we 
shall  soon  see. 

5*r.My  notion  would  be,  that  anything  which 
possesses  any  sort  of  power  to  affect  another,  or 
to  be  affected  by  another,  if  only  for  a  single 
moment,  however  trifling  the  cause  and  how 
ever  slight  the  effect,  has  real  existence;  and  I 
hold  that  the  definition  of  being  is  simply 
power. 

Theaet.  They  accept  your  suggestion,  having 
nothing  better  of  their  own  to  offer. 

Sir,  Very  good;  perhaps  we,  as  well  as  they, 
may  one  day  change  our  minds;  [248]  but,  for 
the  present,  this  may  be  regarded  as  the  under 
standing  which  is  established  with  them. 

Theaet.  Agreed. 

Str.  Let  us  now  go  to  the  friends  of  ideas;  of 
their  opinions,  too,  you  shall  be  the  interpreter. 

Theaet.  I  will. 

Str.  To  them  we  say — You  would  distinguish 
essence  from  generation? 

Theaet.  "Yes,"  they  reply. 

Str.  And  you  would  allow  that  we  participate 
in  generation  with  the  body,  and  through  per 
ception,  but  we  participate  with  the  soul  through 
thought  in  true  essence;  and  essence  you  would 
affirm  to  be  always  the  same  and  immutable, 
whereas  generation  or  becoming  varies? 

Theaet.  Yes;  that  is  what  we  should  affirm. 

Str.  Well,  fair  sirs,  we  say  to  them,  what  Is 
this  participation,  which  you  assert  of  both? 
Do  you  agree  with  our  recent  definition? 

Theaet.  What  definition? 

Str.  We  said  that  being  was  an  active  or  pas 
sive  energy,  arising  out  of  a  certain  power  which 
proceeds  from  elements  meeting  with  one  an 
other.  Perhaps  your  ears,  Theaetetus,  may  fail  to 
catch  their  answer,  which  I  recognize  because 
I  have  been  accustomed  to  hear  it. 

Theaet.  And  what  is  their  answer? 

Str.  They  deny  the  truth  of  what  we  were 
•just  now  saying  to  the  aborigines  about  exist 
ence. 

Theaet.  What  was  that? 

Str.  Any  power  of  doing  or  suffering  in  a  de- 
'gree  however  slight  was  held  by  us  to  be  a  suf 
ficient  definition  of  being? 
'  Theaet.  True. 

Str.  They  deny  this,  and  say  that  the  power 
of  doing  or  suffering  Is  confined  to  becoming, 
-and  that  neither  power  is  applicable  to  being. 


Theaet.  And  Is  there  not  some  truth  in  what 
they  say  ? 

Str.  Yes;  but  our  reply  will  be  that  we  want 
to  ascertain  from  them  more  distinctly,  whether 
they  further  admit  that  the  soul  knows,  and 
that  being  or  essence  Is  known. 

Theaet.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  they  say 
so. 

Str.  And  is  knowing  and  being  known  doing 
or  suffering,  or  both,  or  is  the  one  doing  and 
the  other  suffering,  or  has  neither  any  share  in 
either? 

Theaet.  Clearly,  neither  has  any  share  in  ei 
ther;  for  if  they  say  anything  else,  they  will  con 
tradict  themselves. 

Str.  I  understand;  but  they  will  allow  that  if 
to  know  is  active,  then,  of  course,  to  be  known 
is  passive.  And  on  this  view  being,  in  so  far  as 
it  Is  known,  is  acted  upon  by  knowledge,  and  is 
therefore  in  motion;  for  that  which  is  in  a  state 
of  rest  cannot  be  acted  upon,  as  we  affirm. 

Theaet.  True. 

[249]  Str.  And,  O  heavens,  can  we  ever  be 
made  to  believe  that  motion  and  life  and  soul 
and  mind  are  not  present  with  perfect  being? 
Can  we  imagine  that  being  is  devoid  of  life  and 
rnind,  and  exists  in  awful  unmeaningness  an 
everlasting  fixture? 

Theaet.  That  would  be  a  dreadful  thing  to 
admit,  Stranger. 

Str.  But  shall  we  say  that  being  has  mind  and 
not  life? 

Theaet.  How  is  that  possible? 

Str.  Or  shall  we  say  that  both  inhere  in  per 
fect  being,  but  that  it  has  no  soul  which  con 
tains  them? 

Theaet.  And  in  what  other  way  can  it  con 
tain  them? 

Str.  Or  that  being  has  mind  and  life  and  soul, 
but  although  endowed  with  soul  remains  ab 
solutely  unmoved  ? 

Theaet.  All  three  suppositions  appear  to  me 
to  be  irrational. 

Str.  Under  being,  then,  we  must  include  mo 
tion,  and  that  which  is  moved. 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  Then,  Theaetetus,  our  inference  is,  that 
if  there  is  no  motion,  neither  is  there  any  mind 
anywhere,  or  about  anything  or  belonging  to 
any  one. 

Theaet.  Quite  true. 

Str.  And  yet  this  equally  follows,  If  we  grant 
that  all  things  are  in  motion — upon  this  view 
too  mind  has  no  existence. 

Theaet.  How  so? 

Str.  Do  you  think  that  sameness  of  condition 
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and  mode  and  subject  could  ever  exist  without 
a  principle  of  rest? 

Theaet.  Certainly  not. 

Str.  Can  you  see  how  without  them  mind 
could  exist,  or  come  into  existence  anywhere? 

Theaet.  No. 

Str.  And  surely  contend  we  must  in  every 
possible  way  against  him  who  would  annihilate 
knowledge  and  reason  and  mind,  and  yet  ven 
tures  to  speak  confidently  about  anything. 

Theaet.  Yes,  with  all  our  might. 

Str.  Then  the  philosopher,  who  has  the  truest 
reverence  for  these  qualities,  cannot  possibly  ac 
cept  the  notion  of  those  who  say  that  the  whole 
is  at  rest,  either  as  unity  or  in  many  forms:  and 
he  will  be  utterly  deaf  to  those  who  assert  uni 
versal  motion.  As  children  say  entreatingly 
"Give  us  both/'  so  he  will  include  both  the 
moveable  and  irnmoveable  in  his  definition  of 
being  and  all. 

Theaet.  Most  true. 

Str.  And  now,  do  we  seem  to  have  gained  a 
fair  notion  of  being? 

Theaet.  Yes  truly, 

Str.  Alas,  Theaetetus,  methinks  that  we  are 
now  only  beginning  to  see  the  real  difficulty  of 
the  enquiry  into  the  nature  of  it. 

Theaet.  What  do  you  mean? 

Str.  O  my  friend,  do  you  not  see  that  nothing 
can  exceed  our  ignorance,  and  yet  we  fancy 
that  we  are  saying  something  good  ? 

Theaet.  I  certainly  thought  that  we  were; 
and  I  do  not  at  all  understand  how  we  never 
found  out  our  desperate  case. 

[250]  Str.  Reflect:  after  having  made  these 
admissions,  may  we  not  be  justly  asked  the 
same  questions  which  we  ourselves  were  ask 
ing  of  those  who  said  that  all  was  hot  and  cold  ? 

Theaet.  What  were  they?  Will  you  recall 
them  to  my  mind? 

Str.  To  be  sure  I  will,  and  I  will  remind  you 
of  them,  by  putting  the  same  questions  to  you 
which  I  did  to  them,  and  then  we  shall  get  on, 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  Would  you  not  say  that  rest  and  motion 
are  in  the  most  entire  opposition  to  one  another? 

Theaet.  Of  course. 

Str.  And  yet  you  would  say  that  both  and  ei 
ther  of  them  equally  are? 

Theaet.  I  should. 

Str.  And  when  you  admit  that  both  or  either 
of  them  are,  do  you  mean  to  say  that  both  or  ei 
ther  of  them  are  in  motion? 

Theaet.  Certainly  not. 

Str.  Or  do  you  wish  to  imply  that  they  are 
both  at  rest,  when  you  say  that  they  are? 


Theaet.  Of  course  not. 

S/r.Then  you  conceive  of  being  as  some  third 
and  distinct  nature,  under  which  rest  and  mo 
tion  are  alike  included;  and,  observing  that 
they  both  participate  in  being,  you  declare  that 
they  are. 

Theaet.  Truly  we  seem  to  have  an  intimation 
that  being  is  some  third  thing,  when  we  say 
that  rest  and  motion  are. 

Str.  Then  being  is  not  the  combination  of 
rest  and  motion,  but  something  different  from 
them. 

Theaet.  So  it  would  appear. 

Str.  Being,  then,  according  to  its  own  nature, 
is  neither  in  motion  nor  at  rest. 

Theaet.  That  is  very  much  the  truth. 

Str.  Where,  then,  is  a  man  to  look  for  help 
who  would  have  any  clear  or  fixed  notion  of  be 
ing  in  his  mind? 

Theaet.  Where,  indeed? 

Str.  I  scarcely  think  that  he  can  look  any 
where;  for  that  which  is  not  in  motion  must  be 
at  rest,  and  again,  that  which  is  not  at  rest  must 
be  in  motion;  but  being  is  placed  outside  of 
both  these  classes.  Is  this  possible? 

Theaet.  Utterly  impossible. 

Str.  Here,  then,  is  another  thing  which, we 
ought  to  bear  in  mind. 

Theaet.  What? 

Str.  When  we  were  asked  to  what  we  were  to 
assign  the  appellation  of  not-being,  we  were  in 
the  greatest  difficulty: — do  you  remember? 

Theaet.  To  be  sure. 

Str.  And  are  we  not  now  in  as  great  a  diffi 
culty  about  being? 

Theaet.  I  should  say,  Stranger,  that  we  are  in 
one  which  is,  if  possible,  even  greater. 

Str.  Then  let  us  acknowledge  the  difficulty; 
and  as  being  and  not-being  are  involved  in  the 
same  perplexity,  there  is  hope  that  when  the 
one  appears  more  or  less  distincdy,  [251]  the 
other  will  equally  appear;  and  if  we  are  able  to 
see  neither,  there  may  still  be  a  chance  of  steer 
ing  our  way  in  between  them,  without  any 
great  discredit. 

Theaet.  Very  good. 

Str.  Let  us  enquire,  then,  how  we  come  to 
predicate  many  names  of  the  same  thing. 

Theaet.  Giv^  an  example. 

Str.  I  mean  that  we  speak  of  man,  for  exam 
ple,  under  many  names — that  we  attribute  to 
him  colours  and  forms  and  magnitudes  and  vir 
tues  and  vices,  in  all  of  which  instances  and  in 
ten  thousand  others  we  not  only  speak  of  him 
as  a  man*  but  also  as  good,  and  having  number 
less  other  Attributes,  and  in  the  same, way  any- 
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thing  else  which  we  originally  supposed  to  be 
one  is  described  by  us  as  many,  and  under  many 
names. 

Theaet.  That  is  true. 

Str.  And  thus  we  provide  a  rich  feast  for  ty 
ros,  whether  young  or  old;  for  there  is  nothing 
easier  than  to  argue  that  the  one  cannot  be 
many,  or  the  many  one;  and  great  is  their  de 
light  hi  denying  that  a  man  is  good;  for  man, 
they  insist,  is  man  and  good  is  good.  I  dare  say 
that  you  have  met  with  persons  who  take  an  in 
terest  in  such  matters — they  are  often  elderly 
menj  whose  meagre  sense  is  thrown  into  amaze 
ment  by  these  discoveries  of  theirs,  which  they 
believe  to  be  the  height  of  wisdom. 

Theaet.  Certainly,  I  have. 

Sir.  Then,  not  to  exclude  any  one  who  has 
ever  speculated  at  all  upon  the  nature  of  being, 
let  us  put  our  questions  to  them  as  well  as  to 
our  former  friends. 

Theaet.  What  questions? 

Sir.  Shall  we  refuse  to  attribute  being  to  mo 
tion  and  rest,  or  anything  to  anything,  and  as 
sume  that  they  do  not  mingle,  and  are  incapa 
ble  of  participating  in  one  another?  Or  shall  we 
gather  all  into  one  class  of  things  communica 
ble  with  one  another?  Or  are  some  things  com 
municable  and  others  not? — Which  of  these  al 
ternatives,  Theaetetus,  will  they  prefer? 

Theaet.  I  have  nothing  to  answer  on  their  be 
half.  Suppose  that  you  take  all  these  hypotheses 
in  turn,  and  see  what  are  the  consequences 
which  follow  from  each  of  them. 

Str.  Very  good,  and  first  let  us  assume  them 
to  say  that  nothing  is  capable  of  participating 
in  anything  else  in  any  respect;  [2,52]  in  that 
case  rest  and  motion  cannot  participate  in  be 
ing  at  all. 

Theaet.  They  cannot. 

Str.  But  would  either  of  them  be  if  not  par 
ticipating  in  being? 

Theaet.  No. 

Str.  Then  by  this  admission  everything  is  in 
stantly  overturned,  as  well  the  doctrine  of  uni 
versal  motion  as  of  universal  rest,  and  also  the 
doctrine  of  those  who  distribute  being  into  im 
mutable  and  everlasting  kinds;  for  all  these  add 
on  a  notion  of  being,  some  affirming  that  things 
"are"  truly  in  motion, and  others  that  they  "are"' 
truly  at  rest. 

Theaet.  Just  so. 

Str.  Again,  those  who  would  at  one  time  com 
pound,  and  at  another  resolve  all  things,  wheth 
er  making  them  into  one  and  out  of  one  cre 
ating  infinity,  or  dividing  them  into  finite  ele 
ments,  and  forming  compounds  out  of  these; 


whether  they  suppose  the  processes  of  creation 
to  be  successive  or  continuous,  would  be  talking 
nonsense  in  all  this  if  there  were  no  admixture. 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  Most  ridiculous  of  all  will  the  men  them 
selves  be  who  want  to  carry  out  the  argument 
and  yet  forbid  us  to  call  anything,  because  par 
ticipating  in  some  affection  from  another,  by 
the  name  of  that  other. 

Theaet.  Why  so? 

Str.  Why,  because  they  are  compelled  to  use 
the  words  "to  be,"  "apart,"  "from  others,"  "in 
itself,"  and  ten  thousand  more,  which  they  can 
not  give  up,  but  must  make  the  connecting  links 
of  discourse;  and  therefore  they  do  not  require 
to  be  refuted  by  others,  but  their  enemy,  as  the 
saying  is,  inhabits  the  same  house  with  them; 
they  are  always  carrying  about  with  them  an 
adversary,  like  the  wonderful  ventriloquist,  Eu- 
rycles,  who  out  of  their  own  bellies  audibly  con 
tradicts  them. 

Theaet.  Precisely  so;  a  very  true  and  exact  il 
lustration. 

Str.  And  now,  if  we  suppose  that  all  things 
have  the  power  of  communion  with  one  anoth 
er — what  will  follow? 

Theaet.  Even  I  can  solve  that  riddle. 

Str.  How? 

Theaet.  Why,  because  motion  itself  would 
be  at  rest,  and  rest  again  in  motion,  if  they  could 
be  attributed  to  one  another. 

Str.  But  this  is  utterly  impossible. 

Theaet.  Of  course. 

Str.  Then  only  the  third  hypothesis  remains. 

Theaet.  True, 

Str.  For,  surely,  either  all  things  have  com 
munion  with  all;  or  nothing  with  any  other 
thing;  or  some  things  communicate  with  some 
things  and  others  not. 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  And  two  out  of  these  three  suppositions 
have  been  found  to  be  impossible. 

Theaet.Ycs. 

Str.  Every  one  then,  who  desires  to  answer 
truly,  will  adopt  the  third  and  remaining  hy 
pothesis  of  the  communion  of  some  with  some. 

Theaet.  Quite  true. 

[253]  Str.  This  communion  of  some  with 
some  may  be  illustrated  by  the  case  of  letters; 
for  some  letters  do  not  fit  each  other,  while  oth 
ers  do. 

Theaet.  Of  course. 

Str.  And  the  vowels,  especially,  are  a  sort  of 
bond  which  pervades  all  the  other  letters,  so 
that  without  a  vowel  one  consonant  cannot  be 
joined  to  another. 
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Theaet.  True. 

Str.  But  does  every  one  know  what  letters 
will  unite  with  what?  Or  is  art  required  in  or 
der  to  do  so? 

Theaet.  Art  is  required. 

Str.  What  art? 

Theaet.  The  art  of  grammar. 

Str.  And  is  not  this  also  true  of  sounds  high 
and  low? — Is  not  he  who  has  the  art  to  know 
what  sounds  mingle,  a  musician,  and  he  who  is 
ignorant,  not  a  musician? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  And  we  shall  find  this  to  be  generally 
true  of  art  or  the  absence  of  art. 

Theaet.  Of  course. 

Str.  And  as  classes  are  admitted  by  us  in  like 
manner  to  be  some  of  them  capable  and  others 
incapable  of  intermixture,  must  not  he  who 
would  rightly  show  what  kinds  will  unite  and 
what  will  not,  proceed  by  the  help  of  science  in 
the  path  of  argument?  And  will  he  not  ask  if 
the  connecting  links  are  universal,  and  so  ca 
pable  of  intermixture  with  all  things;  and  again, 
in  divisions,  whether  there  are  not  other  uni 
versal  classes,  which  make  them  possible? 

Theaet.  To  be  sure  he  will  require  science, 
and,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  the  very  greatest  of 
all  sciences. 

Str.  How  are  we  to  call  it?  By  Zeus,  have 
we  not  lighted  unwittingly  upon  our  free  and 
noble  science,  and  in  looking  for  the  Sophist 
have  we  not  entertained  the  philosopher  un 
awares? 

Theaet.  What  do  you  mean? 

Str.  Should  we  not  say  that  the  division  ac 
cording  to  classes,  which  neither  makes  the  same 
other,  nor  makes  other  the  same,  is  the  business 
of  the  dialectical  science? 

Theaet.  That  is  what  we  should  say, 

Str.  Then,  surely,  he  who  can  divide  rightly 
is  able  to  see  clearly  one  form  pervading  a  scat 
tered  multitude,  and  many  different  forms  con 
tained  under  one  higher  form;  and  again,  one 
form  knit  together  into  a  single  whole  and  per 
vading  many  such  wholes,  and  many  forms,  ex 
isting  only  in  separation  and  isolation.  This  is 
the  knowledge  of  classes  which  determines 
where  they  can  have  communion  with  one  an 
other  and  where  not. 

Theaet.  Quite  true. 

Str.  And  the  art  of  dialectic  would  be  attrib 
uted  by  you  only  to  the  philosopher  pure  and 
true? 

Theaet.  Who  but  he  can  be  worthy? 

Str.  In  this  region  we  shall  always  discover 
the  philosopher,  if  we  look  for  him;  like  the 


Sophist,  [254]  he  is  not  easily  discovered,  but 
for  a  different  reason. 

Theaet.  For  what  reason? 

Str.  Because  the  Sophist  runs  away  into  the 
darkness  of  not-being,  in  which  he  has  learned 
by  habit  to  feel  about,  and  cannot  be  discovered 
because  of  the  darkness  of  the  place.  Is  not  that 
true? 

Theaet.  It  seems  to  be  so. 

Str.  And  the  philosopher,  always  holding  con 
verse  through  reason  with  the  idea  of  being,  is 
also  dark  from  excess  of  light;  for  the  souls  of 
the  many  have  no  eye  which  can  endure  the  vi 
sion  of  the  divine. 

Theaet.  Yes;  that  seems  to  be  quite  as  true  as 
the  other. 

Str.  Well,  the  philosopher  may  hereafter  be 
more  fully  considered  by  us,  if  we  are  disposed; 
but  the  Sophist  must  clearly  not  be  allowed  to 
escape  until  we  have  had  a  good  look  at  him. 

Theaet.  Very  good. 

Str.  Since,  then,  we  are  agreed  that  some 
classes  have  a  communion  with  one  another, 
and  others  not,  and  some  have  communion  with 
a  few  and  others  with  many,  and  that  there  is 
no  reason  why  some  should  not  have  universal 
communion  with  all,  let  us  now  pursue  the  en 
quiry,  as  the  argument  suggests,  not  in  relation 
to  all  ideas,  lest  the  multitude  of  them  should 
confuse  us,  but  let  us  select  a  few  of  those  which 
are  reckoned  to  be  the  principal  ones,  and  con 
sider  their  several  natures  and  their  capacity  of 
communion  with  one  another,  in  order  that  if 
we  are  not  able  to  apprehend  with  perfect  clear 
ness  the  notions  of  being  and  not-being,  we  may 
at  least  not  fall  short  in  the  consideration  of 
them,  so  far  as  they  come  within  the  scope  of 
the  present  enquiry,  if  peradventure  we  may  be 
allowed  to  assert  the  reality  of  not-being,  and 
yet  escape  unscathed. 

Theaet.  We  must  do  so. 

Str.  The  most  important  of  all  the  genera  are 
those  which  we  were  just  now  mentioning — 
being  and  rest  and  motion. 

Theaet.  Yes,  by  far. 

Str.  And  two  of  these  are,  as  we  affirm,  inca 
pable  of  communion  with  one  another. 

Theaet.  Quite  incapable. 

Str.  Whereas  being  surely  has  communion 
with  both  of  them,  for  both  of  them  are? 

Theaet.  Of  course. 

Str.  That  makes  up  three  of  them. 

Theaet.  To  be  sure. 

Str.  And  each  of  them  is  other  than  the  re 
maining  two,  but  the  same  with  itself. 

Theaet.  True. 
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Str.  But  then,  what  Is  the  meaning  of  these 
two  words,  "same"  and  "other"?  Are  they  two 
new  kinds  other  than  the  three,  and  yet  always 
of  necessity  intermingling  with  them,  and  are 
we  to  have  five  kinds  instead  of  three;  or  when 
we  speak  of  the  same  and  other,  [255]  are  we 
unconsciously  speaking  of  one  of  the  three  first 
kinds? 

Theaet.  Very  likely  we  are. 

Str.  But,  surely,  motion  and  rest  are  neither 
the  other  nor  the  same. 

Theaet.  How  is  that? 

Str.  Whatever  we  attribute  to  motion  and 
rest  in  common,  cannot  be  either  of  them. 


Str.  Because  motion  would  be  at  rest  and  rest 
in  motion,  for  either  of  them,  being  predicated 
of  both,  will  compel  the  other  to  change  into  the 
opposite  of  its  own  nature,  because  partaking 
of  its  opposite. 

Theaet.  Quite  true. 

Str.  Yet  they  surely  both  partake  of  the  same 
and  of  the  other? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  Then  we  must  not  assert  that  motion, 
any  more  than  rest,  is  either  the  same  or  the 
other. 

Theaet.  No;  we  must  not. 

Str.  But  are  we  to  conceive  that  being  and  the 
same  are  identical? 

Theaet.  Possibly. 

Str.  But  if  they  are  identical,  then  again  in 
saying  that  motion  and  rest  have  being,  we 
should  also  be  saying  that  they  are  the  same. 

Theaet.  Which  surely  cannot  be. 

Str.  Then  being  and  the  same  cannot  be  one. 

Theaet.  Scarcely. 

Str.  Then  we  may  suppose  the  same  to  be  a 
fourth  class,  which  is  now  to  be  added  to  the 
three  others. 

Theaet.  Quite  true. 

Str.  And  shall  we  call  the  other  a  fifth  class? 
Or  should  we  consider  being  and  other  to  be 
two  names  of  the  same  class? 

Theaet.  Very  likely. 

Str.  But  you  would  agree,  if  I  am  not  mis 
taken,  that  existences  are  relative  as  well  as  ab 
solute? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  And  the  other  is  always  relative  to  other? 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  But  this  would  not  be  the  case  unless  be 
ing  and  the  other  entirely  differed;  for,  if  the 
other,  like  being,  were  absolute  as  well  as  rela 
tive,  then  there  would  have  been  a  kind  of  oth 
er  which  was  not  other  than  other.  And  now  we 


find  that  what  is  other  must  of  necessity  be 
what  it  is  in  relation  to  some  other. 

Theaet.  That  is  the  true  state  of  the  case. 

Sfr.Thenwe  must  admit  the  other  as  the  fifth 
of  our  selected  classes. 

Theaet.Yes. 

Str.  And  the  fifth  class  pervades  all  classes, 
for  they  all  differ  from  one  another,  not  by  rea 
son  of  their  own  nature,  but  because  they  par 
take  of  the  idea  of  the  other. 

Theaet.  Quite  true. 

Str.  Then  let  us  now  put  the  case  with  refer 
ence  to  each  of  the  five. 

Theaet. How? 

Str.  First  there  is  motion,  which  we  affirm  to 
be  absolutely  "other"  than  rest:  what  else  can 
we  say? 

Theaet.  It  is  so. 

Str.  And  therefore  is  not  rest. 

Theaet.  Certainly  not. 

Str.  And  yet  is,  because  partaking  of  being. 

[256]  Theaet.  True. 

Str.  Again,  motion  is  other  than  the  same? 

Theaet.  Just  so. 

Str.  And  is  therefore  not  the  same. 

Theaet.  It  is  not. 

Str.  Yet,  surely,  motion  is  the  same,  because 
all  things  partake  of  the  same. 

Theaet,  Very  true. 

Str.  Then  we  must  admit,  and  not  object  to 
say,  that  motion  is  the  same  and  is  not  the  same, 
for  we  do  not  apply  the  terms  "same"  and  "not 
the  same,"  in  the  same  sense;  but  we  call  it  the 
"same,"  in  relation  to  itself,  because  partaking 
of  the  same;  and  not  the  same,  because  having 
communion  with  the  other,  it  is  thereby  severed 
from  the  same,  and  has  become  not  that  but 
other,  and  is  therefore  rightly  spoken  of  as  "not 
the  same." 

Theaet.  To  be  sure. 

Str.  And  if  absolute  motion  in  any  point  of 
view  partook  of  rest,  there  would  be  no  absurd 
ity  in  calling- motion  stationary. 

Theaet.  Quite  right, — that  is,  on  the  supposi 
tion  that  some  classes  mingle  with  one  another, 
and  others  not. 

Str.  That  such  a  communion  of  kinds  is  ac 
cording  to  nature,  we  had  already  proved *  be 
fore  we  arrived  at  this  part  of  our  discussion. 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  Let  us  proceed,  then.  May  we  not  say  that 
motion  is  other  than  the  other,  having  been  also 
proved  by  us  to  be  other  than  the  same  and  oth 
er  than  rest? 

Theaet.  That  is  certain. 

1  Cf .  supra,  252. 
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Sir.  Then,  according  to  this  view,  motion  Is 
other  and  also  not  other? 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  What  Is  the  next  step?  Shall  we  say  that 
motion  Is  other  than  the  three  and  not  other 
than  the  fourth — for  we  agreed  that  there  are 
five  classes  about  and  In  the  sphere  of  which  we 
proposed  to  make  enquiry? 

Theaet.Surdj  we  cannot  admit  that  the  num 
ber  Is  less  than  It  appeared  to  be  just  now. 

Str.  Then  we  may  without  fear  contend  that 
motion  Is  other  than  being? 

Theaet.  Without  the  least  fear. 

Str.  The  plain  result  is  that  motion,  since  it 
partakes  of  being,  really  is  and  also  Is  not? 

Theaet.  Nothing  can  be  plainer. 

Str.  Then  not-being  necessarily  exists  In  the 
case  of  motion  and  of  every  class;  for  the  nature 
of  the  other  entering  Into  them  all,  makes  each 
of  them  other  than  being,  and  so  non-existent; 
and  therefore  of  all  of  them,  in  like  manner,  we 
may  truly  say  that  they  are  not;  and  again,  in 
asmuch  as  they  partake  of  being,  that  they  are 
and  are  existent. 

Theaet.  So  we  may  assume. 

Str.  Every  class,  then,  has  plurality  of  being 
and  infinity  of  not-being. 

/2577  Theaet.  So  we  must  infer. 

Str.  And  being  itself  may  be  said  to  be  other 
than  the  other  kinds. 

Theaet.  Certainly, 

Str.  Then  we  may  infer  that  being  is  not,  in 
respect  of  as  many  other  things  as  there  are;  for 
not  being  these  it  is  itself  one,  and  is  not  the 
other  things,  which  are  infinite  in  number. 

Theaet.  That  is  not  far  from  the  truth. 

Str.  And  we  must  not  quarrel  with  this  re 
sult,  since  it  is  of  the  nature  of  classes  to  have 
communion  with  one  another;  and  if  any  one 
denies  our  present  statement  [viz.,  that  being  is 
not,  etc.],  let  him  first  argue  with  our  former 
conclusion  [i.e.,  respecting  the  communion  of 
ideas],  and  then  he  may  proceed  to  argue  with 
what  follows. 

Theaet.  Nothing  can  be  fairer. 

Str.  Let  me  ask  you  to  consider  a  further 
question. 

Theaet.  What  question? 

Str.  When  we  speak  of  not-being,  we  speak,  I 
suppose,  not  of  something  opposed  to  being,  but 
only  different. 

Theaet.  What  do  you  mean? 

Str.  When  we  speak  of  something  as  not 
great,  does  the  expression  .seem  to  you  to  imply 
what  is  little  any  more  than  what  is  equal? 

Theaet.  Certainly  noL 


Str.  The  negative  particles,  ov  and  /«/,  when 
prefixed  to  words,  do  not  Imply  opposition,  but 
only  difference  from  the  words,  or  more  cor 
rectly  from  the  things  represented  by  the  words 
which  follow  them. 

Theaet.  Quite  true. 

Str.  There  Is  another  point  to  be  considered, 
if  you  do  not  object. 

Theaet.  What  Is  It? 

Str.  The  nature  of  the  other  appears  to  me  to 
be  divided  Into  fractions  like  knowledge. 

Theaet.  How  so? 

Str.  Knowledge,  like  the  other,  Is  one;  and 
yet  the  various  parts  of  knowledge  have  each 
of  them  their  own  particular  name,  and  hence 
there  are  many  arts  and  kinds  of  knowledge. 

Theaet.  Quite  true. 

Str.  And  is  not  the  case  the  same  with  the 
parts  of  the  other,  which  is  also  one? 

Theaet.  Very  likely ;  but  will  you  tell  me  how  ? 

Str.  There  is  some  part  of  the  other  which  is 
opposed  to  the  beautiful? 

Theaet.  There  is. 

Str.  Shall  we  say  that  this  has  or  has  not  a 
name? 

Theaet.  It  has;  for  whatever  we  call  not- 
beautiful  is  other  than  the  beautiful,  not  than 
something  else. 

Str.  And  now  tell  me  another  thing. 

Theaet.  What? 

Str.  Is  the  not-beautiful  anything  but  this — 
an  existence  parted  off  from  a  certain  kind  of 
existence,  and  again  from  another  point  of  view 
opposed  to  an  existing  something? 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  Then  the  not-beautiful  turns  out  to  be 
the  opposition  of  being  to  being? 

Theaet.  Very  true. 

Str.  But  upon  this  view,  is  the  beautiful  a 
more  real  and  the  not-beautiful  a  less  real  ex 
istence? 

Theaet.  Not  at  all. 

[258]  Str.  And  the  not-great  may  be  said  td 
exist,  equally  with  the  great? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  And,  in  the  same  way,  the  just  must  be 
placed  in  the  same  category  with  the  not-just — 
the  one  cannot  be  said  to  have  any  more  exist 
ence  than  the  other. 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  The  same  may  be  said  of  other  things; 
seeing  that  the  nature  of  the  other  has  a  real 
existence,  the  parts  of  this  nature  must  equally 
be  supposed  to  exist. 

Theaet.  Of  course. 

Str.  Then,  as  would  appear,  the  opposition  of 
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a  part  of  the  other,  and  of  a  part  of  being,  to  one 
another,  is,  if  I  may  venture  to  say  so,  as  truly 
essence  as  being  itself,  and  implies  not  the  op 
posite  of  being,  but  only  what  is  other  than  be 
ing. 

Theaet.  Beyond  question. 

Str.  What  then  shall  we  call  it? 

Theaet.  Clearly,  not  being;  and  this  is  the 
very  nature  for  which  the  Sophist  compelled  us 
to  search. 

Str.  And  has  not  this,  as  you  were  saying,  as 
real  an  existence  as  any  other  class?  May  I  not 
say  with  confidence  that  not-being  has  an  as 
sured  existence,  and  a  nature  of  its  own?  Just 
as  the  great  was  found  to  be  great  and  the  beau 
tiful  beautiful,  and  the  not-great  not-great,  and 
the  not-beautiful  not-beautiful,  in  the  same  man 
ner  not-being  has  been  found  to  be  and  is  not- 
being,  and  is  to  be  reckoned  one  among  the 
many  classes  of  being.  Do  you,  Theaetetus,  still 
feel  any  doubt  of  this? 

Theaet.  None  whatever. 

Str.  Do  you  observe  that  our  scepticism  has 
carried  us  beyond  the  range  of  Parmenides* 
prohibition? 

Theaet.  In  what? 

Str.  We  have  advanced  to  a  further  point,  and 
shown  him  more  than  he  forbad  us  to  investi 
gate. 

Theaet.  How  is  that? 

Str.  Why,  because  he  says — 

Not-being  never  is,  and  do  thou  \eep  thy  thoughts 
•from  this  way  of  enquiry. 

Theaet.  Yes,  he  says  so. 

Str.  Whereas,  we  have  not  only  proved  that 
things  which  are  not  are,  but  we  have  shown 
what  form  of  being  not-being  is;  for  we  have 
shown  that  the  nature  of  the  other  is,  and  is  dis 
tributed  over  all  things  in  their  relations  to  one 
another,  and  whatever  part  of  the  other  is  con 
trasted  with  being,  this  is  precisely  what  we 
have  ventured  to  call  not-being. 

Theaet.  And  surely,  Stranger,  we  were  quite 
right. 

Str.  Let  not  any  one  say,  then,  that  while  af 
firming  the  opposition  of  not-being  to  being, 
we  still  assert  the  being  of  not-being;  for  as  to 
whether  there  is  an  opposite  of  being,  to  that 
enquiry  we  have  long  said  good-bye — it  may  or 
may  not  be,  [259]  and  may  or  may  not  be  ca 
pable  of  definition.  But  as  touching  our  present 
account  of  not-being,  let  a  man  either  convince 
us  of  error,  or,  so  long  as  he  cannot,  he  too  must 
say,  as  we  are  saying,  that  there  is  a  commun 
ion  of  classes,  and  that  being,  and  difference  or 


other,  traverse  all  things  and  mutually  inter 
penetrate,  so  that  the  other  partakes  of  being, 
and  by  reason  of  this  participation  is,  and  yet  is 
not  that  of  which  it  partakes,  but  other,  and  be 
ing  other  than  being,  it  is  clearly  a  necessity  that 
not-being  should  be.  And  again,  being,  through 
partaking  of  the  other,  becomes  a  class  other 
than  the  remaining  classes,  and  being  other 
than  all  of  them,  is  not  each  one  of  them,  and  is 
not  all  the  rest,  so  that  undoubtedly  there  are 
thousands  upon  thousands  of  cases  in  which 
being  is  not,  and  all  other  things,  whether  re 
garded  individually  or  collectively,  in  many  re 
spects  are,  and  in  many  respects  are  not. 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And  he  who  is  sceptical  of  this  contra 
diction,  must  think  how  he  can  find  something 
better  to  say;  or  if  he  sees  a  puzzle,  and  his 
pleasure  is  to  drag  words  this  way  and  that,  the 
argument  will  prove  to  him,  that  he  is  not  mak 
ing  a  worthy  use  of  his  faculties;  for  there  is  no 
charm  in  such  puzzles,  and  there  is  no  difficulty 
in  detecting  them;  but  we  can  tell  him  of  some 
thing  else  the  pursuit  of  which  is  noble  and  also 
difficult. 

Theaet.  Whatis  it? 

Str.  A  thing  of  which  I  have  already  spoken; 
— letting  alone  these  puzzles  as  involving  no 
difficulty,  he  should  be  able  to  follow  and  criti 
cize  in  detail  every  argument,  and  when  a  man 
says  that  the  same  is  in  a  manner  other,  or  that 
other  is  the  same,  to  understand  and  refute  him 
from  his  own  point  of  view,  and  in  the  same 
respect  in  which  he  asserts  either  of  these  af 
fections.  But  to  show  that  somehow  and  in  some 
sense  the  same  is  other,  or  the  other  same,  or 
the  great  small,  or  the  like  unlike;  and  to  de 
light  in  always  bringing  forward  such  contra 
dictions,  is  no  real  refutation,  but  is  clearly  the 
new-born  babe  of  some  one  who  is  only  begin 
ning  to  approach  the  problem  of  being. 

Theaet.  To  be  sure. 

Str.  For  certainly,  my  friend,  the  attempt  to 
separate  all  existences  from  one  another  is  a 
barbarism  and  utterly  unworthy  of  an  educated 
or  philosophical  mind. 

Theaet.  Why  so? 

Str.  The  attempt  at  universal  separation  is 
the  final  annihilation  of  all  reasoning;  [260] 
for  only  by  the  union  of  conceptions  with  one 
another  do  we  attain  to  discourse  of  reason. 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And,  observe  that  we  were  only  just  in 
time  in  making  a  resistance  to  such  separatists, 
and  compelling  them  to  admit  that  one  thing 
mingles  with  another. 


SOPHIST 


575 


Theaet.  Why  so? 

Str.  Why,  that  we  might  be  able  to  assert  dis 
course  to  be  a  kind  of  being;  for  If  we  could  not, 
the  worst  of  all  consequences  would  follow; 
we  should  have  no  philosophy.  Moreover, 
the  necessity  for  determining  the  nature  of 
discourse  presses  upon  us  at  this  moment;  if 
utterly  deprived  of  it,  we  could  no  more  hold 
discourse;  and  deprived  of  it  we  should  be  If 
we  admitted  that  there  was  no  admixture  of 
natures  at  all. 

Theaet.  Very  true.  But  I  do  not  understand 
why  at  this  moment  we  must  determine  the  na 
ture  of  discourse. 

Str.  Perhaps  you  will  see  more  clearly  by  the 
help  of  the  following  explanation. 

Theaet.  What  explanation? 

Str.  Not-being  has  been  acknowledged  by  us 
to  be  one  among  many  classes  diffused  over  all 
being. 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And  thence  arises  the  question,  whether 
not-being  mingles  with  opinion  and  language. 

Theaet.  How  so  ? 

Str.  If  not-being  has  no  part  in  the  proposi 
tion,  then  all  things  must  be  true;  but  if  not- 
being  has  a  part,  then  false  opinion  and  false 
speech  are  possible,  for  to  think  or  to  say  what 
is  not — is  falsehood,  which  thus  arises  in  the 
region  of  thought  and  in  speech. 

Theaet.  That  is  quite  true. 

Str.  And  where  there  is  falsehood  surely  there 
must  be  deceit. 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  And  if  there  is  deceit,  then  all  things 
must  be  full  of  idols  and  images  and  fancies. 

Theaet.  To  be  sure. 

Str.  Into  that  region  the  Sophist,  as  we  said, 
made  his  escape,  and,  when  he  had  got  there, 
denied  the  very  possibility  of  falsehood;  no  one, 
he  argued,  either  conceived  or  uttered  false 
hood,  inasmuch  as  not-being  did  not  in  any 
way  partake  of  being. 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And  now,  not-being  has  been  shown  to 
partake  of  being,  and  therefore  he  will  not  con 
tinue  fighting  in  this  direction,  but  he  will 
probably  say  that  some  ideas  partake  of  not- 
being,  and  some  not,  and  that  language  and 
opinion  are  of  the  non-partaking  class;  and  he 
will  still  fight  to  the  death  against  the  existence 
of  the  image-making  and  phantastic  art,  in 
which  we  have  placed  him,  because,  as  he  will 
say,  opinion  and  language  do  not  partake  of 
not-being,  and  unless  this  participation  exists, 
there  can  be  no  such  thing  as  falsehood.  And, 


with  the  view  of  meeting  this  evasion,  we  must 
begin  by  enquiring  Into  the  nature  of  language, 
opinion,  and  Imagination,  In  order  that  when, 
we  find  them  we  may  find  also  that  they  have 
communion  with  not-being,  [2.61]  and,  having 
made  out  the  connection  of  them,  may  thus 
prove  that  falsehood  exists;  and  therein  we  will 
imprison  the  Sophist,  If  he  deserves  it,  or,  If  not, 
we  will  let  him  go  again  and  look  for  him  in 
another  class. 

Theaet.  Certainly,  Stranger,  there  appears  to 
be  truth  in  what  was  said  about  the  Sophist  at 
first,  that  he  was  of  a  class  not  easily  caught,  for 
he  seems  to  have  abundance  of  defences,  which 
he  throws  up,  and  which  must  every  one  of 
them  be  stormed  before  we  can  reach  the  man 
himself.  And  even  now,  we  have  with  difficulty 
got  through  his  first  defence,  which  is  the  not- 
being  of  not-being,  and  lo!  here  is  another;  for 
we  have  still  to  show  that  falsehood  exists  in 
the  sphere  of  language  and  opinion,  and  there 
will  be  another  and  another  line  of  defence 
without  end. 

Str.  Any  one,  Theaetetus,  who  is  able  to  ad 
vance  even  a  little  ought  to  be  of  good  cheer, 
for  what  would  he  who  is  dispirited  at  a  little 
progress  do,  if  he  were  making  none  at  all,  or 
even  undergoing  a  repulse  ?  Such  a  faint  heart, 
as  the  proverb  says,  will  never  take  a  city:  but 
now  that  we  have  succeeded  thus  far,  the  cita 
del  is  ours,  and  what  remains  is  easier. 

Theaet.  Very  true. 

Str.  Then,  as  I  was  saying,  let  us  first  of  all 
obtain  a  conception  of  language  and  opinion, 
in  order  that  we  may  have  clearer  grounds  for 
determining,  whether  not-being  has  any  con 
cern  with  them,  or  whether  they  are  both  al 
ways  true,  and  neither  of  them  ever  false. 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  Then,  now,  let  us  speak  of  names,  as  be 
fore  we  were  speaking  of  Ideas  and  letters;  for 
that  is  the  direction  in  which  the  answer  may 
be  expected. 

Theaet.  And  what  is  the  question  at  issue 
about  names? 

Str.  The  question  at  issue  is  whether  all 
names  may  be  connected  with  one  another,  or 
none,  or  only  some  of  them. 

Theaet.  Clearly  the  last  is  true. 

Str.  I  understand  you  to  say  that  words  which 
have  a  meaning  when  in  sequence  may  be  con 
nected,  but  that  words  which  have  no  meaning 
when  in  sequence  cannot  be  connected  ? 

Theaet.  What  are  you  saying? 

Str.  What  I  thought  that  you  intended  when 
you  gave  your  assent;  for  there  are  two  sorts  of 
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intimatioa  of  being  which  are  given  by  the 
voice. 

Theaet.  What  are  they? 

Sir.  One  of  them  is  called  nouns,  and  the  oth 
er  verbs. 

Theaet.  Describe  them. 

[262]  Str.  That  which  denotes  action  we  call 
a  verb. 

Theaet.  True. 

Sir.  And  the  other,  which  is  an  articulate 
mark  set  on  those  who  do  the  actions,  we  call  a 
noun. 

Theaet.  Quite  true. 

Str.  A  succession  of  nouns  only  is  not  a  sen 
tence,  any  more  than  of  verbs  without  nouns. 

Theaet.  I  do  not  understand  you. 

Sir.  I  see  that  when  you  gave  your  assent  you 
had  something  else  in  your  mind.  But  what  I 
intended  to  say  was,  that  a  mere  succession  of 
nouns  or  of  verbs  is  not  discourse. 

Theaet.  What  do  you  mean? 

Sir.  I  mean  that  words  like  "walks/'  "runs," 
"sleeps,"  or  any  other  words  which  denote  ac 
tion,  however  many  of  them  you  string  togeth 
er,  do  not  make  discourse. 

Theaet.  How  can  they? 

Sir.  Or,  again,  when  you  say  "lion,"  "stag," 
"horse,"  or  any  other  words  which  denote  agents 
— neither  In  this  way  of  stringing  words  to 
gether  do  you  attain  to  discourse;  for  there  is  no 
expression  of  action  or  inaction,  or  of  the  exist 
ence  of  existence  or  non-existence  indicated  by 
the  sounds, until  verbs  are  mingled  with  nouns; 
then  the  words  fit,  and  the  smallest  combina 
tion  of  them  forms  language,  and  is  the  sim 
plest  and  least  form  of  discourse. 

Theaet,  Again  I  ask,  What  do  you  mean? 

Str.  When  any  one  says  "A  man  learns/' 
should  you  not  call  this  the  simplest  and  least 
of  sentences? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  Yes,  for  he  now  arrives  at  the  point  of 
giving  an  intimation  about  something  which  is, 
or  is  becoming,  or  has  become,  or  will  be.  And 
he  not  only  names,  but  he  does  something,  by 
connecting  verbs  with  nouns;  and  therefore  we 
say  that  he  discourses,  and  to  this  connection  of 
words  we  give  the  name  of  discourse. 

Theaet.  True, 

Str.  And  as  there  are  some  things  which  fit 
one  another,  and  other  things  which  do  not  fit, 
so  there  are  some  vocal  signs  which  do,  and 
others  which  do  not,  combine  and  form  dis 
course. 

Theaet.  Quite  true. 

Str.  There  is  another  small  matter. 


Theaet.  What  is  it? 

Str.  A  sentence  must  and  cannot  help  having 
a  subject. 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And  must  be  of  a  certain  quality. 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  And  now  let  us  rnind  what  we  are  about. 

Theaet.  We  must  do  so. 

Str.  I  will  repeat  a  sentence  to  you  in  which 
a  thing  and  an  action  are  combined,  by  the  help 
of  a  noun  and  a  verb;  and  you  shall  tell  me  of 
whom  the  sentence  speaks. 

Theaet.  I  will,  to  the  best  of  my  power. 

[263]  Str.  "Theaetetus  sits" — not  a  very  long 
sentence. 

Theaet.  Not  very. 

Str.  Of  whom  does  the  sentence  speak,  and 
who  is  the  subject?  that  is  what  you  have  to  tell. 

Theaet,  Of  me;  I  am  the  subject. 

Str.  Or  this  sentence,  again — 

Theaet.  What  sentence? 

Str.  "Theaetetus,  with  whom  I  am  now  speak 
ing,  is  flying." 

Theaet.  That  also  is  a  sentence  which  will  be 
admitted  by  every  one  to  speak  of  me,  and  to 
apply  to  me. 

Str.  We  agreed  that  every  sentence  must  nec 
essarily  have  a  certain  quality. 

Tkeaet.'Yts. 

Str.  And  what  is  the  quality  of  each  of  these 
two  sentences? 

Theaet.  The  one,  as  I  imagine,  is  false,  and 
the  other  true. 

Str.  The  true  says  what  is  true  about  you? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  And  the  false  says  what  is  other  than 
true? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  And  therefore  speaks  of  things  which 
are  not  as  if  they  were? 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And  says  that  things  are  real  of  you  which 
are  not;  for,  as  we  were  saying,  in  regard  to 
each  thing  or  person,  there  is  much  that  is  and 
much  that  is  not. 

Theaet.  Quite  true. 

Str.  The  second  of  the  two  sentences  which 
related  to  you  was  first  of  all  an  example  of  the 
shortest  form  consistent  with  our  definition. 

Theaet.  Yes,  this  was  implied  in  our  recent 
admission. 

Str.  And,  in  the  second  place,  it  related  to  a 
subject? 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  Who  must  be  you,  and  can  be  nobody 
else? 
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Theaet.  Unquestionably. 

Sir,  And  it  would  be  no  sentence  at  all  if 
there  were  no  subject,  for,  as  we  proved,  a  sen 
tence  which  has  no  subject  is  impossible. 

Theaet.  Quite  true. 

Str.  When  other,  then,  is  asserted  of  you  as 
the  same,  and  not-being  as  being,  such  a  com 
bination  of  nouns  and  verbs  is  really  and  truly 
false  discourse. 

The  act.  Most  true. 

Str.  And  therefore  thought,  opinion,  and  im 
agination  are  now  proved  to  exist  in  our  minds 
both  as  true  and  false. 

Theaet.  How  so? 

Str.  You  will  know  better  if  you  first  gain  a 
knowledge  of  what  they  are,  and  in  what  they 
severally  differ  from  one  another. 

Theaet.  Give  me  the  knowledge  which  you 
would  wish  me  to  gain, 

Sir.  Are  not  thought  and  speech  the  same, 
with  this  exception,  that  what  is  called  thought 
is  the  unuttered  conversation  of  the  soul  with 
herself? 

Theaet.  Quite  true. 

Str.  But  the  stream  of  thought  which  flows 
through  the  lips  and  is  audible  is  called  speech? 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And  we  know  that  there  exists  in 
speech  . . . 

Theaet.  What  exists? 

Str.  Affirmation. 

[264]  Theaet.  Yes,  we  know  it. 

Str.  When  the  affirmation  or  denial  takes 
place  in  silence  and  in  the  mind  only,  have  you 
any  other  name  by  which  to  call  it  but  opinion? 

Theaet.  There  can  be  no  other  name. 

Str.  And  when  opinion  is  presented,  not  sim 
ply,  but  in  some  form  of  sense,  would  you  not 
call  it  imagination? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  And  seeing  that  language  is  true  and 
false,  and  that  thought  is  the  conversation  of 
the  soul  with  herself,  and  opinion  is  the  end  of 
thinking,  and  imagination  or  phantasy  is  the 
union  of  sense  and  opinion,  the  inference  is  that 
some  of  them,  since  they  are  akin  to  language, 
should  have  an  element  of  falsehood  as  well  as 
of  truth? 

Theaet.  Certainly. 

Str.  Do  you  perceive,  then,  that  false  opinion 
and  speech  have  been  discovered  sooner  than 
we  expected? — For  just  now  we  seemed  to  be 
undertaking  a  task  which  would  never  be  ac 
complished. 

Theaet.  I  perceive. 

Str.  Then  let  us  not  be  discouraged  about  the 


future;  but  now  having  made  this  discovery, 
let  us  go  back  to  our  previous  classification. 

Theaet.  What  classification? 

Str.  We  divided  image-making  into  two  sorts; 
the  one  likeness-making,  the  other  imaginative 
or  phantastic. 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And  we  said  that  we  were  uncertain  in 
which  we  should  place  the  Sophist. 

Theaet.  We  did  say  so. 

Str.  And  our  heads  began  to  go  round  more 
and  more  when  it  was  asserted  that  there  is  no 
such  thing  as  an  image  or  idol  or  appearance, 
because  in  no  manner  or  time  or  place  can  there 
ever  be  such  a  thing  as  falsehood. 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And  now,  since  there  has  been  shown  to 
be  false  speech  and  false  opinion,  there  may  be 
imitations  of  real  existences,  and  out  of  this 
condition  of  the  mind  an  art  of  deception  may 
arise, 

Theaet.  Quite  possible. 

Str.  And  we  have  already  admitted,  in  what 
preceded,  that  the  Sophist  was  lurking  in  one 
of  the  divisions  of  the  likeness-making  art? 

Theaet.  Yes- 

Str.  Let  us,  then,  renew  the  attempt,  and  in 
dividing  any  class,  always  take  the  part  to  the 
right,  holding  fast  to  that  which  holds  the 
Sophist,  until  we  have  stripped  him  of  all  his 
common  properties.  [265]  and  reached  his 
difference  or  peculiar.  Then  we  may  exhibit 
him  in  his  true  nature,  first  to  ourselves  and 
then  to  kindred  dialectical  spirits, 

Theaet.  Very  good. 

Str.  You  may  remember  that  all  art  was  orig 
inally  divided  by  us  into  creative  and  acquisi 
tive. 

Theaet.Yes. 

Str.  And  the  Sophist  was  flitting  before  us  in 
the  acquisitive  class,  in  the  subdivisions  of  hunt 
ing,  contests,  merchandise,  and  the  like. 
•    Theaet.  Very  true. 

Str.  But  now  that  the  imitative  art  has  en 
closed  him,  it  is  clear  that  we  must  begin  by 
dividing  the  art  of  creation;  for  imitation  is  a 
kind  of  creation — of  images,  however,  as  we  af 
firm,  and  not  of  real  things. 

Theaet.  Quite  true. 

Str.  In  the  first  place,  there  are  two  kinds  of 
creation. 

Theaet.  What  are  they? 

Str.  One  of  them  is  human  and  the  other  di 
vine. 

Theaet.  I  do  not  follow. 

Str.  Every  power,  as  you  may  remember  our 
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saying  originally,  which  causes  things  to  exist, 
not  previously  existing^  was  defined  by  us  as 
creative. 

Theaet.  I  remember. 

Str.  Looking,  now,  at  the  world  and  all  the 
animals  and  plants,  at  things  which  grow  upon 
the  earth  from  seeds  and  roots,  as  well  as  at  In 
animate  substances  which  are  formed  within 
the  earth,  fusile  or  non-fusile,  shall  we  say  that 
they  come  into  existence — not  having  existed 
previously — by  the  creation  of  God,  or  shall  we 
agree  with  vulgar  opinion  about  them? 

Theaet.  What  is  it? 

Sir.  The  opinion  that  nature  brings  them  in 
to  being  from  some  spontaneous  and  unintel 
ligent  cause.  Or  shall  we  say  that  they  are  cre 
ated  by  a  divine  reason  and  a  knowledge  which 
comes  from  God? 

Theaet.  I  dare  say  that,  owing  to  my  youth, 
I  may  often  waver  in  my  view,  but  now  when  I 
look  at  you  and  see  that  you  incline  to  refer 
them  to  God,  I  defer  to  your  authority. 

Sir.  Nobly  said,  Theaetetus,  and  if  I  thought 
that  you  were  one  of  those  who  would  here 
after  change  your  mind,  I  would  have  gently 
argued  with  you,  and  forced  you  to  assent;  but 
as  I  perceive  that  you  will  come  of  yourself  and 
without  any  argument  of  mine,  to  that  belief 
which,  as  you  say,  attracts  you,  I  will  not  fore 
stall  the  work  of  time.  Let  me  suppose,  then, 
that  things  which  are  said  to  be  made  by  nature 
are  the  work  of  divine  art,  and  that  things  which 
are  made  by  man  out  of  these  are  work  of  hu 
man  art.  And  so  there  are  two  kinds  of  making 
and  production,  the  one  human  and  the  other 
divine. 

Theaet.  True. 

Sir.  Then,  now,  subdivide  each  of  the  two 
sections  which  we  have  already. 

Theaet.  How  do  you  mean? 

[266]  Sir.  I  mean  to  say  that  you  should 
make  a  vertical  division  of  production  or  in 
vention,  as  you  have  already  made  a  lateral  one. 

Theaet.  I  have  done  so. 

Str.  Then,  now,  there  are  in  all  four  parts  or 
segments — two  of  them  have  reference  to  us 
and  are  human,  and  two  of  them  have  refer 
ence  to  the  gods  and  are  divine. 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And,  again,  in  the  division  which  was 
supposed  to  be  made  in  the  other  way,  one  part 
in  each  subdivision  is  the  making  of  the  things 
themselves,  but  the  two  remaining  parts  may 
be  called  the  making  of  likenesses;  and  so  the 
productive  art  is  again  divided  into  two  parts. 

Theaet.  Tell  me  the  divisions  once  more. 


Str.  I  suppose  that  we,  and  the  other  animals, 
and  the  elements  out  of  which  things  are  made 
— fire,  water,  and  the  like — are  known  by  us  to 
be  each  and  all  the  creation  and  work  of  God. 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  And  there  are  images  of  them,  which  are 
not  them,  but  which  correspond  to  them;  and 
these  are  also  the  creation  of  a  wonderful  skill. 

Theaet.  What  are  they? 

Str.  The  appearances  which  spring  up  of 
themselves  in  sleep  or  by  day,  such  as  a  shadow 
when  darkness  arises  in  a  fire,  or  the  reflection 
which  Is  produced  when  the  light  in  bright  and 
smooth  objects  meets  on  their  surface  with  an 
external  light,  and  creates  a  perception  the  op 
posite  of  our  ordinary  sight. 

Theaet.  Yes;  and  the  images  as  well  as  the 
creation  are  equally  the  work  of  a  divine  hand. 

Str.  And  what  shall  we  say  of  human  art? 
Do  we  not  make  one  house  by  the  art  of  build 
ing,  and  another  by  the  art  of  drawing,  which 
is  a  sort  of  dream  created  by  man  for  those  who 
are  awake? 

Theaet.  Quite  true. 

Str.  And  other  products  of  human  creation 
are  also  twofold  and  go  in  pairs;  there  is  the 
thing,  with  which  the  art  of  making  the  thing 
is  concerned,  and  the  image,  with  which  imita 
tion  is  concerned. 

Theaet.  Now  I  begin  to  understand,  and  am 
ready  to  acknowledge  that  there  are  two  kinds 
of  production,  and  each  of  them  twofold;  in  the 
lateral  division  there  is  both  a  divine  and  a  hu 
man  production;  in  the  vertical  there  are  reali 
ties  and  a  creation  of  a  kind  of  similitudes. 

Str.  And  let  us  not  forget  that  of  the  imita 
tive  class  the  one  part  was  to  have  been  likeness- 
making,  and  the  other  phantastic,  if  it  could  be 
shown  that  falsehood  is  a  reality  and  belongs  to 
the  class  of  real  being. 

Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  And  this  appeared  to  be  the  case;  and 
therefore  now,  without  hesitation,  we  shall 
number  the  different  kinds  as  two. 

Theaet.  True. 

72677  Str.  Then,  now,  let  us  again  divide  the 
phantastic  art. 

Theaet.  Where  shall  we  make  the  division? 

Str.  There  is  one  kind  which  is  produced  by 
an  instrument,  and  another  in  which  the  cre 
ator  of  the  appearance  is  himself  the  instru 
ment. 

Theaet.  What  do  you  mean? 

Str.  When  any  one  makes  himself  appear 
like  another  in  his  figure  or  his  voice,  imitation 
is  the  name  for  this  part  of  the  phantastic  art. 
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Theaet.  Yes. 

Str.  Let  this,  then,  be  named  the  art  of  mim 
icry,  and  this  the  province  assigned  to  it;  as  for 
the  other  division,  we  are  weary  and  will  give 
that  up,  leaving  to  some  one  else  the  duty  of 
making  the  class  and  giving  it  a  suitable  name. 

Theaet.  Let  us  do  as  you  say — assign  a  sphere 
to  the  one  and  leave  the  other. 

Str.  There  is  a  further  distinction,  Theaete- 
tus,  which  is  worthy  of  our  consideration,  and 
for  a  reason  which  I  will  tell  you. 

Theaet.  Let  me  hear. 

Str.  There  are  some  who  imitate,  knowing 
what  they  imitate,  and  some  who  do  not  know. 
And  what  line  of  distinction  can  there  possibly 
be  greater  than  that  which  divides  ignorance 
from  knowledge? 

Theaet.  There  can  be  no  greater. 

Str.  Was  not  the  sort  of  imitation  of  which 
we  spoke  just  now  the  imitation  of  those  who 
know?  For  he  who  would  imitate  you  would 
surely  know  you  and  your  figure? 

Theaet.  Naturally. 

Str.  And  what  would  you  say  of  the  figure  or 
form  of  justice  or  of  virtue  in  general?  Are  we 
not  well  aware  that  many,  having  no  knowl 
edge  of  either,  but  only  a  sort  of  opinion,  do 
their  best  to  show  that  this  opinion  is  really  en 
tertained  by  them,  by  expressing  it,  as  far  as 
they  can,  in  word  and  deed? 

Theaet.  Yes,  that  is  very  common. 

Str.  And  do  they  always  fail  in  their  attempt 
to  be  thought  just,  when  they  are  not?  Or  is  not 
the  very  opposite  true? 

Theaet.  The  very  opposite. 

Str.  Such  a  one,  then,  should  be  described  as 
an  imitator — to  be  distinguished  from  the  oth 
er,  as  he  who  is  ignorant  is  distinguished  from 
him  who  knows? 

Theaet.  True. 

Str.  Can  we  find  a  suitable  name  for  each  of 
them?  This  is  clearly  not  an  easy  task;  for 
among  the  ancients  there  was  some  confusion 
of  ideas,  which  prevented  them  from  attempt 
ing  to  divide  genera  into  species;  wherefore 
there  is  no  great  abundance  of  names.  Yet,  for 
the  sake  of  distinctness,  I  will  make  bold  to  call 
the  imitation  which  coexists  with  opinion,  the 
imitation  of  appearance — that  which  coexists 
with  science,  a  scientific  or  learned  imitation. 

Theaet.  Granted. 

Str.  The  former  is  our  present  concern,  for 
the  Sophist  was  classed  with  imitators  indeed, 
but  not  among  those  who  have  knowledge. 

Theaet.  Very  true. 

Str.  Let  us,  then,  examine  our  imitator  of  ap 


pearance,  and  see  whether  he  is  sound,  like  a 
piece  of  iron,  or  whether  there  is  still  some  crack 
in  him. 

Theaet.  Let  us  examine  him. 

Str.  Indeed  there  is  a  very  considerable  crack; 
for  if  you  look,  you  find  that  one  of  the  two 
classes  of  imitators  is  a  simple  creature,  [268] 
who  thinks  that  he  knows  that  which  he  only 
fancies;  the  other  sort  has  knocked  about  among 
arguments,  until  he  suspects  and  fears  that  he 
is  ignorant  of  that  which  to  the  many  he  pre 
tends  to  know. 

Theaet.  There  are  certainly  the  two  kinds 
which  you  describe. 

Str.  Shall  we  regard  one  as  the  simple  imi 
tator — the  other  as  the  dissembling  or  ironical 
imitator? 

Theaet.  Very  good. 

Str.  And  shall  we  further  speak  of  this  latter 
class  as  having  one  or  two  divisions? 

Theaet.  Answer  yourself. 

Str.  Upon  consideration,  then,  there  appear 
to  me  to  be  two;  there  is  the  dissembler,  who 
harangues  a  multitude  in  public  in  a  long 
speech,  and  the  dissembler,  who  in  private  and 
in  short  speeches  compels  the  person  who  is 
conversing  with  him  to  contradict  himself. 

Theaet.  What  you  say  is  most  true. 

Str.  And  who  is  the  maker  of  the  longer 
speeches?  Is  he  the  statesman  or  the  popular 
orator? 

Theaet.  The  latter. 

Str.  And  what  shall  we  call  the  other?  Is  he 
the  philosopher  or  the  Sophist? 

Theaet.  The  philosopher  he  cannot  be,  for 
upon  our  view  he  is  ignorant;  but  since  he  is  an 
imitator  of  the  wise  he  will  have  a  name  which 
is  formed  by  an  adaptation  of  the  word  <jo#os. 
What  shall  we  name  him?  I  am  pretty  sure  that 
I  cannot  be  mistaken  in  terming  him  the  true 
and  very  Sophist. 

Str.  Shall  we  bind  up  his  name  as  we  did  be 
fore,  making  a  chain  from  one  end  of  his  gene 
alogy  to  the  other? 

Theaet.  By  all  means. 

Str.  He,  then,  who  traces  the  pedigree  of  his 
art  as  follows — who,  belonging  to  the  conscious 
or  dissembling  section  of  the  art  of  causing  self- 
contradiction,  is  an  imitator  of  appearance,  and 
is  separated  from  the  class  of  phantastic  which 
is  a  branch  of  image-making  into  that  further 
division  of  creation,  the  juggling  of  words,  a 
creation  human,  and  not  divine — any  one  who 
affirms  the  real  Sophist  to  be  of  this  blood  and 
lineage  will  say  the  very  truth. 

Theaet.  Undoubtedly. 
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125?]  Socrates.  I  OWE  you  many  thanks,  in 
deed,  Theodorus,  for  the  acquaintance  both  of 
Theaetetus  and  of  the  Stranger. 

Theodorus.  And  in  a  little  while,  Socrates, 
you  will  owe  me  three  times  as  many,  when 
they  have  completed  for  you  the  delineation  of 
the  Statesman  and  of  the  Philosopher,  as  well 
as  of  the  Sophist. 

Soc.  Sophist,  statesman,  philosopher!  O  my 
dear  Theodorus,  do  my  ears  truly  witness  that 
this  is  the  estimate  formed  of  them  by  the  great 
calculator  and  geometrician  ? 

Theod.  What  do  you  mean,  Socrates? 

Soc.  I  mean  that  you  rate  them  all  at  the  same 
value,  whereas  they  are  really  separated  by  an 
interval,  which  no  geometrical  ratio  can  ex 
press. 

Theod.  By  Ammon,  the  god  of  Cyrene,  Soc 
rates,  that  is  a  very  fair  hit;  and  shows  that  you 
have  not  forgotten  your  geometry.  I  will  retali 
ate  on  you  at  some  other  time,  but  I  must  now 
ask  the  Stranger,  who  will  not,  I  hope,  tire  of 
his  goodness  to  us,  to  proceed  either  with  the 
Statesman  or  with  the  Philosopher,  whichever 
he  prefers. 

Stranger.  That  is  my  duty,  Theodorus;  hav 
ing  begun  I  must  go  on,  and  not  leave  the  work 
unfinished.  But  what  shall  be  done  with  The 
aetetus? 

Theod.  In  what  respect? 

Str.  Shall  we  relieve  him,  and  take  his  com 
panion,  the  Young  Socrates,  instead  of  him? 
What  do  you  advise? 

I  Theod.  Yes,  give  the  other  a  turn,  as  you  pro 
pose.  The  young  always  do  better  when  they 
have  intervals  of  rest. 


[258]  Soc.  I  think,  Stranger,  that  both  of 
them  may  be  said  to  be  in  some  way  related  to 
me;  for  the  one,  as  you  affirm,  has  the  cut  of  my 
ugly  face,1  the  other  is  called  by  my  name.  And 
we  should  always  be  on  the  look-out  to  recog 
nize  a  kinsman  by  the  style  of  his  conversation. 
I  myself  was  discoursing  with  Theaetetus  yes 
terday,  and  I  have  just  been  listening  to  his 
answers;  my  namesake  I  have  not  yet  examined, 
but  I  must.  Another  time  will  do  for  me;  to-day 
let  him  answer  you. 

Str.  Very  good.  Young  Socrates,  do  you  hear 
what  the  elder  Socrates  is  proposing? 

Young  Socrates.  I  do. 

Str.  And  do  you  agree  to  his  proposal? 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  As  you  do  not  object,  still  less  can  I.  Aft 
er  the  Sophist,  then,  I  think  that  the  Statesman 
naturally  follows  next  in  the  order  of  enquiry. 
And  please  to  say,  whether  hea  too,  should  be 
ranked  among  those  who  have  science. 

Y.So<r.Yes. 

Str.  Then  the  sciences  must  be  divided  as  be 
fore? 

Y.  Soc.  I  dare  say. 

Str.  But  yet  the  division  will  not  be  the  same? 

Y.Soc.  How  then? 

Str.  They  will  be  divided  at  some  other  point. 

Y.  Soc.  Yes. 

Str.  Where  shall  we  discover  the  path  of  the 
Statesman?  We  must  find  and  separate  off,  and 
set  our  seal  upon  this,  and  we  will  set  the  mark 
of  another  class  upon  all  diverging  paths.  Thus 
the  soul  will  conceive  of  all  kinds  of  knowledge 
under  two  classes. 

1  C£  Theaetetus,  143. 
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Y,  Soc.  To  find  die  path  Is  your  business. 
Stranger,  and  not  mine. 

Sir.  Yes,  Socrates,  but  die  discovery,  when 
once  made,  must  be  yours  as  well  as  mine. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  good. 

Sir.  Well,  and  are  not  arithmetic  and  certain 
other  kindred  arts,  merely  abstract  knowledge, 
wholly  separated  from  action? 

Y.  Soc.  True. 

Sir.  But  in  the  art  of  carpentering  and  all 
other  handicrafts,  the  knowledge  of  the  work 
man  is  merged  in  his  work;  he  not  only  knows, 
but  he  also  makes  things  which  previously  did 
not  exist. 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Sir.  Then  let  us  divide  sciences  in  general  in 
to  those  which  are  practical  and  those  which 
are  purely  intellectual. 

Y.  Soc.  Let  us  assume  these  two  divisions  of 
science,  which  is  one  whole. 

Sir.  And  are  "statesman,"  "king,"  "master," 
or  "householder,"  one  and  the  same;  or  is  there 
a  science  or  art  answering  to  each  of  these  names  ? 
Or  rather,  allow  me  to  put  the  matter  in  anoth 
er  way. 

/259/  Y.  Soc.  Let  me  hear. 

Str.  If  any  one  who  is  in  a  private  station  has 
the  skill  to  advise  one  of  the  public  physicians, 
must  not  he  also  be  called  a  physician? 

Y.  Soc.  Yes. 

.  Str.  And  if  any  one  who  is  in  a  private  sta 
tion  is  able  to  advise  the  ruler  of  a  country,  may 
not  he  be  said  to  have  the  knowledge  which  the 
ruler  himself  ought  to  have? 

Y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  But  surely  the  science  of  a  true  king  is 
royal  science? 

Y.  Soc.  Yes. 

Str.  And  will  not  he  who  possesses  this  knowl 
edge,  whether  he  happens  to  be  a  ruler  or  a  pri 
vate  man,  when  regarded  only  in  reference  to 
his  art,  be  truly  called  "royal"? 

Y.  Soc.  He  certainly  ought  to  be. 

Str.  And  the  householder  and  master  are  the 
same? 

Y.  Soc.  Of  course. 

Str.  Again,  a  large  household  may  be  com 
pared  to  a  small  state: — will  they  differ  at  all, 
as  far  as  government  is  concerned? 

Y.  Soc.  They  will  not. 

Str.  Then,  returning  to  the  point  which  we 
were  just  now  discussing,  do  we  not  clearly  see 
that  there  is  one  science  of  all  of  them;  and  this 
science  may  be  called  either  royal  or  political  or 
economical;  we  will  not  quarrel  with  any  one 
about  the  name. 


Y.  Soc.  Certainly  not. 

Str.  This,  too,  is  evident,  that  the  king  cannot 
do  much  with  his  hands,  or  with  his  whole 
body,  towards  the  maintenance  of  his  empire, 
compared  with  what  he  does  by  the  intelligence 
and  strength  of  his  mind. 

Y.  Soc.  Clearly  not. 

Str.  Then,  shall  we  say  that  the  king  has  a 
greater  affinity  to  knowledge  than  to  manual 
arts  and  to  practical  life  in  general? 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly  he  has, 

Str.  Then  we  may  put  all  together  as  one  and 
the  same — statesmanship  and  the  statesman — 
the  kingly  science  and  the  king. 

Y.  Soc.  Clearly. 

Str.  And  now  we  shall  only  be  proceeding  in 
due  order  if  we  go  on  to  divide  the  sphere  of 
knowledge? 

Y.  Soc.  Very  good. 

Str.  Think  whether  you  can  find  any  joint 
or  parting  in  knowledge. 

Y.  Soc.  Tell  me  of  what  sort. 

Str.  Such  as  this:  You  may  remember  that  we 
made  an  art  of  calculation? 

Y.  Soc.  Yes. 

Str.  Which  was,  unmistakeably,  one  of  die 
arts  of  knowledge? 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  And  to  this  art  of  calculation  which  dis 
cerns  the  differences  of  numbers  shall  we  as 
sign  any  other  function  except  to  pass  judg 
ment  on  their  differences? 

Y.  Soc.  How  could  we? 

Str.  You  know  that  the  master-builder  does 
not  work  himself,  but  is  the  ruler  of  workmen? 

Y.  Soc.  Yes. 

Str.  He  contributes  knowledge,  not  manual 
labour? 

Y.  Soc.  True. 

[260]  Str.  And  may  therefore  bejusdysaid  to 
share  in  theoretical  science? 

Y,  Soc.  Quite  true. 

Str.  But  he  ought  not,  like  the  calculator,  to 
regard  his  functions  as  at  an  end  when  he  has 
formed  a  judgment; — he  must  assign  to  the  in 
dividual  workmen  their  appropriate  task  until 
they  have  completed  the  work. 

Y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  Are  not  all  such  sciences,  no  less  than 
arithmetic  and  the  like,  subjects  of  pure  knowl 
edge;  and  is  not  the  difference  between  the  two 
classes,  that  the  one  sort  has  the  power  of  judg 
ing  only,  and  the  other  of  ruling  as  well? 

Y.  Soc.  That  is  evident. 

Str.  May  we  not  very  properly  say,  that  of  all 
knowledge,  there  are  two  divisions — one  which 
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rules,  and  the  other  which  judges? 

Y.  Soc.  I  should  think  so. 

Sir.  And  when  men  have  anything  to  do  in 
common,  that  they  should  be  of  one  mind  is 
surely  a  desirable  thing? 

Y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

Str.  Then  while  we  are  at  unity  among  our 
selves,  we  need  not  mind  about  the  fancies  of 
others? 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly  not. 

Str.  And  now,  in  which  of  these  divisions 
shall  we  place  the  king? — Is  he  a  judge  and  a 
kind  of  spectator?  Or  shall  we  assign  to  him 
the  art  of  command — for  he  is  a  ruler? 

y.  Soc.  The  latter,  clearly. 

Str.  Then  we  must  see  whether  there  is  any 
mark  of  division  in  the  art  of  command  too.  I 
am  inclined  to  think  that  there  is  a  distinction 
similar  to  that  of  manufacturer  and  retail  deal 
er,  which  parts  off  the  king  from  the  herald. 

y.  Soc.  How  is  this? 

Str.  Why,  does  not  the  retailer  receive  and 
sell  over  again  the  productions  of  others,  which 
have  been  sold  before? 

y.  Soc.  Certainly  he  does. 

Str.  And  is  not  the  herald  under  command, 
and  does  he  not  receive  orders,  and  in  his  turn 
give  them  to  others? 

y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

Str.  Then  shall  we  mingle  the  kingly  art  in 
the  same  class  with  the  art  of  the  herald,  the 
interpreter,  the  boatswain,  the  prophet,  and  the 
numerous  kindred  arts  which  exercise  com 
mand;  or,  as  in  the  preceding  comparison  we 
spoke  of  manufacturers,  or  sellers  for  them 
selves,  and  of  retailers, — seeing,  too,  that  the 
class  of  supreme  rulers,  or  rulers  for  themselves, 
is  almost  nameless — shall  we  make  a  word  fol 
lowing  the  same  analogy,  and  refer  kings  to  a 
supreme  or  ruling-for-self  science,  leaving  the 
rest  to  receive  a  name  from  some  one  else?  For 
we  are  seeking  the  ruler;  and  our  enquiry  is 
not  concerned  with  him  who  is  not  a  ruler. 

y.  Soc.  Very  good. 

[261]  Str.  Thus  a  very  fair  distinction  has 
been  attained  between  the  man  who  gives  his 
own  commands,  and  him  who  gives  another's. 
And  now  let  us  see  if  the  supreme  power  allows 
of  any  further  division. 

y.  Soc.  By  all  means. 

Str.  I  think  that  it  does;  and  please  to  assist  me 
in  making  the  division. 

y.  Soc.  At  what  point? 

Str.  May  not  all  rulers  be  supposed  to  com 
mand  for  the  sake  of  producing  something? 

y .  Soc.  Certainly. 


Str.  Nor  is  there  any  difficulty  in  dividing 
the  things  produced  into  two  classes. 

y.  Soc.  How  would  you  divide  them? 

Str.  Of  the  whole  class,  some  have  life  and 
some  are  without  life. 

Y.  So*.  True. 

Str.  And  bythehelpof  this  distinction  we  may 
make,  if  we  please,  a  subdivision  of  the  section 
of  knowledge  which  commands. 

y.  Soc.  At  what  point? 

Str.  One  part  may  be  set  over  the  production 
of  lifeless,  the  other  of  living  objects;  and  in  this 
way  the  whole  will  be  divided. 

y .  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  That  division, then,  is  complete;  and  now 
we  may  leave  one  half,  and  take  up  the  other; 
which  may  also  be  divided  into  two. 

y.  Soc.  Which  of  the  two  halves  do  you  men? 

Str.  Of  course  that  which  exercises  command 
about  animals.  For,  surely,  the  royal  science  is 
not  like  that  of  a  master-workman,  a  science 
presiding  over  lifeless  objects; — the  king  has  a 
nobler  function,  which  is  the  management  and 
control  of  living  beings. 

y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  And  the  breeding  and  tending  of  living 
beings  may  be  observed  to  be  sometimes  a  tend 
ing  of  the  individual;  in  other  cases,  a  common 
care  of  creatures  in  flocks? 

y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  But  the  statesman  is  not  a  tender  of  in 
dividuals — not  like  the  driver  or  groom  of  a 
single  ox  or  horse;  he  is  rather  to  be  compared 
with  the  keeper  of  a  drove  of  horses  or  oxen. 

y.  Soc.  Yes,  I  see,  thanks  to  you. 

Str.  Shall  we  call  this  art  of  tending  many 
animals  together,  the  art  of  managing  a  herd, 
or  the  art  of  collective  management? 

Y.  Soc.  No  matter; — whichever  suggests  it 
self  to  us  in  the  course  of  conversation. 

Str.  Very  good,  Socrates;  and,  if  you  contin 
ue  to  be  not  too  particular  about  names,  you 
will  be  all  the  richer  in  wisdom  when  you  are 
an  old  man.  And  now,  as  you  say,  leaving  the 
discussion  of  the  name,  [262] — can  you  see  a 
way  in  which  a  person,  by  showing  the  art  of 
herding  to  be  of  two  kinds,  may  cause  that 
which  is  now  sought  amongst  twice  the  num 
ber  of  things,  to  be  then  sought  amongst  half 
that  number? 

Y.  Soc.  I  will  try; — there  appears  to  me  to  be 
one  management  of  men  and  another  of  beasts. 

Str.  You  have  certainly  divided  them  in  a 
most  straightforward  and  manly  style;  but  you 
have  fallen  into  an  error  which  hereafter  I 
think  that  we  had  better  avoid. 
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Y.  Soc.  What  Is  the  error? 

Str.  I  think  that  we  had  better  not  cut  off  a 
single  small  portion  which  is  not  a  species,  from 
many  larger  portions;  the  part  should  be  a  spe 
cies.  To  separate  off  at  once  the  subject  of  in 
vestigation,  is  a  most  excellent  plan,  if  only  the 
separation  be  rightly  made;  and  you  were  un 
der  the  impression  that  you  were  right,  because 
you  saw  that  you  would  come  to  man;  and  this 
led  you  to  hasten  the  steps.  But  you  should  not 
chip  off  too  small  a  piece,  my  friend;  the  safer 
way  is  to  cut  through  the  middle;  which  is  also 
the  more  likely  way  of  finding  classes.  Atten 
tion  to  this  principle  makes  all  the  difference  in 
a  process  of  enquiry. 

Y.  Soc.  What  do  you  mean.  Stranger? 

Str.  I  will  endeavour  to  speak  more  plainly 
out  of  love  to  your  good  parts,  Socrates;  and, 
although  I  cannot  at  present  entirely  explain 
myself,  I  will  try,  as  we  proceed,  to  make  my 
meaning  a  little  clearer. 

y.  Soc.  What  was  the  error  of  which,  as  you 
say,  we  were  guilty  in  our  recent  division  ? 

Str.  The  error  was  just  as  if  some  one  who 
wanted  to  divide  the  human  race,  were  to  di 
vide  them  after  the  fashion  which  prevails  in 
this  part  of  the  world;  here  they  cut  off  the 
Hellenes  as  one  species,  and  all  the  other  spe 
cies  of  mankind,  which  are  innumerable,  and 
have  no  ties  or  common  language,  they  include 
under  the  single  name  of  "barbarians,"  and  be 
cause  they  have  one  name  they  are  supposed  to 
be  of  one  species  also.  Or  suppose  that  in  divid 
ing  numbers  you  were  to  cut  off  ten  thousand 
from  all  the  rest,  and  make  of  it  one  species, 
comprehending  the  rest  under  another  separate 
name,  you  might  say  that  here  too  was  a  single 
class,  because  you  had  given  it  a  single  name. 
Whereas  you  would  make  a  much  better  and 
more  equal  and  logical  classification  of  num 
bers,  if  you  divided  them  into  odd  and  even;  or 
of  the  human  species,  if  you  divided  them  into 
male  and  female ;  and  only  separated  off  Lydians 
or  Phrygians,  or  any  other  tribe,  and  arrayed 
them  against  the  rest  of  the  world,  when  you 
could  no  longer  make  a  division  into  parts 
which  were  also  classes.  [263] 

Y.  Soc.  Very  true;  but  I  wish  that  this  dis 
tinction  between  a  part  and  a  class  could  still 
be  made  somewhat  plainer. 

Str.  O  Socrates,  best  of  men,  you  are  impos 
ing  upon  me  a  very  difficult  task.  We  have  al 
ready  digressed  further  from  our  original  in 
tention  than  we  ought,  and  you  would  have  us 
wander  still  further  away.  But  we  must  now 
return  to  our  subject;  and  hereafter,  when  there 


is  a  leisure  hour,  we  will  follow  up  the  other 
track;  at  the  same  time,  I  wish  you  to  guard 
against  imagining  that  you  ever  heard  me  de 
clare — 

y.  Soc.  What? 

Str.  That  a  class  and  a  part  are  distinct. 

y.  Soc.  What  did  I  hear,  then? 

Str.  That  a  class  is  necessarily  a  part,  but 
there  is  no  similar  necessity  that  a  part  should 
be  a  class;  that  is  the  view  which  I  should  al 
ways  wish  you  to  attribute  to  me,  Socrates. 

y.  Soc.  So  be  it. 

Str.  There  is  another  thing  which  I  should 
like  to  know. 

y.  Soc.  What  is  it? 

Str.  The  point  at  which  we  digressed;  for,  if 
I  am  not  mistaken,  the  exact  place  was  at  the 
question,  Where  you  would  divide  the  man 
agement  of  herds.  To  this  you  appeared  rather 
too  ready  to  answer  that  there  were  two  species 
of  animals;  man  being  one,  and  all  brutes  mak 
ing  up  the  other. 

y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  I  thought  that  in  taking  away  a  part,  you 
imagined  that  the  remainder  formed  a  class, 
because  you  were  able  to  call  them  by  the  com 
mon  name  of  brutes. 

y,  Soc.  That  again  is  true. 

Str.  Suppose  now,  O  most  courageous  of  dia 
lecticians,  that  some  wise  and  understanding 
creature,  such  as  a  crane  is  reputed  to  be,  were, 
in  imitation  of  you,  to  make  a  similar  division, 
and  set  up  cranes  against  all  other  animals  to 
their  own  special  glorification,  at  the  same  time 
jumbling  together  all  the  others,  including 
man,  under  the  appellation  of  brutes, — here 
would  be  the  sort  of  error  which  we  must  try  to 
avoid. 

y.  Soc.  How  can  we  be  safe? 

Str.  If  we  do  not  divide  the  whole  class  of  ani 
mals,  we  shall  be  less  likely  to  fall  into  that 
error. 

y.  Soc.  We  had  better  not  take  the  whole? 

Str.  Yes,  there  lay  the  source  of  error  in  our 
former  division. 

y.  Soc.  How? 

Str.  You  remember  how  that  part  of  the  art 
of  knowledge  which  was  concerned  with  com 
mand,  had  to  do  with  the  rearing  of  living  crea 
tures, — I  mean,  with  animals  in  herds? 

y.  Soc.  Yes. 

[264]  Str.  In  that  case,  there  was  already  im 
plied  a  division  of  all  animals  into  tame  and 
wild;  those  whose  nature  can  be  tamed  are 
called  tame,  and  those  which  cannot  be  tamed 
are  called  wild. 
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Str.  And  the  political  science  of  which  we  are 
in  search,  is  and  ever  was  concerned  with  tame 
animals,  and  is  also  confined  to  gregarious  ani 
mals. 

Y.  Soc.  Yes. 

Str.  But  then  we  ought  not  to  divide,  as  we 
did,  taking  the  whole  class  at  once.  Neither  let 
us  be  in  too  great  haste  to  arrive  quickly  at  the 
political  science;  for  this  mistake  has  already 
brought  upon  us  the  misfortune  of  which  the 
proverb  speaks. 

Y.  Soc.  What  misfortune? 

&r.The  misfortune  of  too  much  haste,  which 
is  too  little  speed. 

Y.  Soc.  And  all  the  better,  Stranger;  we  got 
what  we  deserved. 

Str.  Very  well:  Let  us  then  begin  again,  and 
endeavour  to  divide  the  collective  rearing  of 
animals;  for  probably  the  completion  of  the  ar 
gument  will  best  show  what  you  are  so  anxious 
to  know.  Tell  me,  then — 

Y.Sor.What? 

Str.  Have  you  ever  heard,  as  you  very  likely 
may — for  I  do  not  suppose  that  you  ever  actu 
ally  visited  them — of  the  preserves  of  fishes  in 
the  Nile,  and  in  the  ponds  of  the  Great  King; 
or  you  may  have  seen  similar  preserves  in  wells 
at  home? 

Y.  Sac.  Yes,  to  be  sure,  I  have  seen  them,  and 
I  have  often  heard  the  others  described. 

Str.  And  you  may  have  heard  also,  and  may 
have  been  assured  by  report,  although  you  have 
not  travelled  in  those  regions,  of  nurseries  of 
geese  and  cranes  in  the  plains  of  Thessaly  ? 

Y.Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  I  asked  you,  because  here  is  a  new  divi 
sion  of  the  management  of  herds,  into  the  man 
agement  of  land  and  of  water  herds. 

Y.Soc.  There  is. 

Str*  And  do  you  agree  that  we  ought  to  di 
vide  the  collective  rearing  of  herds  into  two  cor 
responding  parts,  the  one  the  rearing  of  water, 
and  the  other  the  rearing  of  land  herds? 

Y.  Soc.  Yes. 

Str.  There  is  surely  no  need  to  ask  which  of 
these  two  contains  the  royal  art,  for  it  is  evi 
dent  to  everybody. 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  Any  one  can  divide  the  herds  which  feed 
on  dry  land? 

Y.  Soc.  How  would  you  divide  them? 

Str.  I  should  distinguish  between  those  which 
fly  and  those  which  walk. 

Y.  Soc.  Most  true. 

Str.  And  where  shall  we  look  for  the  politi 


cal  animal?  Might  not  an  idiot,  so  to  speak, 
know  that  he  is  a  pedestrian? 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  The  art  of  managing  the  walking  ani 
mal  has  to  be  further  divided,  just  as  you  might 
halve  an  even  number. 

Y.  Soc.  Clearly. 

[265]  Str.  Let  me  note  that  here  appear  in 
view  two  ways  to  that  part  or  class  which  the 
argument  aims  at  reaching — the  one  is  speedier 
way,  which  cuts  off  a  small  portion  and  leaves 
a  large;  the  other  agrees  better  with  the  princi 
ple  which  we  were  laying  down,  that  as  far  as 
we  can  we  should  divide  in  the  middle;  but  it  is 
longer.  We  can  take  either  of  them,  whichever 
we  please. 

Y.  Soc.  Cannot  we  have  both  ways? 

Str.  Together?  What  a  thing  to  ask!  but,  if 
you  take  them  in  turn,  you  clearly  may. 

Y.  Soc.  Then  I  should  like  to  have  them  in 
turn. 

Str.  There  will  be  no  difficulty,  as  we  are 
near  the  end;  if  we  had  been  at  the  beginning, 
or  in  the  middle,  I  should  have  demurred  to 
your  request;  but  now,  in  accordance  with  your 
desire,  let  us  begin  with  the  longer  way;  while 
we  are  fresh,  we  shall  get  on  better.  And  now 
attend  to  the  division. 

Y.  Soc.  Let  me  hear. 

Str.  The  tame  walking  herding  animals  are 
distributed  by  nature  into  two  classes. 

Y.  Soc.  Upon  what  principle? 

Str.  The  one  grows  horns;  and  the  other  is 
without  horns. 

Y.  Soc.  Clearly. 

Str.  Suppose  that  you  divide  the  science 
which  manages  pedestrian  animals  into  two 
corresponding  parts,  and  define  them;  for  if 
you  try  to  invent  names  for  them,  you  will  find 
the  intricacy  too  great. 

Y.  Soc.  How  must  I  speak  of  them,  then? 

Str.  In  this  way:  let  the  science  of  managing 
pedestrian  animals  be  divided  into  two  parts, 
and  one  part  assigned  to  the  horned  herd,  and 
the  other  to  the  herd  that  has  no  horns. 

Y.  Soc.  All  that  you  say  has  been  abundantly 
proved,  and  may  therefore  be  assumed. 

Str.  The  king  is  clearly  the  shepherd  of  a 
polled  herd,  who  have  no  horns. 

Y.  Soc.  That  is  evident. 

Str.  Shall  we  break  up  this  hornless  herd  into 
sections,  and  endeavour  to  assign  to  him  what 
is  his? 

Y.  Soc.  By  all  means. 

Str.  Shall  we  distinguish  them,  by  their  hav 
ing  or  not  having  cloven  feet,  or  by  their  mix- 
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Ing  or  not  mixing  the  breed?  You  know  what 
I  mean. 

Y.  Soc.  What? 

Str.  I  mean  that  horses  and  asses  naturally 
breed  from  one  another. 

Y.Sor.Yes. 

Sir.  But  the  remainder  of  the  hornless  herd 
of  tame  animals  will  not  mix  the  breed. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

Str.  And  of  which  has  the  Statesman  charge, 
—  of  the  mixed  or  of  the  unmixed  race? 

Y.  Soc.  Clearly  of  the  unmixed. 

Str*  I  suppose  that  we  must  divide  this  again 
as  before. 

Y.  Soc.  We  must. 

[266]  Str.  Every  tame  and  herding  animal 
has  now  been  split  up,  with  the  exception  of 
two  species;  for  I  hardly  think  that  dogs  should 
be  reckoned  among  gregarious  animals. 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly  not;  but  how  shall  we  di 
vide  the  two  remaining  species  ? 

Str.  There  is  a  measure  of  difference  which 
may  be  appropriately  employed  by  you  and 
Theaetetus,  who  are  students  of  geometry. 

Y.Soc.  What  is  that? 

Str.  The  diameter;  and,  again,  the  diameter 
of  a  diameter.1 

Y.  Soc.  What  do  you  mean? 

Str.  How  does  man  walk,  but  as  a  diameter 
whose  power  is  two  feet? 

Y.  Soc.  Just  so. 

Str.  And  the  power  of  the  remaining  kind, 
being  the  power  of  twice  two  feet,  may  be  said 
to  be  the  diameter  of  our  diameter. 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly;  and  now  I  think  that  I 
pretty  nearly  understand  you. 

Str.  In  these  divisions,  Socrates,  I  descry  what 
would  make  another  famous  jest. 


Str.  Human  beings  have  come  out  in  the 
same  class  with  the  freest  and  airiest  of  creation, 
and  have  been  running  a  race  with  them. 

Y.  Soc.  I  remark  that  very  singular  coinci 
dence  i 

Str.  And  would  you  not  expect  the  slowest 
to  arrive  last? 

Y.  Soc.  Indeed  I  should. 

Str.  And  there  is  a  still  more  ridiculous  con 
sequence,  that  the  king  is  found  running  about 
with  the  herd,  and  in  close  competition  with 
the  bird-catcher,  who  of  all  mankind  is  most 
of  an  adept  at  the  airy  life. 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  Then  here,  Socrates,  is  still  clearer  evi 
dence  of  the  truth  of  what  was  said  in  the  en- 


quirv  about  the  Sophist/ 

y' Sew:.  What? 

Str.  That  the  dialectical  method  Is  no  respect 
er  of  persons,  and  does  not  set  the  great  above 
the  small,  but  always  arrives  In  her  own  way  at 
the  truest  result. 

Y.  Soc.  Clearly. 

Str.  And  now,  I  will  not  wait  for  you  to  ask 
me,  but  will  of  my  own  accord  take  you  by  the 
shorter  road  to  the  definition  of  a  king. 

Y.  Soc.  By  all  means. 

Str.  I  say  that  we  should  have  begun  at  first 
by  dividing  land  animals  into  biped  and  quad 
ruped;  and  since  the  winged  herd,  and  that 
alone,  comes  out  in  the  same  class  with  man,  we 
should  divide  bipeds  into  those  which  have 
feathers  and  those  which  have  not,  and  when 
they  have  been  divided,  and  the  art  of  the  man 
agement  of  mankind  Is  brought  to  light,  the 
time  will  have  come  to  produce  our  Statesman 
and  ruler,  and  set  him  like  a  charioteer  In  his 
place,  and  hand  over  to  him  the  reins  of  state, 
for  that  too  Is  a  vocation  which  belongs  to  him. 

[267]  Y.  Soc.  Very  good;  you  have  paid  me 
the  debt — I  mean,  that  you  have  completed 
the  argument,  and  I  suppose  that  you  added 
the  digression  by  way  of  interest.8 

Str.  Then  now,  let  us  go  back  to  the  begin 
ning,  and  join  the  links,  which  together  make 
the  definition  of  the  name  of  the  Statesman's 
art. 

Y.  Soc.  By  all  means. 

Str.  The  science  of  pure  knowledge  had,  as 
we  said  originally,  a  part  which  was  the  science 
of  rule  or  command,  and  from  this  was  derived 
another  part,  which  was  called  command-for- 
self,  on  the  analogy  of  selling-for-self;  an  im 
portant  section  of  this  was  the  management  of 
living  animals,  and  this  again  was  further  lim 
ited  to  the  management  of  them  in  herds,  and 
again  in  herds  of  pedestrian  animals.  The  chief 
division  of  the  latter  was  the  art  of  managing 
pedestrian  animals  which  are  without  horns; 
this  again  has  a  part  which  can  only  be  com 
prehended  under  one  term  by  joining  together 
three  names — shepherding  pure-bred  animals. 
The  only  further  subdivision  Is  the  art  of  man- 
herding — this  has  to  do  with  bipeds,  and  is 
what  we  were  seeking  after,  and  have  now 
found,  being  at  once  the  royal  and  political. 

Y.  Soc.  To  be  sure. 

Str.  And  do  you  think,  Socrates,  that  we 
really  have  done  as  you  say? 

Y.&^.What? 

3  Cf.  Sophist,  227. 

s  Cf.  Republic,  vi.  507. 
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Str.  Do  you  think,  I  mean,  that  we  have  really 
fulfilled  our  Intention? — There  has  been  a  sort 
of  discussion,  and  yet  the  investigation  seems 
to  me  not  to  be  perfectly  worked  out:  this  is 
where  the  enquiry  fails. 

Y.  Soc.  I  do  not  understand. 

Str.  I  will  try  to  make  the  thought,  which  is 
at  this  moment  present  in  my  mind,  clearer  to 
us  both. 

Y.  Soc.  Let  me  hear. 

Sir.  There  were  many  arts  of  shepherding, 
and  one  of  them  was  the  political,  which  had 
the  charge  of  one  particular  herd  ? 

Y.  Soc.  Yes. 

Sir.  And  this  the  argument  defined  to  be  the 
art  of  rearing,  not  horses  or  other  brutes,  but 
the  art  of  rearing  man  collectively? 

Y.  Soc.  True. 

Sir.  Note,  however,  a  difference  which  dis 
tinguishes  the  king  from  all  other  shepherds. 

Y.  Soc.  To  what  do  you  refer? 

Sir.  I  want  to  ask,  whether  any  one  of  the 
other  herdsmen  has  a  rival  who  professes  and 
claims  to  share  with  him  in  the  management 
of  the  herd? 

Y.  Soc.  What  do  you  mean? 

Sir.  I  mean  to  say  that  merchants,  husband 
men,  providers  of  food,  and  also  training- 
masters  and  physicians,  will  all  contend  with 
the  herdsmen  of  humanity,  whom  we  call 
Statesmen,  declaring  that  they  themselves  have 
the  care  of  rearing  or  managing  [268]  mankind, 
and  that  they  rear  not  only  the  common  herd, 
but  also  the  rulers  themselves. 

Y.  Soc.  Are  they  not  right  in  saying  so  ? 

Sir.  Very  likely  they  may  be,  and  we  will 
consider  their  claim.  But  we  are  certain  of  this, 
— that  no  one  will  raise  a  similar  claim  as  against 
the  herdsman,  who  is  allowed  on  all  hands  to 
be  the  sole  and  only  feeder  and  physician  of  his 
herd;  he  is  also  their  matchmaker  and  accou 
cheur;  no  one  else  knows  that  department  of  sci 
ence.  And  he  is  their  merry-maker  and  musi 
cian,  as  far  as  their  nature  is  susceptible  of  such 
influences,  and  no  one  can  console  and  soothe 
his  own  herd  better  than  he  can,  either  with 
the  natural  tones  of  his  voice  or  with  instru 
ments.  And  the  same  may  be  said  of  tenders  of 
animals  in  general. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

Sir.  But  if  this  is  as  you  say,  can  our  argu 
ment  about  the  king  be  true  and  unimpeach 
able?  Were  we  right  in  selecting  him  out  of 
ten  thousand  other  claimants  to  be  the  shep 
herd  and  rearer  of  the  human  flock? 

Y.  Soc.  Surely  not. 


Sir.  Had  we  not  reason  just  now 1  to  appre 
hend,  that  although  we  may  have  described  a 
sort  of  royal  form,  we  have  not  as  yet  accurate 
ly  worked  out  the  true  image  of  the  Statesman? 
and  that  we  cannot  reveal  him  as  he  truly  is  in 
his  own  nature,  until  we  have  disengaged  and 
separated  him  from  those  who  hang  about  him 
and  claim  to  share  in  his  prerogatives? 

Y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

Sir.  And  that,  Socrates,  is  what  we  must  do, 
if  we  do  not  mean  to  bring  disgrace  upon  the 
argument  at  its  close. 

Y.  Soc.  We  must  certainly  avoid  that. 

Sir.  Then  let  us  make  a  new  beginning,  and 
travel  by  a  different  road. 

Y.  Soc.  What  road? 

Sir.  I  think  that  we  may  have  a  little  amuse 
ment;  there  is  a  famous  tale,  of  which  a  good 
portion  may  with  advantage  be  interwoven, 
and  then  we  may  resume  our  series  of  divisions, 
and  proceed  in  the  old  path  until  we  arrive  at 
the  desired  summit.  Shall  we  do  as  I  say? 

Y.  Soc.  By  all  means. 

Sir.  Listen,  then,  to  a  tale  which  a  child 
would  love  to  hear;  and  you  are  not  too  old  for 
childish  amusement. 

Y.  Soc.  Let  me  hear. 

Sir.  There  did  really  happen,  and  will  again 
happen,  like  many  other  events  of  which  an 
cient  tradition  has  preserved  the  record,  the 
portent  which  is  traditionally  said  to  have  oc 
curred  in  the  quarrel  of  Atreus  and  Thyestes. 
You  have  heard,  no  doubt,  and  remember  what 
they  say  happened  at  that  time? 

Y.  Soc.  I  suppose  you  to  mean  the  token  of 
the  birth  of  the  golden  lamb. 

[269]  Sir.  No,  not  that;  but  another  part  of 
the  story,  which  tells  how  the  sun  and  the  stars 
once  rose  in  the  west,  and  set  in  the  east,  and 
that  the  god  reversed  their  motion,  and  gave 
them  that  which  they  now  have  as  a  testimony 
to  the  right  of  Atreus. 

Y.  Soc.  Yes;  there  is  that  legend  also. 

Sir.  Again,  we  have  been  often  told  of  the 
reign  of  Cronos. 

Y.  Soc.  Yes,  very  often. 

Sir.  Did  you  ever  hear  that  the  men  of  former 
times  were  earthbora,  and  not  begotten  of  one 
another? 

Y.  Soc.  Yes,  that  is  another  old  tradition, 

Sir.  All  these  stories,  and  ten  thousand  others 
which  are  still  more  wonderful,  have  a  com 
mon  origin;  many  of  them  have  been  lost  in  the 
lapse  of  ages,  or  are  repeated  only  in  a  discon 
nected  form;  but  the  origin  of  them  is  what  no 
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one  has  told,  and  may  as  well  be  told  now;  for 
the  tale  is  suited  to  throw  light  on  the  nature  of 
the  king. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  good;  and  I  hope  that  you  will 
give  the  whole  story,  and  leave  out  nothing. 

Str.  Listen,  then.  There  is  a  time  when  God 
himself  guides  and  helps  to  roll  the  world  in 
its  course;  and  there  is  a  time,  on  the  comple 
tion  of  a  certain  cycle,  when  he  lets  go,  and  the 
world  being  a  living  creature,  and  having  orig 
inally  received  intelligence  from  its  author  and 
creator,  turns  about  and  by  an  inherent  neces 
sity  revolves  in  the  opposite  direction. 

Y.  Soc.  Why  is  that? 

Str.  Why,  because  only  the  most  divine  things 
of  all  remain  ever  unchanged  and  the  same, 
and  body  is  not  included  in  this  class.  Heaven 
and  the  universe,  as  we  have  termed  them,  al 
though  they  have  been  endowed  by  the  Creator 
with  many  glories,  partake  of  a  bodily  nature, 
and  therefore  cannot  be  entirely  free  from  per 
turbation.  But  their  motion  is,  as  far  as  possi 
ble,  single  and  in  the  same  place,  and  of  the 
same  kind;  and  is  therefore  only  subject  to  a 
reversal,  which  is  the  least  alteration  possible. 
For  the  lord  of  all  moving  things  is  alone  able 
to  move  of  himself;  and  to  think  that  he  moves 
them  at  one  time  in  one  direction  and  at  an 
other  time  in  another  is  blasphemy.  Hence  we 
must  not  say  that  the  world  is  either  self-moved 
always,  or  all  made  to  go  round  by  God  in  two 
opposite  courses;  [270]  or  that  two  Gods,  hav 
ing  opposite  purposes,  make  it  move  round. 
But  as  I  have  already  said  (and  this  is  the  only 
remaining  alternative)  the  world  is  guided  at 
one  time  by  an  external  power  which  is  divine 
and  receives  fresh  life  and  immortality  from 
the  renewing  hand  of  the  Creator,  and  again, 
when  let  go,  moves  spontaneously,  being  set 
free  at  such  a  time  as  to  have,  during  infinite 
cycles  of  years,  a  reverse  movement:  this  is  due 
to  its  perfect  balance,  to  its  vast  size,  and  to  the 
fact  that  it  turns  on  the  smallest  pivot. 

y.  Soc.  Your  account  of  the  world  seems  to 
be  very  reasonable  indeed. 

Str.  Let  us  now  reflect  and  try  to  gather  from 
what  has  been  said  the  nature  of  the  phenome 
non,  which  we  affirmed  to  be  the  cause  of  all 
these  wonders.  It  is  this. 

Y.&wr.What? 

Str.  The  reversal  which  takes  place  from 
time  to  time  of  the  motion  of  the  universe. 

y.  Soc,  How  is  that  the  cause? 

Str .  Of  all  changes  of  the  heavenly  motions, 
we  may  consider  this  to  be  the  greatest  and  most 
complete. 


y.  Soc.  I  should  imagine  so. 

Str.  And  it  may  be  supposed  to  result  in  the 
greatest  changes  to  the  human  beings  who  are 
the  inhabitants  of  the  world  at  the  time. 

y.  Soc.  Such  changes  would  naturally  occur. 

Str.  And  animals,  as  we  know,  survive  with 
difficulty  great  and  serious  changes  of  many 
different  kinds  when  they  come  upon  them  at 
once. 

y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

Str.  Hence  there  necessarily  occurs  a  great 
destruction  of  them,  which  extends  also  to  the 
life  of  man;  few  survivors  of  the  race  are  left, 
and  those  who  remain  become  the  subjects  of 
several  novel  and  remarkable  phenomena,  and 
of  one  in  particular,  which  takes  place  at  the 
time  when  the  transition  is  made  to  the  cycle 
opposite  to  that  in  which  we  are  now  living. 


Str.  The  life  of  all  animals  first  came  to  a 
standstill,  and  the  mortal  nature  ceased  to  be  or 
look  older,  and  was  then  reversed  and  grew 
young  and  delicate;  the  white  locks  of  the  aged 
darkened  again,  and  the  cheeks  of  the  bearded 
man  became  smooth,  and  recovered  their  for 
mer  bloom;  the  bodies  of  youths  in  their  prime 
grew  softer  and  smaller,  continually  by  day 
and  night  returning  and  becoming  assimilated 
to  the  nature  of  a  newly-born  child  in  mind  as 
well  as  body;  in  the  succeeding  stage  they 
wasted  away  and  wholly  disappeared.  And  the 
bodies  of  those  who  died  by  violence  at  that 
time  quickly  passed  through  the  like  changes, 
and  in  a  few  days  were  no  more  seen. 

[271]  y.  Soc.  Then  how,  Stranger,  were  the 
animals  created  in  those  days;  and  in  what  way 
were  they  begotten  of  one  another? 

Str.  It  is  evident,  Socrates,  that  there  was  no 
such  thing  in  the  then  order  of  nature  as  the 
procreation  of  animals  from  one  another;  the 
earth-born  race,  of  which  we  hear  in  story,  was 
the  one  which  existed  in  those  days  —  they  rose 
again  from  the  ground;  and  of  this  tradition, 
which  is  now-a-days  often  unduly  discredited, 
our  ancestors,  who  were  nearest  in  point  of 
time  to  the  end  of  the  last  period  and  came  into 
being  at  the  beginning  of  this,  are  to  us  the 
heralds.  And  mark  how  consistent  the  sequel 
of  the  tale  is;  after  the  return  of  age  to  youth, 
follows  the  return  of  the  dead,  who  are  lying  in 
the  earth,  to  life;  simultaneously  with  the  re 
versal  of  the  world  the  wheel  of  their  genera 
tion  has  been  turned  back,  and  they  are  put  to 
gether  and  rise  and  live  in  the  opposite  order, 
unless  God  has  carried  any  of  them  away  to 
some  other  lot.  According  to  this  tradition  they 
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of  necessity  sprang  from  the  earth  and  have  the 
name  of  earth-born,  and  so  the  above  legend 
clings  to  them. 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly  that  is  quite  consistent  with 
what  has  preceded;  but  tell  me,  was  the  life 
which  you  said  existed  in  the  reign  of  Cronos 
in  that  cycle  of  the  world,  or  in  this?  For  the 
change  in  the  course  of  the  stars  and  the  sun 
must  have  occurred  in  both. 

Str.  I  see  that  you  enter  into  my  meaning; — 
no,  that  blessed  and  spontaneous  life  does  not 
belong  to  the  present  cycle  of  the  world,  but  to 
the  previous  one,  in  which  God  superintended 
the  whole  revolution  of  the  universe;  and  the 
several  parts  of  the  universe  were  distributed 
under  the  rule  of  certain  inferior  deities,  as  is 
the  way  in  some  places  still  There  were  derni- 
gods,  who  were  the  shepherds  of  the  various 
species  and  herds  of  animals,  and  each  one  was 
in  all  respects  sufficient  for  those  of  whom  he 
was  the  shepherd;  neither  was  there  any  vio 
lence,  or  devouring  of  one  another,  or  war  or 
quarrel  among  them;  and  I  might  tell  of  ten 
thousand  other  blessings,  which  belonged  to 
that  dispensation.  The  reason  why  the  life  of 
man  was,  as  tradition  says,  spontaneous,  is  as 
follows:  In  those  days  God  himself  was  their 
shepherd,  and  ruled  over  them,  just  as  man, 
who  is  by  comparison  a  divine  being,  still  rules 
over  the  lower  animals.  Under  him  there  were 
no  forms  of  government  or  separate  possession 
of  women  and  children;  [2jz]  for  all  men  rose 
again  from  the  earth,  having  no  memory  of  the 
past.  And  although,  they  had  nothing  of  this 
sort,  the  earth  gave  them  fruits  in  abundance, 
which  grew  on  trees  and  shrubs  unbidden,  and 
were  not  planted  by  the  hand  of  man.  And  they 
dwelt  naked,  and  mosdy  in  the  open  air,  for  the 
temperature  of  their  seasons  was  mild;  and 
they  had  no  beds,  but  lay  on  soft  couches  of 
grass,  which  grew  plentifully  out  of  the  earth. 
Such  was  the  life  of  man  in  the  days  of  Cronos, 
Socrates;  the  character  of  our  present  life,  which 
is  said  to  be  under  Zeus,  you  know  from  your 
own  experience.  Can  you,  and  will  you,  deter 
mine  which  of  them  you  deem  the  happier? 

Y.  Soc .  Impossible. 

Str.  Then  shall  I  determine  for  you  as  well 
as  I  can? 

Y.  Soc.  By  all  means. 

Str.  Suppose  that  the  nurslings  of  Cronos, 
having  this  boundless  leisure,  and  the  power  of 
holding  intercourse,  not  only  with  men,  but 
with  the  brute  creation,  had  used  all  these  ad 
vantages  with  a  view  to  philosophy,  conversing 
with  the  brutes  as  well  as  with  one  another,  and 


learning  of  every  nature  which  was  gifted  with 
any  special  power,  and  was  able  to  contribute 
some  special  experience  to  the  store  of  wisdom, 
there  would  be  no  difficulty  in  deciding  that 
they  would  be  a  thousand  times  happier  than 
the  men  of  our  own  day.  Or,  again,  if  they  had 
merely  eaten  and  drunk  until  they  were  full, 
and  told  stories  to  one  another  and  to  the  ani 
mals — such  stones  as  are  now  attributed  to  them 
— in  this  case  also,  as  I  should  imagine,  the  an 
swer  would  be  easy.  But  until  some  satisfactory 
witness  can  be  found  of  the  love  of  that  age  for 
knowledge  and  discussion,  we  had  better  let 
the  matter  drop,  and  give  the  reason  why  we 
have  unearthed  this  tale,  and  then  we  shall  be 
able  to  get  on. 

In  the  fulness  of  time,  when  the  change  was 
to  take  place,  and  the  earth-born  race  had  all 
perished,  and  every  soul  had  completed  its 
proper  cycle  of  births  and  been  sown  in  the 
earth  her  appointed  number  of  times,  the  pilot 
of  the  universe  let  the  helm  go,  and  retired  to 
his  place  of  view;  and  then, Fate  and  innate  de 
sire  reversed  the  motion  of  the  world.  Then  al 
so  all  the  inferior  deities  who  share  the  rule  of 
the  supreme  power,  being  informed  of  what 
was  happening,  let  go  the  parts  of  the  world 
which  were  under  their  control.  [273]  And  the 
world  turning  round  with  a  sudden  shock,  be 
ing  impelled  in  an  opposite  direction  from  be 
ginning  to  end,  was  shaken  by  a  mighty  earth 
quake,  which  wrought  a  new  destruction  of  all 
manner  of  animals.  Afterwards,  when  sufficient 
time  had  elapsed,  the  tumult  and  confusion 
and  earthquake  ceased,  and  the  universal  crea 
ture,  once  more  at  peace,  attained  to  a  calm,  and 
settled  down  into  his  own  orderly  and  accus 
tomed  course,  having  the  charge  and  rule  of 
himself  and  of  all  the  creatures  which  are  con 
tained  in  him,  and  executing,  as  far  as  he  re 
membered  them,  the  instructions  of  his  Father 
and  Creator,  more  precisely  at  first,  but  after 
words  with  less  exactness.  The  reason  of  the 
falling  off  was  the  admixture  of  matter  in  Jhim; 
this  was  inherent  in  the  primal  nature,  which 
was  full  of  disorder,  until  attaining  to  the  pres 
ent  order.  From  God,  the  constructor,  the  world 
received  all  that  is  good  in  him,  but  from  a  pre 
vious  state  came  elements  of  evil  and  unright 
eousness,  which,  thence  derived,  first  of  all 
passed  into  the  world,  and  were  then  transmit 
ted  to  the  animals.  While  the  world  was  aided 
by  the  pilot  in  nurturing  the  animals,  the  evil 
was  small,  and  great  the  good  which  he  pro 
duced,  but  after  the  separation,  when  the  world 
was  let  go,  at  first  all  proceeded  well  enough; 
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but,  as  time  went  on,  there  was  more  and  more 
forgetting,  and  the  old  discord  again  held  sway 
and  burst  forth  in  full  glory;  and  at  last  small 
was  the  good,  and  great  was  the  admixture  of 
evil,  and  there  was  a  danger  of  universal  ruin 
to  the  world,  and  to  the  things  contained  in  him. 
Wherefore  God,  the  orderer  of  all,  in  his  tend 
er  care,  seeing  that  the  world  was  in  great 
straits,  and  fearing  that  all  might  be  dissolved 
in  the  storm  and  disappear  in  infinite  chaos, 
again  seated  himself  at  the  helm;  and  bringing 
back  the  elements  which  had  fallen  into  disso 
lution  and  disorder  to  the  motion  which  had 
prevailed  under  his  dispensation,  he  set  them 
in  order  and  restored  them,  and  made  the  world 
imperishable  and  immortal. 

And  this  is  the  whole  tale,  of  which  the  first 
part  will  suffice  to  illustrate  the  nature  of  the 
king.  For  when  the  world  turned  towards  the 
present  cycle  of  generation,  the  age  of  man 
again  stood  still,  and  a  change  opposite  to  the 
previous  one  was  the  result.  The  small  crea 
tures  which  had  almost  disappeared  grew  in 
stature,  and  the  newly-born  children  of  the 
earth  became  grey  and  died  and  sank  into  the 
earth  again.  [274}  All  things  changed,  imitat 
ing  and  following  the  condition  of  the  universe, 
and  of  necessity  agreeing  with  that  in  their 
mode  of  conception  and  generation  and  nur 
ture;  for  no  animal  was  any  longer  allowed  to 
come  into  being  in  the  earth  through  the  agency 
of  other  creative  beings,  but  as  the  world  was 
ordained  to  be  the  lord  of  his  own  progress,  in 
like  manner  the  parts  were  ordained  to  grow 
and  generate  and  give  nourishment,  as  far  as 
they  could,  of  themselves,  impelled  by  a  sim 
ilar  movement.  And  so  we  have  arrived  at  the 
real  end  of  this  -discourse;  for  although  there 
might  be  much  to  tell  of  the  lower  animals,  and 
of  the  condition  out  of  which  they  changed  and 
of  the  causes  of  the  change,  about  men  there  is 
not  much,  and  that  little  is  more  to  the  purpose. 
Deprived  of  the  care  of  God,  who  had  possessed 
and  tended  them,  they  were  left  helpless  and 
defenceless,  and  were  torn  in  pieces  by  the  beasts, 
who  were  naturally  fierce  and  had  now  grown 
wild.  And  in  the  first  ages  they  were  still  with 
out  skill  or  resource;  the  food  which  once  grew 
spontaneously  had  failed,  and  as  yet  they  knew 
not  how  to  procure  it,  because  they  had  never 
felt  the  pressure  of  necessity.  For  all  these  rea 
sons  they  were  in  a  great  strait;  wherefore  also 
the  gifts  spoken  of  in  the  old  tradition  were  im 
parted  to  man  by  the  gods,  together  with  so 
much  teaching  and  education  as  was  indispen 
sable;  fire  was  given  to  them  by  Prometheus,  the 


arts  by  Hephaestus  and  his  fellow-worker, 
Athene,  seeds  and  plants  by  others.  From  these 
is  derived  all  that  has  helped  to  frame  human 
life;  since  the  care  of  the  Gods,  as  I  was  saying, 
had  now  failed  men,  and  they  had  to  order  their 
course  of  life  for  themselves,  and  were  their  own 
masters,  just  like  the  universal  creature  whom 
they  imitate  and  follow,  ever  changing,  as  he 
changes,  and  ever  living  and  growing,  at  one 
time  in  one  manner,  and  at  another  time  in  an 
other.  Enough  of  the  story,  which  may  be  of  use 
in  showing  us  how  greatly  we  erred  in  the  de 
lineation  of  the  king  and  the  statesman  in  our 
previous  discourse. 

Y.  Soc.  What  was  this  great  error  of  which 
you  speak? 

Sir.  There  were  two;  the  first  a  lesser  one, 
the  other  was  an  error  on  a  much  larger  and 
grander  scale. 

Y.  Soc.  What  do  you  mean? 

7*2757  Str.  I  mean  to  say  that  when  we  were 
asked  about  a  king  and  statesman  of  the  pres 
ent  cycle  and  generation,  we  told  of  a  shepherd 
of  a  human  flock  who  belonged  to  the  other 
cycle,  and  of  one  who  was  a  god  when  he  ought 
to  have  been  a  man;  and  this  was  a  great  error. 
Again,  we  declared  him  to  be  the  ruler  of  the 
entire  State,  without  explaining  how:  this  was 
not  the  whole  truth,  nor  very  intelligible;  but 
still  it  was  true,  and  therefore  the  second  error 
was  not  so  great  as  the  first. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  good. 

Str,  Before  we  can  expect  to  have  a  perfect 
description  of  the  statesman  we  must  define  the 
nature  of  his  office. 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  And  the  myth  was  introduced  in  order 
to  show,  not  only  that  all  others  are  rivals  of  the 
true  shepherd  who  is  the  object  of  our  search, 
but  in  order  that  we  might  have  a  clearer  view 
of  him  who  is  alone  worthy  to  receive  this 
appellation,  because  he  alone  of  shepherds 
and  herdsmen,  according  to  the  image  which 
we  have  employed,  has  the  care  of  human 
beings. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

Str.  And  I  cannot  help  thinking,  Socrates, 
that  the  form  of  the  divine  shepherd  is  even 
higher  than  that  of  a  king;  whereas  the  states 
men  who  are  now  on  earth  seem  to  be  much 
more  like  their  subjects  in  character,  and  much 
more  nearly  to  partake  of  their  breeding  and 
education, 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  Still  they  must  be  investigated  all  the 
same,  to  see  whether,  like  the  divine  shepherd, 
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they  are  above  their  subjects  or  on  a  level  with 
them. 

y.  Soc.  Of  course. 

Str.  To  resume: — Do  you  remember  that  we 
spoke  of  a  command-for-self  exercised  over  an 
imals,  not  singly  but  collectively,  which  we 
called  the  art  of  rearing  a  herd? 

y.  Soc.  Yes,  I  remember. 

Str.  There,  somewhere,  lay  our  error;  for  we 
never  included  or  mentioned  the  Statesman; 
and  we  did  not  observe  that  he  had  no  place  in 
our  nomenclature. 

y.  Soc.  How  was  that? 

Str.  All  other  herdsmen  "rear"  their  herds, 
but  this  is  not  a  suitable  term  to  apply  to  the 
Statesman;  we  should  use  a  name  which  is  com 
mon  to  them  all. 

y.  Soc.  True,  if  there  be  such  a  name. 

Str.  Why,  is  not  "care"  of  herds  applicable 
to  all?  For  this  implies  no  feeding,  or  any  spe 
cial  duty;  if  we  say  either  "tending"  the  herds, 
or  "managing"  the  herds,  or  "having  the  care" 
of  them,  the  same  word  will  include  all,  and 
then  we  may  wrap  up  the  Statesman  with  the 
rest,  as  the  argument  seems  to  require. 

[276]  y.  Soc.  Quite  right;  but  how  shall  we 
take  the  next  step  in  the  division? 

Str.  As  before  we  divided  the  art  of  "rearing" 
herds  accordingly  as  they  were  land  or  water 
herds,  winged  and  wingless,  mixing  or  not  mix 
ing  the  breed,  horned  and  hornless,  so  we  may 
divide  by  these  same  differences  the  "tending" 
of  herds,  comprehending  in  our  definition  the 
kingship  of  to-day  and  the  rule  of  Cronos. 

y.  Soc.  That  is  clear;  but  I  still  ask,  what  is 
to  follow. 

Str.  If  the  word  had  been  "managing"  herds, 
instead  of  feeding  or  rearing  them,  no  one 
would  have  argued  that  there  was  no  care  of 
men  in  the  case  of  the  politician,  although  it 
was  justly  contended,  that  there  was  no  human 
art  of  feeding  them  which  was  worthy  of  the 
name,  or  at  least,  if  there  were,  many  a  man 
had  a  prior  and  greater  right  to  share  in  such 
an  art  than  any  king. 

y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  But  no  other  art  or  science  will  have  a 
prior  or  better  right  than  the  royal  science  to 
care  for  human  society  and  to  rule  over  men  in 
general. 

y.  Soc.  Quite  true. 

Str.  In  the  next  place,  Socrates,  we  must  sure 
ly  notice  that  a  great  error  was  committed  at 
the  end  of  our  analysis. 

y.  Soc.  What  was  it? 

jS/r.  Why,  supposing  we  were  ever  so  sure 


that  there  is  such  an  art  as  the  art  of  rearing  ox 
feeding  bipeds,  there  was  no  reason  why  we 
should  call  this  the  royal  or  political  art,  as 
though  there  were  no  more  to  be  said. 

y.  Soc.  Certainly  not. 

Str.  Our  first  duty,  as  we  were  saying,  was  to 
remodel  the  name,  so  as  to  have  the  notion  of 
care  rather  than  of  feeding,  and  then  to  divide, 
for  there  may  be  still  considerable  divisions. 

y.  Soc.  How  can  they  be  made? 

Str.  First,  by  separating  the  divine  shepherd 
from  the  human  guardian  or  manager. 

y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  And  the  art  of  management  which  is  as 
signed  to  man  would  again  have  to  be  subdivid- 
ed. 

y.  Soc.  On  what  principle? 

Str.  On  the  principle  of  voluntary  and  com 
pulsory. 

Y.Soc.Why? 

Str.  Because,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  there  has 
been  an  error  here;  for  our  simplicity  led  us  to 
rank  king  and  tyrant  together,  whereas  they  are 
utterly  distinct,  like  their  modes  of  government. 

y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  Then,  now,  as  I  said,  let  us  make  the  cor 
rection  and  divide  human  care  into  two  parts, 
on  the  principle  of  voluntary  and  compulsory. 

y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  And  if  we  call  the  management  of  vio 
lent  rulers  tyranny,  and  the  voluntary  manage 
ment  of  herds  of  voluntary  bipeds  politics,  may 
we  not  further  assert  that  he  who  has  this  lat 
ter  art  of  management  is  the  true  king  and 
statesman? 

[2jj]  y.  Soc.  I  think,  Stranger,  that  we  have 
now  completed  the  account  of  the  Statesman. 

Str.  Would  that  we  had,  Socrates,  but  I  have 
to  satisfy  myself  as  well  as  you;  and  in  my  judg 
ment  the  figure  of  the  king  is  not  yet  perfected; 
like  statuaries  who,  in  their  too  great  haste,  hav 
ing  overdone  the  several  parts  of  their  work, 
lose  time  in  cutting  them  down,  so  too  we,  part 
ly  out  of  haste,  partly  out  of  a  magnanimous  de 
sire  to  expose  our  former  error,  and  also  because 
we  imagined  that  a  king  required  grand  illus 
trations,  have  taken  up  a  marvellous  lump  of  fa 
ble,  and  have  been  obliged  to  use  more  than  was 
necessary.  This  made  us  discourse  at  large,  and, 
nevertheless,  the  story  never  came  to  an  end. 
And  our  discussion  might  be  compared  to  a  pic 
ture  of  some  living  being  which  had  been  fair 
ly  drawn  in  outline,  but  had  not  yet  attained  the 
life  and  clearness  which  is  given  by  the  blend 
ing  of  colours.  Now  to  intelligent  persons  a  liv.- 
ing  being  had  better  be  delineated  by  language 
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and  discourse  than  by  any  painting  or  work  of 
art:  to  the  duller  sort  by  works  of  art, 

Y.  Soc.  Very  true;  but  what  is  the  imperfec 
tion  which  still  remains?  I  wish  that  you  would 
tell  me. 

Str.  The  higher  Ideas,  my  dear  friend,  can 
hardly  be  set  forth  except  through  the  medium 
of  examples;  every  man  seems  to  know  all 
things  in  a  dreamy  sort  of  way,  and  then  again 
to  wake  up  and  to  know  nothing. 

Y.  Soc.  What  do  you  mean? 

Str.  I  fear  that  I  have  been  unfortunate  in 
raising  a  question  about  our  experience  of 
knowledge. 

Y.&w.Whyso? 

Str.  Why,  because  my  "example"  requires 
the  assistance  of  another  example. 

Y.  Soc.  Proceed;  you  need  not  fear  that  I 
shall  tire. 

Str.  I  will  proceed,  finding,  as  I  do,  such  a 
ready  listener  in  you:  when  children  are  be 
ginning  to  know  their  letters — 

Y.  Soc.  What  are  you  going  to  say? 

Str.  That  they  distinguish  the  several  letters 
well  enough  in  very  short  and  easy  syllables, 
[278]  and  are  able  to  tell  them  correctly. 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  Whereas  in  other  syllables  they  do  not 
recognize  them,  and  think  and  speak  falsely  of 
them. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

Str.  Will  not  the  best  and  easiest  way  of  bring 
ing  them  to  a  knowledge  of  what  they  do  not 
as  yet  know  be — 

Y.S<?r.Bewhat? 

Str.  To  refer  them  first  of  all  to  cases  in 
which  they  judge  correctly  about  the  letters  in 
question,  and  then  to  compare  these  with  the 
cases  hi  which  they  do  not  as  yet  know,  and  to 
show  them  that  the  letters  are  the  same,  and 
have  the  same  character  in  both  combination, 
until  all  cases  in  which  they  are  right  have  been 
placed  side  by  side  with  all  cases  in  which  they 
are  wrong.  In  this  way  they  have  examples,  and 
are  made  to  learn  that  each  letter  in  every  com 
bination  is  always  the  same  and  not  another, 
and  is  always  called  by  the  same  name. 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  Are  not  examples  formed  in  this  man 
ner?  We  take  a  thing  and  compare  it  with  an 
other  distinct  instance  of  the  same  thing,  of 
which  we  have  a  right  conception,  and  out  of 
the  comparison  there  arises  one  true  notion, 
which  includes  both  of  them. 

Y.  Soc.  Exactly. 

Str.  Can  we  wonder,  then,  that  the  soul  has 


the  same  uncertainty  about  the  alphabet  of 
things,  and  sometimes  and  in  some  cases  is 
firmly  fixed  by  the  truth  in  each  particular, 
and  then,  again,  in  other  cases  is  altogether  at 
sea;  having  somehow  or  other  a  correct  notion 
of  combinations;  but  when  the  elements  are 
transferred  into  the  long  and  difficult  language 
(syllables)  of  facts,  is  again  ignorant  of  them? 

Y.  Soc.  There  is  nothing  wonderful  in  that. 

Str.  Could  any  one,  my  friend,  who  began 
with  false  opinion  ever  expect  to  arrive  even  at 
a  small  portion  of  truth  and  to  attain  wisdom? 

Y.  Soc.  Hardly. 

Str.  Then  you  and  I  will  not  be  far  wrong  in 
trying  to  see  the  nature  of  example  in  general 
in  a  small  and  particular  instance;  afterwards 
from  lesser  things  we  intend  to  pass  to  the  roy 
al  class,  which  is  the  highest  form  of  the  same 
nature,  and  endeavour  to  discover  by  rules  of 
art  what  the  management  of  cities  is;  and  then 
the  dream  will  become  a  reality  to  us. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

/279/  S/r.Then,  once  more,  let  us  resume  the 
previous  argument,  and  as  there  were  innumer 
able  rivals  of  the  royal  race  who  claim  to  have 
the  care  of  states,  let  us  part  them  all  off,  and 
leave  him  alone;  and,  as  I  was  saying,  a  model 
or  example  of  this  process  has  first  to  be  framed. 

Y.  Soc.  Exactly. 

Str.  What  model  is  there  which  is  small,  and 
yet  has  any  analogy  with  the  political  occupa 
tion?  Suppose,  Socrates,  that  if  we  have  no  oth 
er  example  at  hand,  we  choose  weaving,  or,  more 
precisely,  weaving  of  wool — this  will  be  quite 
enough,  without  taking  the  whole  of  weaving, 
to  illustrate  our  meaning? 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  Why  should  we  not  apply  to  weaving  the 
same  processes  of  division  and  subdivision 
which  we  have  already  applied  to  other  classes; 
going  once  more  as  rapidly  as  we  can  through 
all  the  steps  until  we  come  to  that  which  is 
needed  for  our  purpose? 

Y.  Soc.  How  do  you  mean? 

Str.  I  shall  reply  by  actually  performing  the 
process. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  good. 

Str.  All  things  which  we  make  or  acquire  are 
either  creative  or  preventive;  of  the  preventive 
class  are  antidotes,  divine  and  human,  and  al 
so  defences;  and  defences  are  either  military 
weapons  or  protections;  and  protections  are 
veils,  and  also  shields  against  heat  and  cold, 
and  shields  against  heat  and  cold  are  shelters 
and  coverings;  and  coverings  are  blankets  and 
garments;  and  garments  are  some  of  them  in 
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one  piece,  and  others  of  them  are  made  in  sev 
eral  parts;  and  of  these  latter  some  are  stitched, 
others  are  fastened  and  not  stitched;  and  of  the 
not  stitched,  some  are  made  of  the  sinews  of 
plants,,  and  some  of  hair;  and  of  these,  again, 
some  are  cemented  with,  water  and  earth,  and 
others  are  fastened  together  by  themselves. 
And  these  last  defences  and  coverings  which 
are  fastened  together  by  themselves  are  called 
clothes,  and  the  art  which  superintends  them 
we  may  call,  from  the  nature  of  the  operation, 
[280]  the  art  of  clothing,  just  as  before  the  art 
of  the  Statesman  was  derived  from  the  State; 
and  may  we  not  say  that  the  art  of  weaving,  at 
least  that  largest  portion  of  it  which  was  con 
cerned  with  the  making  cf  clothes,1  differs  only 
in  name  from  this  art  of  clothing,  in  the  same 
way  that,  in  the  previous  case,  the  royal  science 
differed  from  the  political? 

Y.  Soc.  Most  true. 

Str.  In  the  next  place,  let  us  make  the  reflec 
tion,  that  the  art  of  weaving  clothes,  which  an 
incompetent  person  might  fancy  to  have  been 
sufficiently  described,  has  been  separated  off 
from  several  others  which  are  of  the  same  fam 
ily,  but  not  from  the  co-operative  arts. 

Y.  Soc.  And  which  are  the  kindred  aits? 

Str.  I  see  that  I  have  not  taken  you  with  me. 
So  I  think  that  we  had  better  go  backwards, 
starting  from  the  end.  We  just  now  parted  off 
from  the  weaving  of  clothes,  the  making  of 
blankets,  which  differ  from  each  other  in  that 
one  is  put  under  and  the  other  is  put  around ! 
and  these  are  what  I  termed  kindred  arts. 

Y.  Soc.  I  understand. 

Str.  And  we  have  subtracted  the  manufac 
ture  of  all  articles  made  of  flax  and  cords,  and 
all  that  we  just  now  metaphorically  termed  the 
sinews  of  plants,  and  we  have  also  separated  off 
the  process  of  felting  and  the  putting  together 
of  materials  by  stitching  and  sewing,  of  which 
the  most  important  part  is  the  cobbler's  art. 

Y.  Soc.  Precisely. 

Str.  Then  we  separated  off  the  currier's  art, 
which  prepared  coverings  in  entire  pieces,  and 
the  art  of  sheltering,  and  subtracted  the  various 
arts  of  making  water-tight  which  are  employed 
in  building,  and  in  general  in  carpentering,  and 
in  other  crafts,  and  all  such  arts  as  furnish  im 
pediments  to  thieving  and  acts  of  violence,  and 
are  concerned  with  making  the  lids  of  boxes 
and  the  fixing  of  doors,  being  divisions  of  the 
art  of  joining;  and  we  also  cut  off  the  manufac 
ture  of  arms,  which  is  a  section  of  the  great  and 
inanifold  art  of  making  defences;  and  we  orig- 
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inally  began  by  parting  off  the  whole  of  the 
magic  art  which  is  concerned  with  antidotes, 
and  have  left,  as  would  appear,  the  very  art  of 
which  we  were  in  search,  the  art  of  protection 
against  winter  cold,  which  fabricates  woollen 
defences,  and  has  the  name  of  weaving. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

[281]  Str.  Yes,  my  boy,  but  that  is  not  all; 
for  the  first  process  to  which  the  material  is  sub 
jected  is  the  opposite  of  weaving. 

Y.  Sor.  How  so? 

Str.  Weaving  is  a  sort  of  uniting? 

Y.  Soc.  Yes. 

Str.  But  the  first  process  is  a  separation  of  the 
clotted  and  matted  fibres? 

Y,  Soc.  What  do  you  mean? 

Str.  I  mean  the  work  of  the  carder's  art;  for 
we  cannot  say  that  carding  is  weaving,  or  that 
the  carder  is  a  weaver. 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly  not, 

Str.  Again,  if  a  person  were  to  say  that  the 
art  of  making  the  warp  and  the  woof  was  the 
art  of  weaving,  he  would  say  what  was  para 
doxical  and  false. 

Y.  Soc.  To  be  sure. 

Str.  Shall  we  say  that  the  whole  art  of  the 
fuller  or  of  the  mender  has  nothing  to  do  with 
the  care  and  treatment  of  clothes,  or  are  we  to 
regard  all  these  as  arts  of  weaving? 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly  not. 

Str.  And  yet  surely  all  these  arts  will  main 
tain  that  they  are  concerned  with  the  treatment 
and  production  of  clothes;  they  will  dispute  the 
exclusive  prerogative  of  weaving,  and  though 
assigning  a  larger  sphere  to  that,  will  still  re 
serve  a  considerable  field  for  themselves. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

Str.  Besides  these,  there  are  the  arts  which 
make  tools  and  instruments  of  weaving,  and 
which  will  claim  at  least  to  be  co-operative 
causes  in  every  work  of  the  weaver. 

Y.  Soc.  Most  true. 

Str.  Well,  then,  suppose  that  we  define  weav 
ing,  or  rather  that  part  of  it  which  has  been  se 
lected  by  us,  to  be  the  greatest  and  noblest  of 
arts  which  are  concerned  with  woollen  gar 
ments — shall  we  be  right?  Is  not  the  definition, 
although  true,  wanting  in  clearness  and  com 
pleteness;  for  do  not  all  those  other  arts  require 
to  be  first  cleared  away? 

Y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  Then  the  next  thing  will  be  to  separate 
tncm,  in  order  that  the  argument  may  proceed 
in  a  regular  manner? 

Y.  Soc.  By  all  means. 

Str.  Let  us  consider,  in  the  first  place,  that 
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there  are  two  kinds  of  arts  entering  into  every 
thing  which  we  do. 

Y.Soc.  What  are  they? 

Str.  The  one  kind  is  the  conditional  or  co 
operative,  the  other  the  principal  cause. 

Y.  Soc.  What  do  you  mean  ? 

Sir,  The  arts  which  do  not  manufacture  the 
actual  thing,  but  which  furnish  the  necessary 
tools  for  the  manufacture,  without  which  the 
several  arts  could  not  fulfil  their  appointed 
work,  are  co-operative;  but  those  which  make 
the  things  themselves  are  causal. 

Y.  Soc.  A  very  reasonable  distinction. 

Str.  Thus  the  arts  which  make  spindles, 
combs,  and  other  instruments  of  the  production 
of  clothes,  may  be  called  co-operative,  and  those 
which  treat  and  fabricate  the  things  themselves, 
causal. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

[282]  S/r.The  arts  of  washing  and  mending, 
and  the  other  preparatory  arts  which  belong  to 
the  causal  class,  and  form  a  division  of  the 
great  art  of  adornment,  may  be  all  compre 
hended  under  what  we  call  the  fuller's  art. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  good. 

Str.  Carding  and  spinning  threads  and  all 
the  parts  of  the  process  which  are  concerned 
with  the  actual  manufacture  of  a  woollen  gar 
ment  form  a  single  art,  which  is  one  of  those 
universally  acknowledged — the  art  of  working 
in  wool. 

Y.  Soc.  To  be  sure. 

Str.  Of  working  in  wool,  again,  there  are  two 
divisions,  and  both  these  are  parts  of  two  arts 
at  once. 

Y.  Soc.  How  is  that? 

Str.  Carding  and  one  half  of  the  use  of  the 
comb,  and  the  other  processes  of  wool- working 
which  separate  the  composite,  may  be  classed 
together  as  belonging  both  to  the  art  of  wool- 
working,  and  also  to  one  of  the  two  great  arts 
which  are  of  universal  application — the  art  of 
composition  and  the  art  of  division. 

Y.&KT.Yes. 

Str.  To  the  latter  belong  carding  and  the  oth 
er  processes  of  which  I  was  just  now  speaking; 
the  art  of  discernment  or  division  in  wool  and 
yarn,  which  is  effected  in  one  manner  with  the 
comb  and  in  another  with  the  hands,  is  vari 
ously  described  under  all  the  names  which  I 
just  now  mentioned. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

Str.  Again,  let  us  take  some  process  of  wool- 
working  which  is  also  a  portion  of  the  art  of 
composition,  and,  dismissing  the  elements  of 
division  which  we  found  there,  make  two 


halves,  one  on  the  principle  of  composition,  and 
the  other  on  the  principle  of  division. 

Y.  Soc.  Let  that  be  done. 

Str.  And  once  more,  Socrates,  we  must  divide 
the  part  which  belongs  at  once  both  to  wool- 
working  and  composition,  if  we  are  ever  to  dis 
cover  satisfactorily  the  aforesaid  art  of  weaving. 

Y.  Soc.  We  must. 

Str.  Yes,  certainly,  and  let  us  call  one  part  of 
the  art  the  art  of  twisting  threads,  the  other 
the  art  of  combining  them. 

Y.  Soc.  Do  I  understand  you,  in  speaking  of 
twisting,  to  be  referring  to  manufacture  of  the 
warp? 

Str.  Yes,  and  of  the  woof  too;  how,  if  not  by 
twisting,  is  the  woof  made? 

Y.  Soc.  There  is  no  other  way. 

Str.  Then  suppose  that  you  define  the  warp 
and  the  woof,  for  I  think  that  the  definition 
will  be  of  use  to  you. 

Y.  Soc.  Kow  shall  I  define  them? 

Str.  As  thus:  A  piece  of  carded  wool  which 
is  drawn  out  lengthwise  and  breadthwise  is 
said  to  be  pulled  out. 

Y.  Soc.  Yes. 

Str.  And  the  wool  thus  prepared,  when 
twisted  by  the  spindle,  and  made  into  a  firm 
thread,  is  called  the  warp,  and  the  art  which 
regulates  these  operations  the  art  of  spinning 
the  warp. 

Y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  And  the  threads  which  are  more  loosely 
spun,  having  a  softness  proportioned  to  the  in- 
tertexture  of  the  warp  and  to  the  degree  of 
force  used  in  dressing  the  cloth — the  threads 
which  are  thus  spun  are  called  the  woof,  [283] 
and  the  art  which  is  set  over  them  maybe  called 
the  art  of  spinning  the  woof. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

Str.  And,  now,  there  can  be  no  mistake  about 
the  nature  of  the  part  of  weaving  which  we 
have  undertaken  to  define.  For  when  that  part 
of  the  art  of  composition  which  is  employed  in 
the  working  of  wool  forms  a  web  by  the  reg 
ular  inter  texture,  of  warp  and  woof,  the  entire 
woven  substance  is  called  by  us  a  woollen  gar 
ment,  and  the  art  which  presides,  over  this  is 
the  art  of  weaving. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

Str.  But  why  did  we  not  say  at  once  that 
weaving  is  the  art  of  entwining  warp  and  woof, 
instead  of  making  a  long  and  useless  circuit? 

Y.  Soc.  I  thought,  Stranger,  that  there  was 
nothing  useless  in  what  was  said. 

Str.  Very  likely,  but  you  may  not  always  think 
so,  my  sweet  friend;  and  in  case  any  feeling  of 
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dissatisfaction  should  hereafter  arise  in  your 
mind,  as  it  very  well  may,  let  me  lay  down  a 
principle  which  will  apply  to  arguments  in  gen 
era!. 

Y.  Soc.  Proceed. 

Str.  Let  us  begin  by  considering  the  whole 
nature  of  excess  and  defect,  and  then  we  shall 
have  a  rational  ground  on  which  we  may  praise 
or  blame  too  much  length  or  too  much  short 
ness  in  discussions  of  this  kind. 

Y.  Soc.  Let  us  do  so. 

Str.  The  points  on  which  I  think  that  we 
ought  to  dwell  are  the  following: — 

Y.Sor.What? 

Str.  Length  and  shortness,  excess  and  defect; 
with  all  of  these  the  art  of  measurement  is  con 
versant. 

Y.Sor.Yes, 

Str.  And  the  art  of  measurement  has  to  be 
divided  into  two  parts,  with  a  view  to  our  pres 
ent  purpose. 

Y.  Soc.  Where  would  you  make  the  division? 

Str.  As  thus:  I  would  make  two  parts,  one 
having  regard  to  the  relativity  of  greatness  and 
smallness  to  each  other;  and  there  is  another, 
without  which  the  existence  of  production 
would  be  impossible. 

Y.  Soc.  What  do  you  mean? 

Str.  Do  you  not  think  that  it  is  only  natural 
for  the  greater  to  be  called  greater  with  refer 
ence  to  the  less  alone,  and  the  less  less  with  ref 
erence  to  the  greater  alone? 

Y.  Soc.  Yes. 

Str.  Well,  but  is  there  not  also  something  ex 
ceeding  and  exceeded  by  the  principle  of  the 
mean,  both  in  speech  and  action,  and  is  not  this 
a  reality,  and  the  chief  mark  of  difference  be 
tween  good  and  bad  men? 

Y.Soc.  Plainly. 

Str.  Then  we  must  suppose  that  the  great 
and  small  exist  and  are  discerned  in  both  these 
ways,  and  not,  as  we  were  saying  before,  only 
relatively  to  one  another,  but  there  must  also  be 
another  comparison  of  them  with  the  mean  or 
ideal  standard;  would  you  like  to  hear  the  rea 
son  why  ? 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

[284]  Str.  If  we  assume  the  greater  to  exist 
only  in  relation  to  the  less,  there  will  never  be 
any  comparison  of  either  with  the  mean. 

Y.  Soc.  True, 

Str.  And  would  not  this  doctrine  be  the  ruin 
of  all  the  arts  and  their  creations;  would  not 
the  art  of  the  Statesman  and  the  aforesaid  art 
of  weaving  disappear?  For  all  these  arts  are  on 
the  watch  against  excess  and  defect,  not  as  un 


realities,  but  as  real  evils,  which  occasion  a  dif 
ficulty  in  action;  and  the  excellence  of  beauty 
of  every  work  of  art  is  due  to  this  observance 
of  measure. 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  But  if  the  science  of  the  Statesman  dis 
appears,  the  search  for  the  royal  science  will  be 
impossible. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

Str.  Well,  then,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Sophist 
we  extorted  the  inference  that  not-being  had 
an  existence,  because  here  was  the  point  at 
which  the  argument  eluded  our  grasp,  so  in 
this  we  must  endeavour  to  show  that  the  greater 
and  less  are  not  only  to  be  measured  with  one 
another,  but  also  have  to  do  with  the  produc 
tion  of  the  mean;  for  if  this  is  not  admitted, 
neither  a  statesman  nor  any  other  man  of  ac 
tion  can  be  an  undisputed  master  of  his  science. 

Y.  Soc.  Yes,  we  must  certainly  do  again  what 
we  did  then. 

Str.  But  this,  Socrates,  is  a  greater  work  than 
the  other,  of  which  we  only  too  well  remember 
the  length.  I  think,  however,  that  we  may  f air 
ly  assume  something  of  this  sort — 

Y.  Soc.  What? 

Str.  That  we  shall  some  day  require  this  no 
tion  of  a  mean  with  a  view  to  the  demonstra 
tion  of  absolute  truth;  meanwhile,  the  argu 
ment  that  the  very  existence  of  the  arts  must  be 
held  to  depend  on  the  possibility  of  measuring 
more  or  less,  not  only  with  one  another,  but  also 
with  a  view  to  the  attainment  of  the  mean,  seems 
to  afford  a  grand  support  and  satisfactory  proof 
of  the  doctrine  which  we  are  maintaining;  for 
if  there  are  arts,  there  is  a  standard  of  measure, 
and  if  there  is  a  standard  of  measure,  there  are 
arts;  but  if  either  is  wanting,  there  is  neither. 

Y.  Soc.  True;  and  what  is  the  next  step? 

Str.  The  next  step  clearly  is  to  divide  the  art 
of  measurement  into  two  parts,  as  we  have  said 
already,  and  to  place  in  the  one  part  all  the  arts 
which  measure  number,  length,  depth,  breadth, 
swiftness  with  their  opposites;  and  to  have  an 
other  part  in  which  they  are  measured  with  the 
mean,  and  the  fit,  and  the  opportune,  and  the 
due,  and  with  all  those  words,  in  short,  which 
denote  a  mean  or  standard  removed  from  the 
extremes. 

Y.  Soc.  Here  are  two  vast  divisions,  embrac 
ing  two  very  different  spheres, 

[285]  Str.  There  are  many  accomplished 
men,  Socrates,  who  say,  believing  themselves 
to  speak  wisely,  that  the  art  of  measurement  is 
universal,  and  has  to  do  with  all  things.  And 
this  means  what  we  are  now  saying;  for  all 
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things  which  come  within  the  province  of  art 
do  certainly  in  some  sense  partake  of  measure. 
But  these  persons,  because  they  are  not  accus 
tomed  to  distinguish  classes  according  to  real 
forms,  jumble  together  two  widely  different 
things,  relation  to  one  another,  and  to  a  stand 
ard,  under  the  idea  that  they  are  the  same,  and 
also  fall  into  the  converse  error  of  dividing  oth 
er  things  not  according  to  their  real  parts. 
Whereas  the  right  way  is,  if  a  man  has  first 
seen  the  unity  of  things,  to  go  on  with  the  en 
quiry  and  not  desist  until  he  has  found  all  the 
differences  contained  in  it  which  form  distinct 
classes;  nor  again  should  he  be  able  to  rest  con 
tented  with  the  manifold  diversities  which  are 
seen  in  a  multitude  of  things  until  he  has  com 
prehended  all  of  them  that  have  any  affinity 
within  the  bounds  of  one  similarity  and  em 
braced  them  within  the  reality  of  a  single  kind. 
But  we  have  said  enough  on  this  head,  and  also 
of  excess  and  defect;  we  have  only  to  bear  in 
mind  that  two  divisions  of  the  art  of  measure 
ment  have  been  discovered  which  are  concerned 
with  them,  and  not  forget  what  they  are. 
Y.  Soc.  We  will  not  forget. 
Str.  And  now  that  this  discussion  is  com 
pleted,  let  us  go  on  to  consider  another  ques 
tion,  which  concerns  not  this  argument  only 
but  the  conduct  of  such  arguments  in  general. 
Y.  Soc.  What  is  this  new  question  ? 
Str.  Take  the  case  of  a  child  who  is  engaged 
in  learning  his  letters:  when  he  is  asked  what 
letters  make  up  a  word,  should  we  say  that  the 
question  is  intended  to  improve  his  grammati 
cal  knowledge  of  that  particular  word,  or  of 
all  words? 

Y.  Soc.  Clearly,  in  order  that  he  may  have  a 
better  knowledge  of  all  words. 

Str.  And  is  our  enquiry  about  the  Statesman 
intended  only  to  improve  our  knowledge  of 
politics,  or  our  power  of  reasoning  generally? 

Y.  Soc.  Clearly,  as  in  the  former  example,  the 
purpose  is  general. 

Str.  Still  less  would  any  rational  man  seek  to 
analyse  the  notion  of  weaving  for  its  own  sake. 
But  people  seem  to  forget  that  some  things 
have  sensible  images,  which  are  readily  known, 
and  can  be  easily  pointed  out  when  any  one  de 
sires  to  answer  an  enquirer  without  any  trouble 
or  argument;  [286]  whereas  the  greatest  and 
highest  truths  have  no  outward  image  of  them 
selves  visible  to  man,  which  he  who  wishes  to 
satisfy  the  soul  of  the  enquirer  can  adapt  to  the 
eye  of  sense,1  and  therefore  we  ought  to  train 
ourselves  to  give  and  accept  a  rational  account 
1  Cf.  Phaedrus,  250. 


of  them;  for  immaterial  things,  which  are  the 
noblest  and  greatest,  are  shown  only  in  thought 
and  idea,  and  in  no  other  way,  and  all  that  we 
are  now  saying  is  said  for  the  sake  of  them. 
Moreover,  there  is  always  less  difficulty  in  fix 
ing  the  mind  on  small  matters  than  on  great. 
Y.  Soc.  Very  good. 

Str.  Let  us  call  to  mind  the  bearing  of  all  this. 
Y.  So*.  What  is  it? 

Str.  I  wanted  to  get  rid  o£  any  impression  of 
tediousness  which  we  may  have  experienced  in 
the  discussion  about  weaving,  and  the  reversal 
of  the  universe,  and  in  the  discussion  concern 
ing  the  Sophist  and  the  being  of  not-being.  I 
know  that  they  were  felt  to  be  too  long,  and  I 
reproached  myself  with  this,  fearing  that  they 
might  be  not  only  tedious  but  irrelevant;  and 
all  that  I  have  now  said  is  only  designed  to  pre 
vent  the  recurrence  of  any  such  disagreeables 
for  the  future. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  good.  Will  you  proceed? 
Str.  Then  I  would  like  to  observe  that  you 
and  I,  remembering  what  has  been  said,  should 
praise  or  blame  the  length  or  shortness  of  dis 
cussions,  not  by  comparing  them  with  one  an 
other,  but  with  what  is  fitting,  having  regard  to 
the  part  of  measurement,  which,  as  we  said, 
was  to  be  borne  in  mind. 
Y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

Str.  And  yet,  not  everything  is  to  be  judged 
even  with  a  view  to  what  is  fitting;  for  we 
should  only  want  such  a  length  as  is  suited  to 
give  pleasure,  if  at  all,  as  a  secondary  matter; 
and  reason  tells  us,  that  we  should  be  contented 
to  make  the  ease  or  rapidity  of  an  enquiry,  not 
our  first,  but  our  second  object;  the  first  and 
highest  of  all  being  to  assert  the  great  method 
of  division  according  to  species — whether  the 
discourse  be  shorter  or  longer  is  not  to  the  point. 
No  offence  should  be  taken  at  length,  but  the 
longer  and  shorter  are  to  be  employed  indif 
ferently,  according  as  either  of  them  is  better 
calculated  to  sharpen  the  wits  of  the  auditors. 
Reason  would  also  say  to  him  who  censures  the 
length  of  discourses  on  such  occasions  and  can 
not  away  with  their  circumlocution,  that  he 
should  not  be  in  such  a  hurry  to  have  done  with 
them,  when  he  can  only  complain  that  they  are 
tedious,  [287]  but  he  should  prove  that  if  they 
had  been  shorter  they  would  have  made  those 
who  took  part  in  them  better  dialecticians,  and 
more  capable  of  expressing  the  truth  of  things; 
about  any  other  praise  and  blame,  he  need  not 
trouble  himself — he  should  pretend  not  to  hear 
them.  But  we  have  had  enough  of  this,  as  you 
will  probably  agree  with  me  in  thinking.  Let 
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us  return  to  our  Statesman,  and  apply  to  his 
case  the  aforesaid  example  of  weaving. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  good;  —  let  us  do  as  you  say. 

Str.  The  art  of  the  king  has  been  separated 
from  the  similar  arts  of  shepherds,  and,  indeed, 
from  ail  those  which  have  to  do  with  herds  at 
all.  There  still  remain,  however,  of  the  causal 
and  co-operative  arts  those  which  are  immedi 
ately  concerned  with  States,  and  which  must 
first  be  distinguished  from  one  another. 

y.  Soc.  Very  good. 

Str.  You  know  that  these  arts  cannot  easily 
be  divided  into  two  halves;  the  reason  will  be 
very  evident  as  we  proceed. 

y  .  Soc.  Then  we  had  better  do  so. 

Str,  We  must  carve  them  like  a  victim  into 
members  or  limbs,  since  we  cannot  bisect  them.1 
For  we  certainly  should  divide  everything  into 
as  few  parts  as  possible. 

y.  Soc.  What  is  to  be  done  in  this  case? 

Str.  What  we  did  in  the  example  of  weaving 
—  all  those  arts  which  furnish  the  tools  were  re 
garded  by  us  as  co-operative. 


Str.  So  now,  and  with  still  more  reason,  all 
arts  which  make  any  implement  in  a  State, 
whether  great  or  small,  may  be  regarded  by  us 
as  co-operative,  for  without  them  neither  State 
nor  Statesmanship  would  be  possible;  and  yet 
we  are  not  inclined  to  say  that  any  of  them  is  a 
product  of  the  kingly  art. 

y,  Soc.  No,  indeed. 

Str.  The  task  of  separating  this  class  from 
others  is  not  an  easy  one;  for  there  is  plausibil 
ity  in  saying  that  anything  in  the  world  is  the 
instrument  of  doing  something.  But  there  is 
another  class  of  possessions  in  a  city,  of  which 
I  have  a  word  to  say. 

y.  Soc.  What  class  do  you  mean? 

Str.  A  class  which  may  be  described  as  not 
having  this  power;  that  is  to  say,  not  like  an 
instrument,  framed  for  production,  but  de 
signed  for  the  preservation  of  that  which  is  pro 
duced. 

y.  Soc.  To  what  do  you  refer? 

Str.  To  the  class  of  vessels,  as  they  are  com 
prehensively  termed,  which  are  constructed  for 
the  preservation  of  things  moist  and  dry,  of 
things  prepared  in  the  fire  or  out  of  the  fire; 
[288]  this  is  a  very  large  class,  and  has,  if  I  am 
not  mistaken,  literally  nothing  to  do  with  the 
royal  art  of  which  we  are  in  search. 

y.  Soc.  Certainly  not. 

Str.  There  is  also  a  third  class  of  possessions 
to  be  noted,  different  from  these  aiid  very  ex- 


tensive,  moving  or  resting  on  land  or  water, 
honourable  and  also  dishonourable.  The  whole 
of  this  class  has  one  name,  because  it  is  intended 
to  be  sat  upon,  being  always  a  seat  for  some 
thing. 


Sir.  A  vehicle,  which  is  certainly  not  the  work 
of  the  Statesman,  but  of  the  carpenter,  potter, 
and  coppersmith. 

y.  Soc.  I  understand. 

Str.  And  is  there  not  a  fourth  class  which  is 
again  different,  and  in  which  most  of  the  things 
formerly  mentioned  are  contained  —  every  kind 
of  dress,  most  sorts  of  arms,  walls  and  enclo 
sures,  whether  of  earth  or  stone,  and  ten  thou 
sand  other  things?  all  of  which  being  made  for 
the  sake  of  defence,  may  be  truly  called  de 
fences,  and  are  for  the  most  part  to  be  regarded 
as  the  work  of  the  builder  or  of  the  weaver, 
rather  than  of  the  Statesman. 

y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  Shall  we  add  a  fifth  class,  of  ornamenta 
tion  and  drawing,  and  of  the  imitations  pro 
duced  by  drawing  and  music,  which  are  de 
signed  for  amusement  only,  and  may  be  fairly 
comprehended  under  one  name? 


Str.  Plaything  is  the  name. 

y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  That  one  name  may  be  fitly  predicated 
of  all  of  them,  for  none  of  these  things  have  a 
serious  purpose  —  amusement  is  their  sole  aim. 

y.  Soc.  That  again  I  understand. 

Str.  Then  there  is  a  class  which  provides  ma 
terials  for  all  these,  out  of  which  and  in  which 
the  arts  already  mentioned  fabricate  their 
works;  —  this  manifold  class,  I  say,  which  is 
the  creation  and  offspring  of  many  other  arts, 
may  I  not  rank  sixth? 

y.  Soc.  What  do  you  mean? 

Str.  I  am  referring  to  gold,  silver,  and  other 
metals,  and  all  that  wood-cutting  and  shearing 
of  every  sort  provides  for  the  art  of  carpentry 
and  plaiting;  and  there  is  the  process  of  bark 
ing  and  stripping  the  cuticle  of  plants,  and  the 
currier's  art,  which  strips  off  the  skins  of  ani 
mals,  and  other  similar  arts  which  manufacture 
corks  and  papyri  and  cords,  and  provide  for 
the  manufacture  of  composite  species  out  of 
simple  kinds  —  the  whole  class  may  be  termed 
the  primitive  and  simple  possession  of  man, 
and  with  this  the  kingly  science  has  no  concern 
at  all. 

y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  The  provision  of  food  and  of  all  other 
things  which  mingle  their  particles  with  the 
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particles  of  the  human  body,  and  minister  to 
the  body,  [289]  will  form  a  seventh  class,  which 
may  be  called  by  the  general  term  of  nourish 
ment,  unless  you  have  any  better  name  to  offer. 
This,  however,  appertains  rather  to  the  hus 
bandman,  huntsman,  trainer,  doctor,  cook,  and 
is  not  to  be  assigned  to  the  Statesman's  art, 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly  not. 

Str.  These  seven  classes  include  nearly  every 
description  of  property,  with  the  exception  of 
tame  animals.  Consider; — there  was  the  orig 
inal  material,  which  ought  to  have  been  placed 
first;  next  come  instruments,  vessels,  vehicles, 
defences,  playthings,  nourishment;  small  things, 
which  may  be  included  under  one  of  these — as 
for  example,  coins,  seals  and  stamps,  are  omit 
ted,  for  they  have  not  in  them  the  character  of 
any  larger  kind  which  includes  them;  but  some 
of  them  may,  with  a  little  forcing,  be  placed 
among  ornaments,  and  others  may  be  made  to 
harmonize  with  the  class  of  implements.  The 
art  of  herding,  which  has  been  already  divided 
into  parts,  will  include  all  property  in  tame  ani 
mals,  except  slaves. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

Str.  The  class  of  slaves  and  ministers  only  re 
mains,  and  I  suspect  that  in  this  the  real  aspir 
ants  for  the  throne,  who  are  the  rivals  of  the 
king  in  the  formation  of  the  political  web,  will 
be  discovered;  just  as  spinners,  carders,  and  the 
rest  of  them,  were  the  rivals  of  the  weaver.  All 
the  others,  who  were  termed  co-operators,  have 
been  got  rid  of  among  the  occupations  already 
mentioned,  and  separated  from  the  royal  and 
political  science. 

Y.  Soc.  I  agree. 

Str.  Let  us  go  a  little  nearer,  in  order  that  we 
may  be  more  certain  of  the  complexion  of  this 
remaining  class. 

Y.  Soc.  Let  us  do  so. 

Str.  We  shall  find  from  our  present  point  of 
view  that  the  greatest  servants  are  in  a  case  and 
condition  which  is  the  reverse  of  what  we  an 
ticipated. 

Y.  Soc.  Who  are  they? 

Str.  Those  who  have  been  purchased,  and 
have  so  become  possessions;  these  are  unmis 
takably  slaves,  and  qertainly  do  not  claim  royal 
science. 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly  not. 

Str.  Again,  freemen  who  of  their  own  accord 
become  the  servants  of  the  other  classes  in  a 
State,  and  who  exchange  and  equalise  the  prod 
ucts  of  husbandry  and  the  other  arts,  some  sit 
ting  in  the  market-place,  others  going  from  city 
to  city  by  land  or -sea,  and  giving  money  in  ex 


change  for  money  or  for  other  productions — 
[290]  the  money-changer,  the  merchant,  the 
ship-owner,  the  retailer,  will  not  put  in  any 
claim  to  statecraft  or  politics? 

Y.  Soc.  No;  unless,  indeed,  to  the  politics  of 
commerce. 

Str.  But  surely  men  whom  we  see  acting  as 
hirelings  and  serfs,  and  too  happy  to  turn  their 
hand  to  anything,  will  not  profess  to  share  in 
royal  science? 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly  not. 

Str.  But  what  would  you  say  of  some  other 
serviceable  officials? 

Y.  Soc.  Who  are  they,  and  what  services  do 
they  perform? 

Str.  There  are  heralds,  and  scribes  perfected 
by  practice,  and  divers  others  who  have  great 
skill  in  various  sorts  of  business  connected  with 
the  government  of  states — what  shall  we  call 
them? 

Y.  Soc.  They  are  the  officials,  and  servants  of 
the  rulers,  as  you  just  now  called  them,  but 
not  themselves  rulers. 

Str.  There  may  be  something  strange  in  any 
servant  pretending  to  be  a  ruler,  and  yet  I  do 
not  think  that  I  could  have  been  dreaming 
when  I  imagined  that  the  principal  claimants 
to  political  science  would  be  found  somewhere 
in  this  neighbourhood. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

Str.  Well,  let  us  draw  nearer,  and  try  the 
claims  of  some  who  have  not  yet  been  tested; 
in  the  first  place,  there  are  diviners,  who  have  a 
portion  of  servile  or  ministerial  science,  and 
are  thought  to  be  the  interpreters  of  the  gods  to 
men. 

Y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  There  is  also  the  priestly  class,  who,  as 
the  law  declares,  know  how  to  give  the  gods 
gifts  from  men  in  the  form  of  sacrifices,  which 
are  acceptable  to  them,  and  to  ask  on  our  be 
half  blessings  in  return  from  them.  Now  both 
these  are  branches  of  the  servile  or  ministerial 
art. 

Y.  Soc.  Yes,  clearly. 

Str.  And  here  I  think  that  we  seem  to  be  get 
ting  on  the  right  track;  for  the  priest  and  the 
diviner  are  swollen  with  pride  and  prerogative, 
and  they  create  an  awful  impression  of  them- 
selves^by  the  magnitude  of  their  enterprises;  in 
Egypt,  the  king  himself  is  not  allowed  to  reign, 
unless  he  have  priestly  powers,  and  if  he  should 
be  of  another  class  and  has  thrust  himself  in,  he 
must  ge.t  enrolled  in  the  priesthood.  In  many 
parts  of  Hellas,  the  duty  of  offering  the  piost 
solemn  propitiatory  sacrifices  is  assigned  to  the 
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highest  magistracies,  and  here,  at  Athens,  the 
most  solemn  and  national  of  the  ancient  sacri 
fices  are  supposed  to  be  celebrated  by  him  who 
has  been  chosen  by  lot  to  be  the  King  Archon. 

Y.  Soc.  Precisely. 

[2.91]  Sir.  But  who  are  these  other  kings 
and  priests  elected  by  lot  who  now  come  into 
view  followed  by  their  retainers  and  a  vast 
throng,  as  the  former  class  disappears  and  the 
scene  changes? 

Y.  Soc.  Whom  can  you  mean? 

Str.  They  are  a  strange  crew. 

Y.  Soc.  Why  strange? 

Str.  A  minute  ago  I  thought  that  they  were 
animals  of  every  tribe;  for  many  of  them  are 
like  lions  and  centaurs,  and  many  more  like 
satyrs  and  such  weak  and  shifty  creatures;  — 
Protean  shapes  quickly  changing  into  one  an 
other's  forms  and  natures;  and  now,  Socrates,  I 
begin  to  see  who  they  are. 

y.  Soc.  Who  are  they?  You  seem  to  be  gaz 
ing  on  some  strange  vision. 

Str.  Yes;  every  one  looks  strange  when  you 
do  not  know  him;  and  just  now  I  myself  fell  in 
to  this  mistake  —  at  first  sight,  coming  suddenly 
upon  him,  I  did  not  recognize  the  politician 
and  his  troop. 

Y.  Soc.  Who  is  he? 

Str.  The  chief  of  Sophists  and  most  accom 
plished  of  wizards,  who  must  at  any  cost  be 
separated  from  the  true  king  or  Statesman,  if 
we  are  ever  to  see  daylight  in  the  present  en 
quiry. 

Y.  Soc.  That  is  a  hope  not  lightly  to  be  re 
nounced. 

Str.  Never,  if  I  can  help  it;  and,  first,  let  me 
ask  you  a  question. 


Str.  Is  not  monarchy  a  recognized  form  of 
government? 

Y.  Soc.  Yes. 

Str.  And,  after  monarchy,  next  in  order  comes 
the  government  of  the  few? 

Y.  Soc.  Of  course. 

Str.  Is  not  the  third  form  of  government  the 
rule  of  the  multitude,  which  is  called  by  the 
name  of  democracy? 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  And  do  not  these  three  expand  in  a  man 
ner  into  five,  producing  out  of  themselves  two 
other  names? 

Y.Soc.  What  are  they? 

Str.  There  is  a  criterion  of  voluntary  and  in 
voluntary,  poverty  and  riches,  law  and  the  ab 
sence  of  law,  which  men  now-a-days  apply  to 
them;  the  two  first  they  subdivide  accordingly, 


and  ascribe  to  monarchy  two  forms  and  two 
corresponding  names,  royalty  and  tyranny. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

Str.  And  the  government  of  the  few  they  dis 
tinguish  by  the  names  of  aristocracy  and  oli 
garchy. 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

[292]  Str.  Democracy  alone,  whether  rigidly 
observing  the  laws  or  not,  and  whether  the 
multitude  rule  over  the  men  of  property  with 
their  consent  or  against  their  consent,  always 
in  ordinary  language  has  the  same  name. 

Y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.Eut  do  you  suppose  that  any  form  of  gov 
ernment  which  is  defined  by  these  characteris 
tics  of  the  one,  the  few,  or  the  many,  of  poverty 
or  wealth,  of  voluntary  or  compulsory  submis 
sion,  of  written  law  or  the  absence  of  law,  can 
be  a  right  one? 

Y.S^.Whynot? 

Str.  Reflect;  and  follow  me. 

Y.  Soc.  In  what  direction? 

Str.  Shall  we  abide  by  what  we  said  at  first, 
or  shall  we  retract  our  words? 

Y.  Soc.  To  what  do  you  refer? 

Str.  If  I  am  not  mistaken,  we  said  that  royal 
power  was  a  science? 

Y.  Soc.  Yes. 

Str.  And  a  science  of  a  peculiar  kind,  which 
was  selected  out  of  the  rest  as  having  a  charac 
ter  which  is  at  once  judicial  and  authoritative? 

Y.  Soc.  Yes. 

Str.  And  there  was  one  kind  of  authority  over 
lifeless  things  and  another  other  living  ani 
mals;  and  so  we  proceeded  in  the  division  step 
by  step  up  to  this  point,  not  losing  the  idea  of 
science,  but  unable  as  yet  to  determine  the  na 
ture  of  the  particular  science? 

y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  Hence  we  are  led  to  observe  that  the  dis 
tinguishing  principle  of  the  State  cannot  be  the 
few  or  many,  the  voluntary  or  involuntary, 
poverty  or  riches;  but  some  notion  of  science 
must  enter  into  it,  if  we  are  to  be  consistent 
with  what  has  preceded. 

Y.  Soc.  And  we  must  be  consistent. 

Str.  Well,  then,  in  which  of  these  various 
forms  of  States  may  the  science  of  government, 
which  is  among  the  greatest  of  all  sciences  and 
most  difficult  to  acquire,  be  supposed  to  reside? 
That  we  must  discover,  and  then  we  shall  see 
who  are  the  false  politicians  who  pretend  to  be 
politicians  but  are  not,  although  they  persuade 
many,  and  shall  separate  them  from  the  wise 
king. 

Y.  Soc.  That,  as  the  argument  has  already 


STATESMAN 


599 


Intimated,  will  be  our  duty. 

Str.  Do  you  think  that  the  multitude  in  a 
State  can  attain  political  science? 

Y.  Soc.  Impossible. 

Sir.  But,  perhaps,  in  a  city  o£  a  thousand  men, 
there  would  be  a  hundred,  or  say  fifty,  who 
could? 

y.  Soc.  In  that  case  political  science  would 
certainly  be  the  easiest  of  all  sciences;  there 
could  not  be  found  in  a  city  of  that  number  as 
many  really  first-rate  draught-players,  if  judged 
by  the  standard  of  the  rest  of  Hellas,  and  there 
would  certainly  not  be  as  many  kings.  For  kings 
we  may  truly  call  those  who  possess  royal  sci 
ence,  whether  they  rule  or  not,  as  was  shown  in 
the  previous  argument.1 

[293]  Sir.  Thank  you  for  reminding  me; 
and  the  consequence  Is  that  any  true  form  of 
government  can  only  be  supposed  to  be  the  gov 
ernment  of  one,  two,  or,  at  any  rate,  of  a  few. 

y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  And  these,  whether  they  rule  with  the 
will,  or  against  the  will,  of  their  subjects,  with 
written  laws  or  without  written  laws,  and 
whether  they  are  poor  or  rich,  and  whatever  be 
the  nature  of  their  rule,  must  be  supposed,  ac 
cording  to  our  present  view,  to  rule  on  some 
scientific  principle;  just  as  the  physician,  wheth 
er  he  cures  us  against  our  will  or  with  our  will, 
and  whatever  be  his  mode  of  treatment — in 
cision,  burning,  or  the  infliction  of  some  other 
pain — whether  he  practises  out  of  a  book  or 
not  out  of  a  book,  and  whether  he  be  rich  or 
poor,  whether  he  purges  or  reduces  in  some 
other  way,  or  even  fattens  his  patients,  is  a  phy 
sician  all  the  same,  so  long  as  he  exercises  au 
thority  over  them  according  to  rules  of  art,  if 
he  only  does  them  good  and  heals  and  saves 
them.  And  this  we  lay  down  to  be  the  only 
proper  test  of  the  art  of  medicine,  or  of  any  oth 
er  art  of  command. 

y.  Soc.  Quite  true. 

Str.  Then  that  can  be  the  only  true  form  of 
government  in  which  the  governors  are  really 
found  to  possess  science,  and  are  not  mere  pre 
tenders,  whether  they  rule  according  to  law  or 
without  law,  over  willing  or  unwilling  subjects, 
and  are  rich  or  poor  themselves — none  of  these 
things  can  with  any  propriety  be  included  in 
the  notion  of  the  ruler. 

y.  Soc.  True, 

Str.  And  whether  with  a  view  to  the  public 
good  they  purge  the  State  by  killing  some,  or 
exiling  some;  whether  they  reduce  the  size  of 
the  body  corporate  by  sending  out  from  the 
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hive  swarms  of  citizens,  or,  by  Introducing  per 
sons  from  without,  Increase  It;  while  they  act 
according  to  the  rules  of  wisdom  and  justice, 
and  use  their  power  with  a  view  to  the  general 
security  and  Improvement,  the  city  over  which 
they  rule,  and  which  has  these  characteristics, 
may  be  described  as  the  only  true  State.  All  oth 
er  governments  are  not  genuine  or  real,  but  on 
ly  imitations  of  this,  and  some  of  them  are  bet 
ter  and  some  of  them  are  worse;  the  better  are 
said  to  be  well  governed,  but  they  are  mere  imi 
tations  like  the  others. 

y.  Soc.  I  agree,  Stranger,  in  the  greater  part 
of  what  you  say;  but  as  to  their  ruling  without 
laws — the  expression  has  a  harsh  sound. 

[294]  Str.  You  have  been  too  quick  for  me, 
Socrates;  I  was  just  going  to  ask  you  whether 
you  objected  to  any  of  my  statements.  And  now 
I  see  that  we  shall  have  to  consider  this  notion 
of  there  being  good  government  without  laws. 

y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  legislation  is 
in  a  manner  the  business  of  a  king,  and  yet  the 
best  thing  of  all  is  not  that  the  law  should  rule, 
but  that  a  man  should  rule,  supposing  him  to 
have  wisdom  and  royal  power.  Do  you  see  why 
this  is? 

y,  Soc.  Why? 

Str.  Because  the  law  does  not  perfectly  com 
prehend  what  is  noblest  and  most  just  for  all 
and  therefore  cannot  enforce  what  is  best.  The 
differences  of  men  and  actions,  and  the  endless 
irregular  movements  of  human  things,  do  not 
admit  of  any  universal  and  simple  rule.  And  no 
art  whatsoever  can  lay  down  a  rule  which  will 
last  for  all  time. 

y.  Soc.  Of  course  not. 

Str.  But  the  law  is  always  striving  to  make 
one; — like  an  obstinate  and  Ignorant  tyrant, 
who  will  not  allow  anything  to  be  done  con 
trary  to  his  appointment,  or  any  question  to  be 
asked — not  even  in  sudden  changes  of  circum 
stances,  when  something  happens  to  be  better 
than  what  he  commanded  for  some  one. 

y.  Soc.  Certainly;  the  law  treats  us  all  pre 
cisely  in  the  manner  which  you  describe. 

Str.  A  perf ectly  simple  principle  can  never  be 
applied  to  a  state  of  things  which  is  the  reverse 
of  simple. 

y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  Then  if  the  law  is  not  the  perfection  of 
right,  why  are  we  compelled  to  make  laws  at 
all?  The  reason  of  this  has  next  to  be  investi 
gated. 

y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  Let  me  ask,  whether  you  have  not  meet- 
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ings  for  gymnastic  contests  In  your  city,  such  as 
there  are  in  other  cities,  at  which  men  compete 
In  running,  wrestling,  and  the  like? 

Y.  Soc.  Yes;  they  are  very  common  among 
us. 

Str.  And  what  are  the  rules  which  are  en 
forced  on  their  pupils  by  professional  trainers 
or  by  others  having  similar  authority?  Can  you 
remember? 

Y.  Soc.  To  what  do  you  refer? 

5/r,The  training-masters  do  not  Issue  minute 
rules  for  individuals,  or  give  every  individual 
what  is  exactly  suited  to  his  constitution;  they 
think  that  they  ought  to  go  more  roughly  to 
work,  and  to  prescribe  generally  the  regimen 
which  will  benefit  the  majority. 

Y,  Soc.  Very  true. 

Str.  And  therefore  they  assign  equal  amounts 
of  exercise  to  them  all;  they  send  them  forth  to 
gether,  and  let  them  rest  together  from  their 
running,  wrestling,  or  whatever  the  form  of 
bodily  exercise  may  be. 

Y.  Soc.  True. 

[295]  $tr-  And  now  observe  that  the  legis 
lator  who  has  to  preside  over  the  herd,  and  to 
enforce  justice  in  their  dealings  with  one  an 
other,  will  not  be  able,  in  enacting  for  the  gen 
eral  good,  to  provide  exactly  what  is  suitable 
for  each  particular  case. 

Y.  Soc.  He  cannot  be  expected  to  do  so. 

Str.  He  will  lay  down  laws  in  a  general  form 
for  the  majority,  roughly  meeting  the  cases  of 
individuals;  and  some  of  them  he  will  deliver 
in  writing,  and  others  will  be  unwritten;  and 
these  last  will  be  traditional  customs  of  the 
country. 

Y.  Soc.  He  will  be  right. 

Str.  Yes,  quite  right;  for  how  can  he  sit  at 
every  man's  side  all  through  his  life,  prescrib 
ing  for  him  the  exact  particulars  of  his  duty? 
Who,  Socrates,  would  be  equal  to  such  a  task? 
No  one  who  really  had  the  royal  science,  if  he 
had  been  able  to  do  this,  would  have  imposed 
upon  himself  the  restriction  of  a  written  law. 

Y.  Soc.  So  I  should  infer  from  what  has  now 
been  said. 

Str.  Or  rather,  my  good  friend,  from  what  is 
going  to  be  said. 

Y.  Soc.  And  what  is  that? 

Str.  Let  us  put  to  ourselves  the  case  of  a  phy 
sician,  or  trainer,  who  is  about  to  go  into  a  far 
country,  and  is  expecting  to  be  a  long  time 
away  from  his  patients — thinking  that  his  in 
structions  will  not  be  remembered  unless  they 
are  written  down,  he  will  leave  notes  of  them 
for  the  use  of  his  pupils  or  patients. 


Y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  But  what  would  you  say.  If  he  came  back 
sooner  than  he  had  Intended,  and,  owing  to  an 
unexpected  change  of  the  winds  or  other  celes 
tial  Influences,  something  else  happened  to  be 
better  for  them — would  he  not  venture  to  sug 
gest  this  new  remedy,  although  not  contem 
plated  In  his  former  prescription?  Would  he 
persist  in  observing  the  original  law,  neither 
himself  giving  any  new  commandments,  nor 
the  patient  daring  to  do  otherwise  than  was 
prescribed,  under  the  Idea  that  this  course  only 
was  healthy  and  medicinal,  all  others  noxious 
and  heterodox?  Viewed  In  the  light  of  science 
and  true  art,  would  not  all  such  enactments  be 
utterly  ridiculous? 

y.Soc.  Utterly. 

Str.  And  if  he  who  gave  laws,  written  or  un 
written,  determining  what  was  good  or  bad, 
honourable  or  dishonourable,  just  or  unjust,  to 
the  tribes  of  men  who  flock  together  in  their 
several  cities,  and  are  governed  In  accordance 
with  them;  if,  I  say,  the  wise  legislator  were 
suddenly  to  come  again,  [2.96]  or  another  like 
to  him,  Is  he  to  be  prohibited  from  changing 
them? — would  not  this  prohibition  be  in  reality 
quite  as  ridiculous  as  the  other? 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  Do  you  know  a  plausible  saying  of  the 
common  people  which  is  in  point? 

Y.  Soc.  I  do  not  recall  what  you  mean  at  the 
moment. 

Str.  They  say  that  if  any  one  knows  how  the 
ancient  laws  may  be  improved,  he  must  first 
persuade  his  own  State  of  the  improvement, 
and  then  he  may  legislate,  but  not  otherwise. 

Y.  Soc.  And  are  they  not  right? 

Str.  I  dare  say.  But  supposing  that  he  does 
use  some  gentle  violence  for  their  good,  what  is 
this  violence  to  be  called?  Or  rather,  before  you 
answer,  let  me  ask  the  same  question  In.  refer 
ence  to  our  previous  instances. 

Y.  Soc.  What  do  you  mean? 

Str.  Suppose  that  a  skilful  physician  has  a 
patient,  of  whatever  sex  or  age,  whom  he  com 
pels  against  his  will  to  do  something  for  his 
good  which  is  contrary  to  the  written  rules; 
what  is  this  compulsion  to  be  called?  Would 
you  ever  dream  of  calling  it  a  violation  of  the 
art,  or  a  breach  of  the  laws  of  health?  Nothing 
could  be  more  unjust  than  for  the  patient  to 
whom  such  violence  is  applied,  to  charge  the 
physician  who  practises  the  violence  with  want 
ing  skill  or  aggravating  his  disease. 

Y.  Soc.  Most  true. 

Str.  In  the  political  art  error  is  not  called  dis- 
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ease,  but  evil,  or  disgrace,  or  injustice. 
Y.  Soc.  Quite  true. 

Str.  And  when  the  citizen,  contrary  to  law 
and  custom,  is  compelled  to  do  what  is  juster 
and  better  and  nobler  than  he  did  before,  the 
last  and  most  absurd  thing  which  he  could  say 
about  such  violence  is  that  he  has  incurred  dis 
grace  or  evil  or  injustice  at  the  hands  of  those 
who  compelled  him. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

Str.  And  shall  we  say  that  the  violence,  if  ex 
ercised  by  a  rich  man,  is  just,  and  if  by  a  poor 
man,  unjust?  May  not  any  man,  rich  or  poor, 
with  or  without  laws,  with  the  will  of  the  citi 
zens  or  against  the  will  of  the  citizens,  do  what 
is  for  their  interest?  Is  not  this  the  true  princi 
ple  of  government,  according  to  which  the  wise 
and  good  man  will  order  the  affairs  of  his  sub 
jects?  /2p77  As  the  pilot,  by  watching  continu 
ally  over  the  interests  of  the  ship  and  of  the 
crew — not  by  laying  down  rules,  but  by  mak 
ing  his  art  a  law — preserves  the  lives  of  his 
fellow-sailors,  even  so,  and  in  the  self-same  way, 
may  there  not  be  a  true  form  of  polity  created 
by  those  who  are  able  to  govern  in  a  similar 
spirit,  and  who  show  a  strength  of  art  which  is 
superior  to  the- law?  Nor  can  wise  rulers  ever 
err  while  they,  observing  the  one  great  rule  of 
distributing  justice  to  the  citizens  with  intelli 
gence  and  skill,  are  able  to  preserve  them,  and, 
as  far  as  may  be,  to  make  them  better  from  be 
ing  worse. 

Y.  Soc.  No  one  can  deny  what  has  been  now 
said. 

Str.  Neither,  if  you  consider,  can  any  one 
deny  the  other  statement. 

Y.  Soc.  What  was  it? 

Str.  We  said  that  no  great  number  of  persons, 
whoever  they  may  be,  can  attain  political  knowl 
edge,  or  order  a  State  wisely,  but  that  the  true 
government  is  to  be  found  in  a  small  body,  or 
in  an  individual,  and  that  other  States  are  but 
imitations  of  this,  as  we  said  a  little  while  ago, 
some  for  the  better  and  some  for  the  worse. 

Y.  Soc.  What  do  you  mean?  I  cannot  have 
understood  your  previous  remark  about  imita 
tions. 

Str,  And  yet  the  mere  suggestion  which  I 
hastily  threw  out  is  highly  important,  even  if 
we  leave  the  question  where  it  is,  and  do  not 
seek  by  the  discussion  of  it  to  expose  the  error 
which  prevails  in  this  matter. 

Y.  Soc.  What  do  you  mean? 

Sir.  The  idea  which  has  to  be  grasped  by  us 
is  not  easy  or  familiar;  but  we  may  attempt  to 
express  it  thus: — Supposing  the  government  of 


which  I  have  been  speaking  to  be  the  only  true 
model,  then  the  others  must  use  the  written 
laws  of  this — in  no  other  way  can  they  be  saved; 
they  will  have  to  do  what  is  now  generally  ap 
proved,  although  not  the  best  thing  in  the 
world. 

Y.Soc.  What  is  this? 

Str.  No  citizen  should  do  anything  contrary 
to  the  laws,  and  any  infringement  of  them 
should  be  punished  with  death  and  the  most 
extreme  penalties;  and  this  is  very  right  and 
good  when  regarded  as  the  second  best  thing, 
if  you  set  aside  the  first,  of  which  I  was  just 
now  speaking.  Shall  I  explain  the  nature  of 
what  I  call  the  second  best? 

Y.  Soc.  By  all  means. 

Str.  I  must  again  have  recourse  to  my  fa 
vourite  images;  through  them,  and  them  alone, 
can  I  describe  kings  and  rulers. 

Y.  Soc.  What  images? 

Str.  The  noble  pilot  and  the  wise  physician, 
who  "is  worth  many  another  man" — in  the 
similitude  of  these  let  us  endeavour  to  discover 
some  image  of  the  king. 

Y.  Soc.  What  sort  of  an  image? 

[2.98]  Str.  Well,  such  as  this: — Every  man 
will  reflect  that  he  suffers  strange  things  at  the 
hands  of  both  of  them;  the  physician  saves  any 
whom  he  wishes  to  save,  and  any  whom  he 
wishes  to  maltreat  he  maltreats — cutting  or 
burning  them,  and  at  the  same  time  requiring 
them  to  bring  him  payments,  which  are  a  sort 
of  tribute,  of  which  little  or  nothing  is  spent 
upon  the  sick  man,  and  the  greater  part  is  con 
sumed  by  him  and  his  domestics;  and  the  finale 
is  that  he  receives  money  from  the  relations  of 
the  sick  man  or  from  some  enemy  of  his,  and 
puts  him  out  of  the  way.  And  the  pilots  of  ships 
are  guilty  of  numberless  evil  deeds  of  the  same 
kind;  they  intentionally  play  false  and  leave 
you  ashore  when  the  hour  of  sailing  arrives;  or 
they  cause  mishaps  at  sea  and  cast  away  their 
freight;  and  are  guilty  of  other  rogueries.  Now 
suppose  that  we,  bearing  all  this  in  mind,  were 
to  determine,  after  consideration,  that  neither 
of  these  arts  shall  any  longer  be  allowed  to  ex 
ercise  absolute  control  either  over  freemen  or 
over  slaves,  but  that  we  will  summon  an  assem 
bly  either  of  all  the  people,  or  of  the  rich  only, 
that  anybody  who  likes,  whatever  may  be  his 
calling,  or  even  if  he  have  no  calling,  may  offer, 
an  opinion  either  about  seamanship  or  about 
diseases — whether  as  to  the  manner  in  which 
physic  or  surgical  instruments  are  to  be  applied 
to  the  patient,  or  again  about  the  vessels  and 
the  nautical  implements  which  are  required  in 
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navigation,  and  how  to  meet  the  dangers  of 
winds  and  waves  which  are  incidental  to  the 
voyage,  how  to  behave  when  encountering  pi 
rates,  and  what  is  to  be  done  with  the  old- 
fashioned  galleys,  if  they  have  to  fight  with 
others  of  a  similar  build — and  that,  whatever 
shall  be  decreed  by  the  multitude  on  thesepoints, 
upon  the  advice  of  persons  skilled  or  unskilled, 
shall  be  written  down  on  triangular  tablets  and 
columns,  or  enacted  although  unwritten  to  be 
national  customs;  and  that  in  all  future  time 
vessels  shall  be  navigated  and  remedies  admin 
istered  to  the  patient  after  this  fashion. 

Y.  Soc.  What  a  strange  notion! 

Sir,  Suppose  further,  that  the  pilots  and  phy 
sicians  are  appointed  annually,  either  out  of 
the  rich,  or  out  of  the  whole  people,  and  that 
they  are  elected  by  lot;  and  that  after  their  elec 
tion  they  navigate  vessels  and  heal  the  sick  ac 
cording  to  the  written  rules. 

Y.  Soc.  Worse  and  worse. 

Sir.  But  hear  what  follows: — When  the  year 
of  office  has  expired,  the  pilot  or  physician  has 
to  come  before  a  court  of  review,  in  which  the 
judges  are  either  selected  from  the  wealthy 
classes  or  chosen  by  [299]  lot  out  of  the  whole 
people;  and  anybody  who  pleases  may  be  their 
accuser,  and  may  lay  to  their  charge,  that  dur 
ing  the  past  year  they  have  not  navigated  their 
vessels  or  healed  their  patients  according  to  the 
letter  of  the  law  and  the  ancient  customs  of 
their  ancestors;  and  if  either  of  them  is  con 
demned,  some  of  the  judges  must  fix  what  he 
is  to  suffer  or  pay. 

y.  Soc.  He  who  is  willing  to  take  a  command 
under  such  conditions,  deserves  to  suffer  any 
penalty. 

Sir.  Yet  once  more,  we  shall  have  to  enact 
that  if  any  one  is  detected  enquiring  into  pilot 
ing  and  navigation,  or  into  health  and  the  true 
nature  of  medicine,  or  about  the  winds,  or  oth 
er  conditions  of  the  atmosphere,  contrary  to  the 
written  rules,  and  has  any  ingenious  notions 
about  such  matters,  he  is  not  to  be  called  a  pilot 
or  physician,  but  a  cloudy  prating  sophist; — 
further,  on  the  ground  that  he  is  a  corrupter  of 
the  young,  who  would  persuade  them  to  follow 
the  art  of  medicine  or  piloting  in  an  unlawful 
manner,  and  to  exercise  an  arbitary  rule  over 
their  patients  or  ships,  any  one  who  is  qualified 
by  law  may  inform  against  him,  and  indict  him 
in  some  court,  and  then  if  he  is  found  to  be  per 
suading  any,  whether  young  or  old,  to  act  con 
trary  to  the  written  law,  he  is  to  be  punished 
with  the  utmost  rigour;  for  no  one  should  pre 
sume  to  be  wiser  than  the  laws;  #nd  as  touch 


ing  healing  and  health  and  piloting  and  navi 
gation,  the  nature  of  them  is  known  to  all,  for 
anybody  may  learn  the  written  laws  and  the 
national  customs.  If  such  were  the  mode  of  pro 
cedure,  Socrates,  about  these  sciences  and  about 
generalship,  and  any  branch  of  hunting,  or 
about  painting  or  imitation  in  general,  or  car 
pentry,  or  any  sort  of  handicraft,  or  husbandry, 
or  planting,  or  if  we  were  to  see  an  art  of  rear 
ing  horses,  or  tending  herds,  or  divination,  or 
any  ministerial  service,  or  draught-playing,  or 
any  science  conversant  with  number,  whether 
simple  or  square  or  cube,  or  comprising  mo 
tion — I  say,  if  all  these  things  were  done  in  this 
way  according  to  written  regulations,  and  not 
according  to  art,  what  would  be  the  result? 

y.  Soc.  All  the  arts  would  utterly  perish,  and 
could  never  be  recovered,  because  enquiry 
would  be  unlawful.  And  human  life,  which  is 
bad  enough  already,  would  then  become  utter 
ly  unendurable. 

[300]  Str.  But  what,  if  while  compelling  all 
these  operations  to  be  regulated  by  written  law, 
we  were  to  appoint  as  the  guardian  of  the  laws 
some  one  elected  by  a  show  of  hands,  or  by  lot, 
and  he  caring  nothing  about  the  laws,  were  to 
act  contrary  to  them  from  motives  of  interest  or 
favour,  and  without  knowledge — would  not 
this  be  a  still  worse  evil  than  the  former? 

y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

Str.  To  go  against  the  laws,  which  are  based 
upon  long  experience,  and  the  wisdom  of  coun 
sellors  who  have  graciously  recommended  them 
and  persuaded  the  multitude  to  pass  them, 
would  be  a  far  greater  and  more  ruinous  error 
than  any  adherence  to  written  law? 

y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  Therefore,  as  there  is  a  danger  of  this, 
the  next  best  thing  in  legislating  is  not  to  allow 
either  the  individual  or  the  multitude  to  break 
the  law  in  any  respect  whatever. 

y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  The  laws  would  be  copies  of  the  true 
particulars  of  action  as  far  as  they  admit  of  be 
ing  written  down  from,  the  lips  of  those  who 
have  knowledge? 

y.  Soc.  Certainly  they  would. 

Str.  And,  as  we  were  saying,  he  who  has 
knowledge  and  is  a  true  Statesman,  will  do 
many  things  within  his  own  sphere  of  action 
by  his  art  without  regard  to  the  laws,  when  he 
is  of  opinion  that  something  other  than  that 
which  he  has  written  down  and  enjoined  to  be 
observed  during  his  absence  would  be  better. 

y.  Soc.  Yes,  we  said  so. 

Str.  And  any  individual  or  any  number  of 
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men,  having  fixed  laws,  in  acting  contrary  to 
them  with  a  view  to  something  better,  would 
only  be  acting,  as  far  as  they  are  able,  like  the 
true  Statesman? 
Y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  If  they  had  no  knowledge  of  what  they 
were  doing,  they  would  Imitate  the  truth,  and 
they  would  always  Imitate  ill;  but  If  they  had 
knowledge,  the  Imitation  would  be  the  perfect 
truth,  and  an  imitation  no  longer. 
Y.  Soc.  Quite  true. 

Str.  And  the  principle  that  no  great  number 
of  men  are  able  to  acquire  a  knowledge  of  any 
art  has  been  already  admitted  by  us. 
Y.Sor.Yes,  It  has. 

Str.  Then  the  royal  or  political  art,  If  there  be 
such  an  art,  will  never  be  attained  either  by  the 
wealthy  or  by  the  other  mob. 
Y.  Soc.  Impossible. 

Str.  Then  the  nearest  approach  which  these 
lower  forms  of  government  can  ever  make  to 
the  true  government  of  the  one  scientific  [301] 
ruler,  is  to  do  nothing  contrary  to  their  own 
written  laws  and  national  customs. 
Y.  Soc.  Very  good. 

Str.  When  the  rich  imitate  the  true  form, 
such  a  government  is  called  aristocracy;  and 
when  they  are  regardless  of  the  laws,  oligarchy. 
Y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  Or  again,  when  an  individual  rules  ac 
cording  to  law  in  imitation  of  him  who  knows, 
we  call  him  a  king;  and  if  he  rules  according  to 
law,  we  give  him  the  same  name,  whether  he 
rules  with  opinion  or  with  knowledge. 
Y.  Soc.  To  be  sure. 

Str.  And  when  an  individual  truly  possessing 
knowledge  rules,  his  name  will  surely  be  the 
same — he  will  be  called  a  king;  and  thus  the 
five  names  of  governments,  as  they  are  now 
reckoned,  become  one. 
Y.  Soc.  That  is  true. 

Str.  And  when  an  individual  ruler  governs 
neither  by  law  nor  by  custom,  but  following  in 
the  steps  of  the  true  man  of  science  pretends 
that  he  can  only  act  for  the  best  by  violating  the 
laws,  while  in  reality  appetite  and  ignorance 
are  the  motives  of  the  imitation,  may  not  such 
an  one  be  called  a  tyrant? 
Y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  And  this  we  believe  to  be  the  origin  of 
the  tyrant  and  the  king,  of  oligarchies,  and 
aristocracies,  and  democracies — because  men 
are  offended  at  the  one  monarch,  and  can  never 
be  made  to  believe  that  any  one  can  be  worthy 
of  such  authority,  or  is  able  and  willing  in  the 
spirit  of  virtue  and  knowledge  to  act  justly  and 


holily  to  all;  they  fancy  that  he  will  be  a  despot 
who  will  wrong  and  harm  and  slay  whom  he 
pleases  of  us;  for  If  there  could  be  such  a  des 
pot  as  we  describe,  they  would  acknowledge 
that  we  ought  to  be  too  glad  to  have  him,  and 
that  he  alone  would  be  the  happy  ruler  of  a  true 
and  perfect  State. 
Y.  Soc.  To  be  sure. 

Str.  But  then,  as  the  State  is  not  like  a  bee 
hive,  and  has  no  natural  head  who  is  at  once 
recognized  to  be  the  superior  both  in  body  and 
In  mind,  mankind  are  obliged  to  meet  and 
make  laws,  and  endeavour  to  approach  as  near 
ly  as  they  can  to  the  true  form  of  government. 
Y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  And  when  the  foundation  of  politics  Is 
In  the  letter  only  and  in  custom,  and  knowl 
edge  Is  divorced  from  action,  can  we  wonder, 
Socrates,  at  the  miseries  which  there  are,  and 
always  will  be,  in  States?  Any  other  art,  built 
on  such  a  foundation  and  thus  conducted,  [302] 
would  ruin  all  that  it  touched.  Ought  we  not 
rather  to  wonder  at  the  natural  strength  of  the 
political  bond?  For  States  have  endured  all  this, 
time  out  of  mind,  and  yet  some  of  them  still  re 
main  and  are  not  overthrown,  though  many  of 
them,  like  ships  at  sea,  founder  from  time  to 
time,  and  perish  and  have  perished  and  will 
hereafter  perish,  through  the  badness  of  their 
pilots  and  crews,  who  have  the  worst  sort  of 
ignorance  of  the  highest  truths— I  mean  to  say, 
that  they  are  wholly  unaquainted  with  politics,, 
of  which,  above  all  other  sciences,  they  believe 
themselves  to  have  acquired  the  most  perfect 
knowledge. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

Str.  Then  the  question  arises: — which  of 
these  untrue  forms  of  government  is  the  least 
oppressive  to  their  subjects,  though  they  are  ail 
oppressive;  and  which  is  the  worst  of  them? 
Here  is  a  consideration  which  is  beside  our 
present  purpose,  and  yet  having  regard  to  the 
whole  it  seems  to  influence  all  our  actions:  we 
must  examine  it. 

Y.  Soc.  Yes,  we  must. 

Str.  You  may  say  that  of  the  three  forms,  the 
same  is  at  once  the  hardest  and  the  easiest. 

Y.  Soc.  What  do  you  mean? 

Str.  I  am  speaking  of  the  three  forms  of  gov 
ernment,  which  I  mentioned  at  the  beginning 
of  this  discussion — monarchy,  the  rule  of  the 
few,  and  the  rule  of  the  many. 

Y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  If  we  divide  each  of  these  we  shall  have 
six,  from  which  the  true  one  may  be  distin 
guished  as  a  seventh. 
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Y.  Soc.  How  woold  you  make  the  division  ? 

Str.  Monarchy  divides  Into  royalty  and  tyr 
anny;  the  rule  of  the  few  Into  aristocracy, 
which  has  an  auspicious  name,  and  oligarchy; 
and  democracy  or  the  rule  of  the  many,  which 
before  was  one,  must  now  be  divided. 

Y.  Soc.  On  what  principle  of  division? 

Sir.  On  the  same  principle  as  before,  although 
the  name  Is  now  discovered  to  have  a  twofold 
meaning.  For  the  distinction  of  ruling  with  law 
or  without  law,  applies  to  this  as  well  as  to  the 
rest. 

y.  Soc.  Yes. 

Sir.  The  division  made  no  difference  when 
we  were  looking  for  the  perfect  State,  as  we 
showed  before.  But  now  that  this  has  been  sepa 
rated  off,  and,  as  we  said,  the  others  alone  are 
left  for  us,  the  principle  of  law  and  the  absence 
of  law  will  bisect  them  all. 

Y.  Soc.  That  would  seem  to  follow,  from 
what  has  been  said. 

Str.  Then  monarchy,  when  bound  by  good 
prescriptions  or  laws,  Is  the  best  of  all  the  six, 
and  when  lawless  is  the  most  bitter  and  op 
pressive  to  the  subject. 

y.  Soc.  True. 

[3^3]  Stf*  The  government  of  the  few,  which 
Is  intermediate  between  that  of  the  one  and 
many,  Is  also  Intermediate  in  good  and  evil; 
but  the  government  of  the  many  Is  in  every  re 
spect  weak  and  unable  to  do  either  any  great 
good  or  any  great  evil,  when  compared  with 
the  others,  because  the  offices  are  too  minutely 
subdivided  and  too  many  hold  them.  And  this 
therefore  is  the  worst  of  all  lawful  governments, 
and  the  best  of  all  lawless  ones.  If  they  are  all 
without  the  restraints  of  law,  democracy  is  the 
form  in  which  to  live  is  best;  if  they  are  well 
ordered,  then  this  is  the  last  which  you  should 
choose,  as  royalty,  the  first  form,  is  the  best, 
with  the  exception  of  the  seventh,  for  that  excels 
them  all,  and  is  among  States  what  God  is 
among  men. 

y.  Soc.  You  are  quite  right,  and  we  should 
choose  that  above  all. 

Str.  The  members  of  all  these  States,  with 
the  exception  of  the  one  which  has  knowledge, 
maybe  set  aside  as  being  not  Statesmen  but  par 
tisans — upholders  of  the  most  monstrous  idols, 
and  themselves  idols;  and,  being  the  greatest 
imitators  and  magicians,  they  are  also  the  great 
est  of  Sophists. 

y.  Soc.  The  name  of  Sophist  after  many  wind 
ings  In  the  argumerit appears  to  have  been  most 
justly  fixed  upon  the  politicians,  as  they  are 
termed. 


Str.  And  so  our  satyrlc  drama  has  been 
played  out;  and  the  troop  of  Centaurs  and  Sat 
yrs,  however  unwilling  to  leave  the  stage,  have 
at  last  been  separated  from  the  political  science. 

y.  Soc.  So  I  perceive. 

Str.  There  remain,  however,  natures  still  more 
troublesome,  because  they  are  more  nearly  akin 
to  the  king,  and  more  difficult  to  discern;  the 
examination  o£  them  may  be  compared  to  the 
process  of  refining  gold. 

y.  Soc.  What  is  your  meaning? 

Sir.  The  workmen  begin  by  sifting  away  the 
earth  and  stones  and  the  like;  there  remain  in 
a  confused  mass  the  valuable  elements  akin  to 
gold,  which  can  only  be  separated  by  fire — cop 
per,  silver,  and  other  precious  metals;  these  are 
at  last  refined  away  by  the  use  of  tests,  until  the 
gold  is  left  quite  pure. 

y.  Soc.  Yes,  that  is  the  way  in  which  these 
things  are  said  to  be  done. 

Str.  In  like  manner,  all  alien  and  uncongenial 
matter  has  been  separated  from  political  sci 
ence,  and  what  Is  precious  and  of  a  kindred  na 
ture  has  been  left;  there  remain  the  nobler  arts 
of  the  general  and  the  judge,  and  the  higher 
sort  of  oratory  which  Is  an  ally  of  the  royal 
art,  [304]  and  persuades  men  to  do  justice,  and 
assists  in  guiding  the  helm  of  States: — How  can 
we  best  clear  away  all  these,  leaving  him  whom 
we  seek  alone  and  unalloyed? 

y.  Soc.  That  Is  obviously  what  has  In  some 
way  to  be  attempted. 

Str.  If  the  attempt  Is  all  that  is  wanting,  he 
shall  certainly  be  brought  to  light;  and  I  think 
that  the  illustration  of  music  may  assist  in  ex 
hibiting  him.  Please  to  answer  me  a  question. 

y.  Soc.  What  question? 

Str.  There  is  such  a  thing  as  learning  music 
or  handicraft  arts  in  general  ? 

y.  Soc.  There  is. 

Str.  And  is  there  any  higher  art  or  science, 
having  power  to  decide  which  of  these  arts  are 
and  are  not  to  be  learned; — what  do  you  say? 

y.  Soc.  I  should  answer  that  there  is. 

Str.  And  do  we  acknowledge  this  science  to 
be  different  from  the  others? 

y.  Soc.  Yes. 

Str.  And  ought  the  other  sciences  to  be  su 
perior  to  this,  or  no  single  science  to  any  oth 
er?  Or  ought  this  science  to  be  the  overseer  and 
governor  of  all  the  others? 

y.  Soc.  The  latter. 

Str.  You  mean  to  say  that  the  science  which 
judges  whether  we  ought  to  learn  or  not,  must 
be  superior  to  the  science  which  is  learned  or 
which  teaches?  • 
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Y.  Soc.  Far  superior. 

Str.  And  the  science  which  determines  wheth 
er  we  ought  to  persuade  or  not,  must  be  superior 
to  the  science  which  is  able  to  persuade? 

Y.  Soc.  Of  course. 

Str.  Very  good;  and  to  what  science  do  we  as 
sign  the  power  of  persuading  a  multitude  by  a 
pleasing  tale  and  not  by  teaching? 

Y.  Soc.  That  power,  I  think,  must  clearly  be 
assigned  to  rhetoric. 

Str.  And  to  what  science  do  we  give  the  pow 
er  of  determining  whether  we  are  to  employ 
persuasion  or  force  towards  any  one,  or  to  re 
frain  altogether? 

Y.  Soc.  To  that  science  which  governs  the 
arts  of  speech  and  persuasion. 

Str.  Which,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  will  be 
politics? 

Y.  Soc.  Very  good. 

Str.  Rhetoric  seems  to  be  quickly  distin 
guished  from  politics,  being  a  different  species, 
yet  ministering  to  it. 

Y.  SOC.  Yes. 

Str.  But  what  would  you  think  of  another 
sort  of  power  or  science? 

Y.  Soc.  What  science? 

Str.  The  science  which  has  to  do  with  mili 
tary  operations  against  our  enemies — is  that  to 
be  regarded  as  a  science  or  not? 

Y.  Soc.  How  can  generalship  and  military 
tactics  be  regarded  as  other  than  a  science? 

Str.  And  is  the  art  which  is  able  and  knows 
how  to  advise  when  we  are  to  go  to  war,  or  to 
make  peace,  the  same  as  this  or  different? 

Y.  Soc.  If  we  are  to  be  consistent,  we  must 
say  different. 

[3O5]  &tr-  And  we  must  also  suppose  that 
this  rules  the  other,  if  we  are  not  to  give  up 
our  former  notion  ? 

Y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  And,  considering  how  great  and  terrible 
the  whole  art  of  war  is,  can  we  imagine  any 
which  is  superior  to  it  but  the  truly  royal? 

Y.  Soc.  No  other. 

Str.  The  art  of  the  general  is  only  ministerial, 
and  therefore  not  political? 

Y.  Soc.  Exactly. 

Str.  Once  more  let  us  consider  the  nature  of 
the  righteous  judge. 

Y.  Soc.  Very  good. 

Str.  Does  he  do  anything  but  decide  the  deal 
ings  of  men  with  one  another  to  be  just  or  un 
just  in  accordance  with  the  standard  which  he 
receives  from  the  king  and  legislator — showing 
his  own  peculiar  virtue  only  in  this,  that  he  is 
not  perverted  by  gifts,  or  feat s,  or  pity,  or  by 


any  sort  of  favour  or  enmity,  into  deciding  the 
suits  of  men  with  one  another  contrary  to  the 
appointment  of  the  legislator? 

Y.  Soc.  Xo;  his  office  is  such  as  you  describe. 

Str.  Then  the  inference  is  that  the  power  of 
the  judge  is  not  royal,  but  only  the  power  of  a 
guardian  of  the  law  which  ministers  to  the  royal 
power? 

Y.  Soc.  True. 

Str..  The  review  of  all  these  sciences  shows 
that  none  of  them  is  political  or  royal.  For  the 
truly  royal  ought  not  itself  to  act,  but  to  rule 
over  those  who  are  able  to  act;  the  king  ought 
to  know  what  is  and  what  is  not  a  fitting  op 
portunity  for  taking  the  initiative  in  matters  of 
the  greatest  importance,  whilst  others  should 
execute  his  orders. 

Y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  And,  therefore,  the  arts  which  we  have 
described,  as  they  have  no  authority  over  them 
selves  or  one  another,  but  are  each  of  them  con 
cerned  with  some  special  action  of  their  own, 
have,  as  they  ought  to  have,  special  names  cor 
responding  to  their  several  actions. 

Y.  Soc.  I  agree, 

Str.  And  the  science  which  is  over  them  all, 
and  has  charge  of  the  laws,  and  of  all  matters  af 
fecting  the  State,  and  truly  weaves  them  all  in 
to  one,  if  we  would  describe  under  a  name  char 
acteristic  of  their  common  nature,  most  truly 
we  may  call  politics. 

Y.  Soc.  Exactly  so. 

Str.  Then,  now  that  we  have  discovered  the 
various  classes  in  a  State,1  shall  I  analyse  poli 
tics  after  the  pattern  which  weaving  supplied? 

[306]  Y.  Soc.  I  greatly  wish  that  you  would. 

Str.  Then  I  must  describe  the  nature  of  the 
royal  web,  and  show  how  the  various  threads 
are  woven  into  one  piece. 

Y.  Soc.  Clearly, 

Str.  A  task  has  to  be  accomplished,  which  al 
though  difficult,  appears  to  be  necessary. 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly  the  attempt  must  be  made. 

Str.  To  assume  that  one  part  of  virtue  differs 
in  kind  from  another,  is  a  position  easily  as 
sailable  by  contentious  disputants,  who  appeal 
to  popular  opinion. 

Y.  Soc.  I  do  not  understand. 

Str.  Let  me  put  the  matter  in  another  way:  I 
suppose  that  you  would  consider  courage  to  be 
a  part  of  virtue? 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly  I  should.  .     . 

Str.  And  you  would  think  temperance  to  be 
different  from  courage;  and  likewise  to  be  a 
part  of  virtue? 

ZC£  287-90, 303-5. 
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Y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  I  shall  venture  to  put  forward  a  strange 
theory  about  them. 
Y.  Soc.  What  is  It? 

Str.  That  they  are  two  principles  which  thor 
oughly  hate  one  another  and  are  antagonistic 
throughout  a  great  part  of  nature. 

Y.  Soc.  How  singular! 

Str.  Yes  very— for  all  the  parts  of  virtue  are 
commonly  said  to  be  friendly  to  one  another. 

Y.Scxr.Yes. 

Str.  Then  let  us  carefully  investigate  wheth 
er  this  Is  universally  true,  or  whether  there  are 
not  parts  of  virtue  which  are  at  war  with  their 
kindred  In  some  respect* 

Y.  Soc.  Tell  me  how  we  shall  consider  that 
question. 

Str.  We  must  extend  our  enquiry  to  all  those 
things  which  we  consider  beautiful  and  at  the 
same  time  place  in  two  opposite  classes. 

Y.  Soc.  Explain;  what  are  they? 

Str.  Acuteness  and  quickness,  whether  in 
body  or  soul  or  in  the  movement  of  sound,  and 
the  imitations  of  them  which  painting  and  mu 
sic  supply,  you  must  have  praised  yourself  be 
fore  now,  or  been  present  when  others  praised 
them. 

Y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  And  do  you  remember  the  terms  in  which 
they  are  praised? 

Y.  Soc.  I  do  not. 

Str.  I  wonder  whether  I  can  explain  to  you 
in  words  the  thought  which  is  passing  in  my 
mind. 

Y.Sor.Whynot? 

Str.  You  fancy  that  this  is  all  so  easy:  Well, 
let  us  consider  these  notions  with  reference  to 
the  opposite  classes  of  action  under  which  they 
fall.  When  we  praise  quickness  and  energy  and 
acuteness,  whether  of  mind  or  body  or  sound, 
we  express  our  praise  of  the  quality  which  we 
admire  by  one  word,  and  that  one  word  is  man 
liness  or  courage. 

Y.  Soc.  How? 

Str.  We  speak  of  an  action  as  energetic  and 
brave,  quick  and  manly,  and  vigorous  too;  and 
when  we  apply  the  name  of  which  I  speak  as 
the  common  attribute  of  all  these  natures,  we 
certainly  praise  them. 

/jo;)  Y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  And  do  we  not  often  praise  the  quiet 
strain  of  action  also? 

Y.  Soc.  To  be  sure. 

Str.  And  do  we  not  then  say  the  opposite  of 
what  we  said  of  the  other? 

Y.  Soc.  How  do  you  mean? 


Str.  We  exclaim  How  calm!  How  temperate! 
in  admiration  of  the  slow  and  quiet  working  of 
the  intellect,  and  of  steadiness  and  gentleness 
In  action,  of  smoothness  and  depth  of  voice, 
and  of  all  rhythmical  movement  and  of  music 
In  general,  when  these  have  a  proper  solemnity. 
Of  all  such  actions  we  predicate  not  courage, 
but  a  name  Indicative  of  order. 
Y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

Str.  But  when,  on  the  other  hand,  either  of 
these  is  out  of  place,  the  names  of  either  are 
changed  Into  terms  of  censure. 
Y.  Soc.  How  so? 

Str.  Too  great  sharpness  or  quickness  or  hard 
ness  is  termed  violence  or  madness;  too  great 
slowness  or  gentleness  is  called  cowardice  or 
sluggishness;  and  we  may  observe,  that  for  the 
most  part  these  qualities,  and  the  temperance 
and  manliness  of  the  opposite  characters,  are 
arrayed  as  enemies  on  opposite  sides,  and  do 
not  mingle  with  one  another  In  their  respective 
actions;  and  if  we  pursue  the  enquiry,  we  shall 
find  that  men  who  have  these  different  quali 
ties  of  mind  differ  from  one  another. 
Y.  Soc.  In  what  respect? 
Str.  In  respect  of  all  the  qualities  which  I 
mentioned,  and  very  likely  of  many  others.  Ac 
cording  to  their  respective  affinities  to  either 
class  of  actions  they  distribute  praise  and  blame 
— praise  to  the  actions  which  are  akin  to  their 
own,  blame  to  those  of  the  opposite  party — and 
out  of  this  many  quarrels  and  occasions  of  quar 
rel  arise  among  them. 
Y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  The  difference  between  the  two  classes 
is  often  a  trivial  concern;  but  in  a  state,  and 
when  affecting  really  important  matters,  be 
comes  of  all  disorders  the  most  hateful. 
Y.  Soc.  To  what  do  you  refer? 
Str.  To  nothing  short  of  the  whole  regula 
tion  of  human  life.  For  the  orderly  class  are  al 
ways  ready  to  lead  a  peaceful  life,  quietly  do 
ing  their  own  business;  this  is  their  manner  of 
behaving  with  all  men  at  home,  and  they  are 
equally  ready  to  find  some  way  of  keeping  the 
peace  with  foreign  States.  And  on  account  of 
this  fondness  of  theirs  for  peace,  which  is 
often  out  of  season  where  their  influence  pre 
vails,  they  become  by  degrees  unwarlike,  and 
bring  up  their  young  men  to  be  like  them 
selves;  they  are  at  the  mercy  of  their  enemies; 
whence  in  a  few  years  they  and  their  children 
and  the  whole  city  often  pass  imperceptibly 
from  the  condition  of  freemen  into  that  of 
slaves. 
[308]  Y.  Soc.  What  a  cruel  fate! 
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Str.  And  now  think  of  what  happens  with  the 
more  courageous  natures.  Are  they  not  always 
inciting  their  country  to  go  to  war,  owing  to 
their  excessive  love  of  the  military  life?  they 
raise  up  enemies  against  themselves  many  and 
mighty,  and  either  utterly  ruin  their  native- 
land  or  enslave  and  subject  it  to  its  foes? 

Y.  Soc.  That,  again,  is  true. 

Str.  Must  we  not  admit,  then,  that  where 
these  two  classes  exist,  they  always  feel  the 
greatest  antipathy  and  antagonism  towards  one 
another? 

Y.  Soc.  We  cannot  deny  it. 

Str.  And  returning  to  the  enquiry  with  which 
we  began,  have  we  not  found  that  considerable 
portions  of  virtue  are  at  variance  with  one  an 
other,  and  give  rise  to  a  similar  opposition  in 
the  characters  who  are  endowed  with  them? 

y.  Soc.  True. 

Str.  Let  us  consider  a  further  point. 

y.  Soc.  What  is  it? 

Str.  I  want  to  know,  whether  any  construc 
tive  art  will  make  any,  even  the  most  trivial 
thing,  out  of  bad  and  good  materials  indiffer 
ently,  if  this  can  be  helped?  does  not  all  art 
rather  reject  the  bad  as  far  as  possible,  and  ac 
cept  the  good  and  fit  materials,  and  from  these 
elements,  whether  like  or  unlike,  gathering 
them  all  into  one,  work  out  some  nature  or 
idea? 

y.  Scxr.  To  be  sure. 

Str.  Then  the  true  and  natural  art  of  states 
manship  will  never  allow  any  State  to  be  formed 
by  a  combination  of  good  and  bad  men,  if  this 
can  be  avoided;  but  will  begin  by  testing  hu 
man  natures  in  play,  and  after  testing  them, 
will  entrust  them  to  proper  teachers  who  are 
the  ministers  of  her  purposes — she  will  herself 
give  orders,  and  maintain  authority;  just  as  the 
art  of  weaving  continually  gives  orders  and 
maintains  authority  over  the  carders  and  all  the 
others  who  prepare  the  material  for  the  work, 
commanding  the  subsidiary  arts  to  execute  the 
works  which  she  deems  necessary  for  making 
the  web. 

y.  Soc.  Quite  true. 

Str.  In  like  manner,  the  royal  science  appears 
to  me  to  be  the  mistress  of  all  lawful  educators 
and  instructors,  and  having  this  queenly  pow 
er,  will  not  permit  them  to  train  men  in  what 
will  produce  characters  unsuited  to  the  politi 
cal  constitution  which  she  desires  to  create,  but 
only  in  what  will  produce  such  as  are  suitable. 
Those  which  have  no  share  of  manliness  and 
temperance,  or  any  other  virtuous  inclination, 
and,  from  the  necessity  of  an  evil  nature,  are  vi 


olently  carried  away  to  godlessness  and  inso 
lence  and  injustice,  she  gets  rid  of  by  death 
and  exile,  and  punishes  them  with  the  greatest 
of  disgraces. 

y.  Soc.  That  is  commonly  said. 

[309]  Str.  But  those  who  are  wallowing  in 
ignorance  and  baseness  she  bows  under  the 
yoke  of  slavery. 

y.  Soc.  Quite  right. 

Str.  The  rest  of  the  citizens,  out  of  whom,  if 
they  have  education,  something  noble  may  be 
made,  and  who  are  capable  of  being  united  by 
the  Statesman,  the  kingly  art  blends  and  weaves 
together;  taking  on  the  one  hand  those  whose 
natures  tend  rather  to  courage,  which  is  the 
stronger  element  and  may  be  regarded  as  the 
warp,  and  on  the  other  hand  those  which  incline 
to  order  and  gentleness,  and  which  are  repre 
sented  in  the  figure  as  spun  thick  and  soft,  aft 
er  the  manner  of  the  woof — these,  which  are 
naturally  opposed,  she  seeks  to  bind  and  weave 
together  in  the  following  manner: 

y.  Soc.  In  what  manner? 

Str.  First  of  all,  she  takes  the  eternal  element 
of  the  soul  and  binds  it  with  a  divine  cord,  to 
which  it  is  akin,  and  then  the  animal  nature, 
and  binds  that  with  human  cords. 

y.  Soc.  I  do  not  understand  what  you  mean. 

Str.  The  meaning  is,  that  the  opinion  about 
the  honourable  and  the  just  and  good  and  their 
opposites,  which  is  true  and  confirmed  by  rea 
son,  is  a  divine  principle,  and  when  implanted 
in  the  soul,  is  implanted,  as  I  maintain,  in  a  na 
ture  of  heavenly  birth. 

y.  Soc.  Yes;  what  else  should  it  be? 

Str.  Only  the  Statesman  and  the  good  legis 
lator,  having  the  inspiration  of  the  royal  muse, 
can  implant  this  opinion,  and  he,  only  in  the 
righdy  educated,  whom  we  were  just  now  de 
scribing. 

y.  Soc.  Likely  enough. 

Str.  But  him  who  cannot,  we  will  not  desig 
nate  by  any  of  the  names  which  are  the  subject 
of  the  present  enquiry. 

y.  Soc.  Very  right. 

Str.  The  courageous  soul  when  attaining 
this  truth  becomes  civilized,  and  rendered  more 
capable  of  partaking  of  justice;  but  when  not 
partaking,  is  inclined  to  brutality.  Is  not  that 
true? 

y.  Soc.  Certainly. 

Str.  And  again,  the  peaceful  and  orderly  na 
ture,  if  sharing  in  these  opinions,  becomes  tem 
perate  and  wise,  as  far  as  this  may  be  in  a  State, 
but  if  not,  deservedly  obtains  the  ignominious 
name  of  silliness. 
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Y.Soc.  Quite  true. 

Str.  Can  we  say  that  such  a  connection  as  this 
will  lastingly  unite  the  evil  with  one  another 
or  with  the  good,  or  that  any  science  would  se 
riously  think  of  using  a  bond  of  this  kind  to 
join  such  materials? 

y.  Soc.  Impossible. 

/jio/  Str.  But  in  those  who  were  originally 
of  a  noble  nature,  and  who  have  been  nurtured 
in  noble  ways,  and  in  those  only,  may  we  not 
say  that  union  is  implanted  by  law,  and  that 
this  is  the  medicine  which  art  prescribes  for 
them,  and  of  all  the  bonds  which  unite  the  dis 
similar  and  contrary  parts  of  virtue  is  not  this, 
as  I  was  saying,  the  divinest? 

Y.  Soc.  Very  true. 

Str.  Where  this  divine  bond  exists  there  is  no 
difficulty  in  imagining,  or  when  you  have  imag 
ined,  in  creating  the  other  bonds,  which  are  hu 
man  only. 

y.  Soc.  How  is  that,  and  what  bonds  do  you 
mean? 

Str.  Rights  of  intermarriage,  and  ties  which 
are  formed  between  States  by  giving  and  tak 
ing  children  in  marriage,  or  between  individ 
uals  by  private  betrothals  and  espousals.  For 
most  persons  form  marriage  connections  with 
out  due  regard  to  what  is  best  for  the  procre 
ation  of  children. 

y.  Soc.  In  what  way? 

Str.Tbtj  seek  after  wealth  and  power,  which 
in  matrimony  are  objects  not  worthy  even  of  a 
serious  censure. 

y.  Soc.  There  is  no  need  to  consider  them  at 
all. 

Str.  More  reason  is  there  to  consider  the  prac 
tice  of  those  who  make  family  their  chief  aim, 
and  to  indicate  their  error. 

y.  Soc.  Quite  true. 

Str.  They  act  on  no  true  principle  at  all; 
they  seek  their  ease  and  receive  with  open  arms 
those  who  are  like  themselves,  and  hate  those 
who  are  unlike  them,  being  too  much  influenced 
by  feelings  of  dislike. 

y.  Soc.  How  so? 

Str*  The  quiet  orderly  class  seek  for  natures 
like  their  own,  and  as  far  as  they  can  they  mar 
ry  and  give  in  marriage  exclusively  in  this  class, 
and  the  courageous  do  the  same;  they  seek  na 
tures  like  their  own,  whereas  they  should  both 
do  precisely  the  opposite. 

Y.  Soc.  How  and  why  is  that? 

Str.  Because  courage,  when  untempered  by 
the  gentler  nature  during  many  generations, 


may  at  first  bloom  and  strengthen,  but  at  last 
bursts  forth  into  downright  madness. 

y.  Soc.  Like  enough. 

Str.  And  then,  again,  the  soul  which  is  over 
full  of  modesty  and  has  no  element  of  courage 
in  many  successive  generations,  is  apt  to  grow 
too  indolent,  and  at  last  to  become  utterly  para 
lyzed  and  useless. 

y.  Soc.  That,  again,  is  quite  likely. 

Str.  It  was  of  these  bonds  I  said  that  there 
would  be  no  difficulty  in  creating  them,  if  only 
both  classes  originally  held  the  same  opinion 
about  the  honourable  and  good; — indeed,  in 
this  single  work,  the  whole  process  of  royal 
weaving  is  comprised — never  to  allow  temper 
ate  natures  to  be  separated  from  the  brave,  but 
to  weave  them  together,  like  the  warp  and  the 
woof,  by  common  sentiments  and  honours  and 
reputation,  [311]  and  by  the  giving  of  pledges 
to  one  another;  and  out  of  them  forming  one 
smooth  and  even  web,  to  entrust  to  them  the 
offices  of  State. 

y.  Soc.  How  do  you  mean? 

Str.  Where  one  officer  only  is  needed,  you 
must  choose  a  ruler  who  has  both  these  qualities 
— when  many,  you  must  mingle  some  of  each, 
for  the  temperate  ruler  is  very  careful  and  just 
and  safe,  but  is  wanting  in  thoroughness  and 

go- 

y.  Soc.  Certainly,  that  is  very  true. 

Str.  The  character  of  the  courageous,  on  the 
other  hand,  falls  short  of  the  former  in  justice 
and  caution,  but  has  the  power  of  action  in  a 
remarkable  degree,  and  where  either  of  these 
two  qualities  is  wanting,  there  cities  cannot  al 
together  prosper  either  in  their  public  or  pri 
vate  life. 

y.  Soc.  Certainly  they  cannot. 

Str.  This  then  we  declare  to  be  the  comple 
tion  of  the  web  of  political  action,  which  is  cre 
ated  by  a  direct  intertexture  of  the  brave  and 
temperate  natures,  whenever  the  royal  science 
has  drawn  the  two  minds  into  communion  with 
one  another  by  unanimity  and  friendship,  and 
having  perfected  the  noblest  and  best  of  all  the 
webs  which  political  life  admits,  and  enfold 
ing  therein  all  other  inhabitants  of  cities,  wheth 
er  slaves  or  freemen,  binds  them  in  one  fabric 
and  governs  and  presides  over  them,  and,  in  so 
far  as  to  be  happy  is  vouchsafed  to  a  city,  in  no 
particular  fails  to  secure  their  happiness, 

y.  Soc.  Your  picture,  Stranger,  of  the  king 
and  statesman,  no  less  than  of  the  Sophist,  is 
quite  perfect. 
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[n]  Socrates.  OBSERVE,  Protarchus,  the  na 
ture  of  the  position  which  you  are  now  going 
to  take  from  Philebus,  and  what  the  other  posi 
tion  is  which  I  maintain,  and  which,  if  you  do 
not  approve  of  it,  is  to  be  controverted  by  you. 
Shall  you  and  I  sum  up  the  two  sides? 

Protarchus.  By  all  means. 

Soc.  Philebus  was  saying  that  enjoyment  and 
pleasure  and  delight,  and  the  class  of  feelings 
akin  to  them,  are  a  good  to  every  living  being, 
whereas  I  contend,  that  not  these,  but  wisdom 
and  intelligence  and  memory,  and  their  kin 
dred,  right,  opinion  and  true  reasoning,  are 
better  and  more  desirable  than  pleasure  for  all 
who  are  able  to  partake  of  them,  and  that  to  all 
such  who  are  or  ever  will  be  they  are  the  most 
advantageous  of  all  things.  Have  I  not  given, 
Philebus,  a  fair  statement  of  the  two  sides  of 
the  argument? 

PMebus,  Nothing  could  be  fairer,  Socrates. 

Soc.  And  do  you,  Protarchus,  accept  the  posi 
tion  which  is  assigned  to  you? 

Pro.  I  cannot  do  otherwise,  since  our  excel 
lent  Philebus  has  left  the  field. 

Soc.  Surely  the 'truth  about  these  matters 
ought,  by  all  means,  to  be  ascertained. 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Shall  we  further  agree — 

Pro.  To  what? 

Soc.  That  you  and  I  must  now  try  to  indicate 
some  state  and  disposition  of  the  soul  which* 
has  the  property  of  making  all  men  happy. 

Pro.  Yes,  by  all  means. 

Soc.  And  you  say  that  pleasure,  and  I  say  that 
wisdom,  Is  such  a  state?  , 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  And  what  if  there  be  a  third  state,  which 


is  better  than  either?  Then  both  of  us  are  van 
quished — are  we  not?  But  if  this  life,  which 
really  has  the  power  of  making  men  happy, 
turn  out  to  be  more  akin  to  pleasure  than  to 
wisdom,  the  life  of  pleasure  may  still  have  the 
advantage  over  the  life  of  wisdom.  [12] 

Pro.  True. 

Soc*  Or  suppose  that  the  better  life  is  more 
nearly  allied  to  wisdom,  then  wisdom  conquers, 
and  pleasure  is  defeated; — do  you  agree? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  what  do  you  say,  Philebus? 

Phi.  I  say,  and  shall  always  say,  that  pleasure 
is  easily  the  conqueror;  but  you  must  decide 
for  yourself,  Protarchus. 

Pro.  You,  Philebus,  have  handed  over  the 
argument  to  me,  and  have  no  longer  a  voice 
in  the  matter? 

Phi.  True  enough.  Nevertheless  I  would 
clear  myself  and  deliver  my  soul  of  you;  and  I 
call  the  goddess  herself  to  witness  that  I  now 
do  so. 

Pro.  You  may  appeal  to  us;  we  too  will  be  the 
witnesses  of  your  words.  And  now,  Socrates, 
whether  Philebus  is  pleased  or  displeased,  we 
will  proceed  with  the  argument. 

Soc.  Then  let  us  begin  with  the  goddess  her 
self,  of  whom  Philebus  says  that  she  is  called 
Aphrodite,  but  that  her  real  name  is  Pleasure. 

Pro.  Very  good. 

Soc.  The  awe  which  I, always  feel,  Protar 
chus,  about  the  names  of  the  gods  is  more  than 
human — it  exceeds  all  other  fears.  And  now  I 
would  not  sin  against  Aphrodite  by  naming 
her  amiss;  let  her  be  called  what  she  pleases. 
But  Pleasure  I  know  to  be  manifold,  and  with 
her,  as  I  was  just  now  saying,  we  must  begin, 
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and  consider  what  her  nature  is.  She  has  one 
name,  and  therefore  you  would  imagine  that 
she  is  one;  and  yet  surely  she  takes  the  most 
varied  and  even  unlike  forms.  For  do  we  not 
say  that  die  intemperate  has  pleasure,  and  that 
the  temperate  has  pleasure  in  his  very  temper 
ance — that  the  fool  is  pleased  when  he  is  full 
of  foolish  fancies  and  hopes,  and  that  the  wise 
man  has  pleasure  in  his  wisdom?  and  how 
foolish  would  any  one  be  who  affirmed  that  all 
these  opposite  pleasures  are  severally  alike! 

Pro.  Why,  Socrates,  they  are  opposed  in  so 
far  as  they  spring  from  opposite  sources,  but 
they  are  not  in  themselves  opposite.  For  must 
not  pleasure  be  of  all  things  most  absolutely 
like  pleasure — that  is,  like  himself? 

Soc.  Yes,  my  good  friend,  just  as  colour  is 
like  colour; — in  so  far  as  colours  are  colours, 
there  is  no  difference  between  them;  and  yet 
we  all  know  that  black  is  not  only  unlike,  but 
even  absolutely  opposed  to  white:  or  again,  as 
figure  is  like  figure,  for  all  figures  are  compre 
hended  under  one  class;  and  yet  particular 
figures  may  be  absolutely  opposed  to  one  an 
other,  [13]  and  there  is  an  infinite  diversity 
of  them.  And  we  might  find  similar  examples 
in  many  other  things;  therefore  do  not  rely  up 
on  this  argument,  which  would  go  to  prove  the 
unity  o£  the  most  extreme  opposites.  And  I  sus 
pect  that  we  shall  find  a  similar  opposition 
among  pleasures. 

Pro,  Very  likely;  but  how  will  this  invalidate 
the  argument? 

Soc.  Why,  I  shall  reply,  that  dissimilar  as  they 
are,  you  apply  to  them  a  new  predicate,  for  you 
say  that  all  pleasant  things  are  good;  now  al 
though  no  one  can  argue  that  pleasure  is  not 
pleasure,  he  may  argue,  as  we  are  doing,  that 
pleasures  are  oftener  bad  than  good;  but  you 
call  them  all  good,  and  at  the  same  time  are 
compelled,  if  you  are  pressed,  to  acknowledge 
that  they  are  unlike.  And  so  you  must  tell  us 
what  is  the  identical  quality  existing  alike  in 
good  and  bad  pleasures,  which  makes  you 
designate  all  of  them  as  good. 

Pro.  What  do  you  mean,  Socrates?  Do  you 
think  that  any  one  who  asserts  pleasure  to  be 
the  good,  will  tolerate  the  notion  that  some 
pleasures  are  good  and  others  bad? 

Soc.  And  yet  you  will  acknowledge  that  they 
are  different  from  one  another,  and  sometimes 
opposed? 

Pro.  Not  in  so  far  as  they  are  pleasures. 

Soc.  That  is  a  return  to  the  old  position,  Pro- 
tarchus,  and  so  we  are  to  say  (are  we?)  that 
there  is  no  difference  in  pleasures,  but  that  they 


are  all  alike;  and  the  examples  which  have  just 
been  cited  do  not  pierce  our  dull  minds,  but 
we  go  on  arguing  all  the  same,  like  the  weakest 
and  most  inexperienced  reasoners? 

Pro.  What  o!o  you  mean? 

Soc.  Why,  I  mean  to  say,  that  in  self-defence 
I  may,  if  I  like,  follow  your  example,  and  assert 
boldly  that  the  two  things  most  unlike  are  most 
absolutely  alike;  and  the  result  will  be  that  you 
and  I  will  prove  ourselves  to  be  very  tyros  in 
the  art  of  disputing;  and  the  argument  will  be 
blown  away  and  lost.  Suppose  that  we  put  back, 
and  return  to  the  old  position;  then  perhaps 
we  may  come  to  an  understanding  with  one 
another. 

Pro.  How  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  Shall  I,  Protarchus,  have  my  own  ques 
tion  asked  of  me  by  your 

Pro.  What  question? 

Soc.  Ask  me  whether  wisdom  and  science  and 
mind,  and  those  other  qualities  which  I,  when 
asked  by  you  at  first  what  is  the  nature  of  the 
good,  affirmed  to  be  good,  are  not  in  the  same 
case  with  the  pleasures  of  which  you  spoke. 

Pro.  What  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  The  sciences  are  a  numerous  class,  and 
will  be  found  to  present  great  differences.  But 
even  admitting  that,  like  the  pleasures,  they  are 
opposite  as  well  as  different,  [14]  should  I  he 
worthy  of  the  name  of  dialectician  if,  in  order 
to  avoid  this  difficulty,  I  were  to  say  (as  you 
are  saying  of  pleasure)  that  there  is  no  differ 
ence  between  one  science  and  another; — would 
not  the  argument  founder  and  disappear  like 
an  idle  tale,  although  we  might  ourselves  escape 
drowning  by  clinging  to  a  fallacy? 

Pro.  May  none  of  this  befall  us,  except  the  de 
liverance!  Yet  I  like  the  even-handed  justice 
which  is  applied  to  both  our  arguments.  Let  us 
assume,  then,  that  there  are  many  and  diverse 
pleasures,  and  many  and  different  sciences. 

Soc.  And  let  us  have  no  concealment,  Pro 
tarchus,  of  the  differences  between  my  good 
and  yours;  but  let  us  bring  them  to  the  light  in 
the  hope  that,  in  the  process  of  testing  them, 
they  may  show  whether  pleasure  is  to  be  called 
the  good,  or  wisdom,  or  some  third  quality;  for 
surely  we  are  not  now  simply  contending  in 
order  that  my  view  or  that  yours  may  prevail, 
but  I  presume  that  we  ought  both  of  us  to  be 
fighting  for  the  truth. 

Pro.  Certainly  we  ought. 

Soc.  Then  let  us  have  a  more  definite  under 
standing  and  establish  the  principle  on  which 
the  argument  rests. 

Pro.  What  principle? 
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Soc.  A  principle  about  which  ail  men  are  al 
ways  In  a  difficulty,  and  some  men  sometimes 
against  their  will. 

Pro.  Speak  plainer. 

Soc.  The  principle  which  has  just  turned  up, 
which  Is  a  marvel  of  nature;  for  that  one  should 
be  many  or  many  one,  are  wonderful  proposi 
tions;  and  he  who  affirms  either  Is  very  open  to 
attack. 

Pro.  Do  you  mean,  when  a  person  says  that 
I,  Protarchus,  am  by  nature  one  and  also  many, 
dividing  the  single  "me"  Into  many  "me's," 
and  even  opposing  them  as  great  and  small, 
light  and  heavy,  and  In  ten  thousand  other 
ways? 

Soc.  Those,  Protarchus,  are  the  common  and 
acknowledged  paradoxes  about  the  one  and 
many,  which  I  may  say  that  everybody  has  by 
this  time  agreed  to  dismiss  as  childish  and  ob 
vious  and  detrimental  to  the  true  course  of 
thought;  and  no  more  favour  Is  shown  to  that 
other  puzzle.  In  which  a  person  proves  the 
members  and  parts  of  anything  to  be  divided, 
and  then  confessing  that  they  are  all  one,  says 
laughingly  in  disproof  of  his  own  words:  Why, 
here  Is  a  miracle,  the  one  is  many  and  infinite, 
and  the  many  are  only  one. 

Pro.  But  what,  Socrates,  are  those  other  mar 
vels  connected  with  this  subject  which,  as  you 
imply,  have  not  yet  become  common  and  ac 
knowledged?  [15] 

Soc.  When,  my  boy,  the  one  does  not  belong 
to  the  class  of  things  that  are  born  and  perish, 
as  in  the  instances  which  we  were  giving,  for  in 
those  cases,  and  when  unity  is  of  this  concrete 
nature,  there  Is,  as  I  was  saying,  a  universal  con 
sent  that  no  refutation  is  needed;  but  when 
the  assertion  is  made  that  man  is  one,  or  ox  is 
one,  or  beauty  one,  or  the  good  one,  then  the 
interest  which  attaches  to  these  and  similar 
unities  and  the  attempt  which  is  made  to  divide 
them  gives  birth  to  a  controversy. 

Pro.  Of  what  nature? 

Soc.  In  the  first  place,  as  to  whether  these 
unities  have  a  real  existence;  and  then  how  each 
individual  unity,  being  always  the  same,  and 
incapable  either  of  generation  or  of  destruction, 
but  retaining  a  permanent  individuality,  can  be 
conceived  either  as  dispersed  and  multiplied 
in  the  infinity  of  the  world  of  generation,  or 
as  still  entire  and  yet  divided  from  itself,  which 
latter  would  seem  to  be  the  greatest  impossi 
bility  of  all,  for  how  can  one  and  the  same 
thing  be  at  the  same  time  in  one  and  in  many 
things?  These,  Protarchus,  are  the  real  dif 
ficulties,  and  this  is  the  one  and  many  to  which 


they  relate;  they  are  the  source  of  great  perplex 
ity  if  111  decided,  and  the  right  determination 
of  them  is  very  helpful. 

Pro.  Then,  Socrates,  let  us  begin  by  clearing 
up  these  questions. 

Soc.  That  is  what  I  should  wish. 

Pro.  And  I  am  sure  that  all  my  other  friends 
will  be  glad  to  hear  them  discussed;  Philebus, 
fortunately  for  us,  is  not  disposed  to  move,  and 
we  had  better  not  stir  him  up  with  questions. 

Soc.  Good;  and  where  shall  we  begin  this 
great  and  multifarious  battle,  In  which  such 
various  points  are  at  issue?  Shall  we  begin  thus? 

Pro.  How? 

Soc.  We  say  that  the  one  and  many  become 
identified  by  thought,  and  that  now,  as  in  time 
past,  they  run  about  together,  in  and  out  of 
every  word  which  is  uttered,  and  that  this 
union  of  them  will  never  cease,  and  is  not  now 
beginning,  but  is,  as  I  believe,  an  everlasting 
quality  of  thought  itself,  which  never  grows 
old.  Any  young  man,  when  he  first  tastes  these 
subdeties,  is  delighted,  and  fancies  that  he  has 
found  a  treasure  of  wisdom;  in  the  first  enthu 
siasm  of  his  joy  he  leaves  no  stone,  or  rather  no 
thought  unturned,  now  rolling  up  the  many 
into  the  one,  and  kneading  them  together,  now 
unfolding  and  dividing  them;  he  puzzles  him 
self  first  and  above  all,  and  then  he  proceeds  to 
puzzle  his  neighbours,  whether  they  are  older 
or  younger,  [16]  or  of  his  own  age — that  makes 
no  difference;  neither  father  nor  mother  does 
he  spare;  no  human  being  who  has  ears  is  safe 
from  him,  hardly  even  his  dog,  and  a  barbarian 
would  have  no  chance  of  escaping  him,  if  an 
interpreter  could  only  be  found. 

Pro.  Considering,  Socrates,  how  many  we 
are,  and  that  all  of  us  are  young  men,  is  there 
not  a  danger  that  we  and  Philebus  may  all  set 
upon  you,  if  you  abuse  us?  We  understand  what 
you  mean;  but  is  there  no  charm  by  which  we 
may  dispel  all  this  confusion,  no  more  excellent 
way  of  arriving  at  the  truth?  If  there  is,  we  hope 
that  you  will  guide  us  into  that  way,  and  we 
will  do  our  best  to  follow,  for  the  enquiry  in 
which  we  are  engaged,  Socrates,  is  not  unim 
portant. 

Soc.  The  reverse  of  unimportant,  my  boys, 
as  Philebus  calls  you,  and  there  neither  is  nor 
ever  will  be  a  better  than  rny  own  favourite 
way,  which  has  nevertheless  already  often  de 
serted  me  and  left  me  helpless  in  the  hour  of 
need. 

Pro.  Tell  us  what  that  is. 

Soc.  One  which  may  be  easily  pointed  out, 
but  is  by  no  means  easy  of  application;  it  is  the 
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parent  of  all  the  discoveries  in  the  arts. 

Fro.  Tell  us  what  It  is. 

Soc.  A  gift  of  heaven,  which,  as  I  conceive, 
the  gods  tossed  among  men  by  the  hands  of  a 
new  Prometheus,  and  therewith  a  blaze  of 
light;  and  the  ancients,  who  were  our  betters 
and  nearer  the  gods  than  we  are,  handed  down 
the  tradition,  that  whatever  things  are  said  to 
be  are  composed  of  one  and  many,  and  have 
the  finite  and  infinite  implanted  in  them:  see 
ing,  thens  that  such  is  the  order  of  the  world, 
we  too  ought  in  every  enquiry  to  begin  by  lay 
ing  down  one  idea  of  that  which  is  the  subject 
of  enquiry;  this  unity  we  shall  find  in  every 
thing.  Having  found  it,  we  may  next  proceed 
to  look  for  two,  if  there  be  two,  or,  if  not,  then 
for  three  or  some  other  number,  subdividing 
each  of  these  units,  until  at  last  the  unity  with 
which  we  began  is  seen  not  only  to  be  one  and 
many  and  infinite,  but  also  a  definite  number; 
the  infinite  must  not  be  suffered  to  approach 
the  many  until  the  entire  number  of  the  species 
intermediate  between  unity  and  infinity  has 
been  discovered — then,  and  not  till  then,  we 
may  rest  from  division,  and  without  further 
troubling  ourselves  about  the  endless  individ 
uals  may  allow  them  to  drop  into  infinity.  This, 
as  I  was  saying,  is  the  way  of  considering  and 
learning  and  teaching  one  another,  which  the 
gods  have  handed  down  to  us.  [ij]  But  the 
wise  men  of  our  time  are  either  too  quick  or 
too  slow  in  conceiving  plurality  in  unity.  Hav 
ing  no  method,  they  make  their  one  and  many 
anyhow,  and  from  unity  pass  at  once  to  infinity; 
the  intermediate  steps  never  occur  to  them. 
And  this,  I  repeat,  is  what  makes  the  difference 
between  the  mere  art  of  disputation  and  true 
dialectic. 

Pro.  I  think  that  I  pardy  understand  you, 
Socrates,  but  I  should  like  to  have  a  clearer 
notion  of  what  you  are  saying. 

Soc.  I  may  illustrate  my  meaning  by  the  let 
ters  of  the  alphabet,  Protarchus,  which  you 
were  made  to  learn  as  a  child. 

Pro.  How  do  they  afford  an  illustration? 

Soc.  The  sound  which  passes  .through  the 
lips  whether  of  an  individual  or  of  all  men  is 
one  and  yet  infinite. 

Pro.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  yet  not  by  knowing  either  that 
sound  is  one  or  that  sound  is  infinite  are  we 
perfect  in  the  art  of  speech,  but  the  knowledge 
of  the  number  and  nature  of  sounds  is  what 
makes  a  man  a  grammarian. 

Pro.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  the  knowledge  which  makes  a  man 


a  musician  is  of  the  same  kind. 

Pro.  How  so? 

Soc.  Sound  is  one  in  music  as  well  as  in 
grammar? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  there  is  a  higher  note  and  a  lower 
note?  and  a  note  of  equal  pitch: — may  we  affirm 
so  much? 

Pro.  Yes. 

Soc,  But  you  would  not  be  a  real  musician 
if  this  was  ail  that  you  knew;  though  if  you 
did  not  know  this  you  would  know  almost 
nothing  of  music. 

Pro.  Nothing. 

Soc.  But  when  you  have  learned  what  sounds 
are  high  and  what  low,  and  the  number  and 
nature  of  the  intervals  and  their  limits  or  pro 
portions,  and  the  systems  compounded  out  of 
them,  which  our  fathers  discovered,  and  have 
handed  down  to  us  who  are  their  descendants 
under  the  name  of  harmonies;  and  the  affections 
corresponding  to  them  in  the  movements  of  the 
human  body,  which  when  measured  by  num 
bers  ought,  as  they  say,  to  be  called  rhythms 
and  measures;  and  they  tell  us  that  the  same 
principle  should  be  applied  to  every  one  and 
many; — when,  I  sayy  you  have  learned  all  this, 
then,  my  dear  friend,  you  are  perfect;  and  you 
may  be  said  to  understand  any  other  subject, 
when  you  have  a  similar  grasp  of  it.  But  the  in 
finity  of  kinds  and  the  infinity  of  individuals 
which  there  is  in  each  of  them,  when  not  classi 
fied,  creates  in  every  one  of  us  a  state  of  infinite 
ignorance;  and  he  who  never  looks  for  number 
in  anything,  will  not  himself  be  looked  for  in 
the  number  of  famous  men. 

[18]  Pro.  I  think  that  what  Socrates  is  now 
saying  is  excellent,  Philebus. 

Phi.  I  think  so  too,  but  how  do  his  words 
bear  upon  us  and  upon  the  argument? 

Soc.  Philebus  is  right  in  asking  that  question 
of  us,  Protarchus. 

Pro.  Indeed  he  is,  and  you  must  answer  him. 

Soc.  I  will;  but  you  must  let  me  make  one 
little  remark  first  about  these  matters;  I  was 
saying,  that  he  who  begins  with  any  individual 
unity,  should  proceed  from  that,,  not  to  infinity, 
but  to  a  definite  number,  and  now  I  say  con 
versely,  that  he  who  has  to  begin  with  infinity 
should  not  jump  to  unity,  but  he  should  look 
about  for  some  number  representing  a  certain 
quantity,  and  thus  out  of  all  end  in  one.  And 
now  let  us  return  for  an  illustration  of  our 
principle  to  the  case  of  letters. 

Pro.  What  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  Some  god  or  divine  man,  who  in  the 
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Egyptian  legend  is  said  to  have  been  Theuth, 
observing  that  the  human  voice  was  infinite, 
first  distinguished  in  this  infinity  a  certain 
number  of  vowels,  and  then  other  letters  which 
had  sound,  but  were  not  pure  vowels  (i.e.,  the 
semivowels) ;  these  too  exist  in  a  definite  num 
ber;  and  lastly,  he  distinguished  a  third  class  of 
letters  which  we  now  call  mutes,  without  voice 
and  without  sound,  and  divided  these,  and  like 
wise  the  two  other  classes  of  vowels  and  semi 
vowels,  into  the  individual  sounds,  and  told  the 
number  of  them,  and  gave  to  each  and  all  of 
them  the  name  of  letters;  and  observing  that 
none  of  us  could  learn  any  one  of  them  and 
not  learn  them  ail,  and  in  consideration  of  this 
common  bond  which  in  a  manner  united  them, 
he  assigned  to  them  all  a  single  art,  and  this  he 
called  the  art  of  grammar  or  letters. 

Phi.  The  illustration,Protarchus,has  assisted 
me  in  understanding  the  original  statement, 
but  I  still  feel  the  defect  of  which  I  just  now 
complained. 

Soc.  Are  you  going  to  ask,  Philebus,  what 
this  has  to  do  with  the  argument? 

Phi.  Yes,  that  is  a  question  which  Protarchus 
and  I  have  been  long  asking. 

Soc.  Assuredly  you  have  already  arrived  at 
the  answer  to  the  question  which,  as  you  say, 
you  have  been  so  long  asking? 

Phi.  How  so? 

Soc.  Did  we  not  begin  by  enquiring  into  the 
comparative  eligibility  of  pleasure  and  wisdom? 

PhL  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  we  maintain  that  they  are  each  of 
them  one? 

Phi.  True. 

Soc.  And  the  precise  question  to  which  the 
previous  discussion  desires  an  answer  is,  how 
they  are  one  and  also  many  [i.e.,  how  they  have 
one  genus  and  many  species],  and  are  not  at 
once  infinite,  and  what  number  of  species  is  to 
be  assigned  to  either  of  them  before  they  pass 
into  infinity. 

[ig]  Pro.  That  is  a  very  serious  question, 
Philebus,  to  which  Socrates  has  ingeniously 
brought  us  round,  and  please  to  consider 
which  of  us  shall  answer  him;  there  may  be 
something  ridiculous  in  my  being  unable  to 
answer,  and  therefore  imposing  the  task  upon 
you,  when  I  have  undertaken  the  whole  charge 
of  the  argument,  but  if  neither  of  us  were  able 
to  answer,  the  result  methinks  would  be  still 
more  ridiculous.  Let  us  consider,  then,  what 
we  are  to  do: — Socrates,  if  I  understood  him 
rightly,  is  asking  whether  there  are  not  kinds 
of  pleasure,  and  what  is  the  number  and  nature 


of  them,  and  the  same  of  wisdom. 

Soc.  Most  true,  O  son  of  Callias;  and  the  pre 
vious  argument  showed  that  if  we  are  not  able 
to  tel!  the  kinds  of  everything  that  has  unity  ? 
likeness,  sameness,  or  their  opposites,  none  of 
us  will  be  of  the  smallest  use  in  any  enquiry. 

Pro.  That  seems  to  be  very  near  the  truth, 
Socrates.  Happy  would  the  wise  man  be  if  he 
knew  ail  things,  and  the  next  best  thing  for 
him  is  that  he  should  know  himself.  Why  do  I 
say  so  at  this  moment?  I  will  tell  you.  You, 
Socrates,  have  granted  us  this  opportunity  of 
conversing  with  you,  and  are  ready  to  assist 
us  in  determining  what  is  the  best  of  human 
goods.  For  when  Philebus  said  that  pleasure 
and  delight  and  enjoyment  and  the  like  were 
the  chief  good,  you  answered — No,  not  those, 
but  another  class  of  goods;  and  we  are  constant 
ly  reminding  ourselves  of  what  you  said,  and 
very  properly,  in  order  that  we  may  not  forget 
to  examine  and  compare  the  two.  And  these 
goods,  which  in  your  opinion  are  to  be  desig 
nated  as  superior  to  pleasure,  and  are  the  true 
objects  of  pursuit,  are  rnind  and  knowledge 
and  understanding  and  art,  and  the  like.  There 
was  a  dispute  about  which  were  the  best,  and 
we  playfully  threatened  that  you  should  not  be 
allowed  to  go  home  until  the  question  was 
setded;  and  you  agreed,  and  placed  yourself 
at  our  disposal.  And  now,  as  children  say,  what 
has  been  fairly  given  cannot  be  taken  back; 
cease  then  to  fight  against  us  in  this  way. 

Soc.  In  what  way? 

[20]  Phi.  Do  not  perplex  us,  and  keep  ask 
ing  questions  of  us  to  which  we  have  not  as  yet 
any  sufficient  answer  to  give;  let  us  not  imagine 
that  a  general  puzzling  of  us  all  is  to  be  the  end 
of  our  discussion,  but  if  we  are  unable  to  an 
swer,  do  you  answer,  as  you  have  promised. 
Consider,  then,  whether  you  will  divide  pleas 
ure  and  knowledge  according  to  their  kinds; 
or  you  may  let  the  matter  drop,  if  you  are  able 
and  willing  to  find  some  other  mode  of  clear 
ing  up  our  controversy. 

Soc.  If.  you  say  that,  I  have  nothing  to  appre 
hend,  for  the  words  "if  you  are  willing"  dispel 
all  my  fear;  and,  moreover,  a  god  seems  to  have 
recalled  something  to  my  mind. 

Phi.  What  is  that? 

Soc.  I  remember  to  have  heard  long  ago  cer 
tain  discussions  about  pleasure  and  wisdom, 
whether  awake  or  in  a  dream  I  cannot  tell;  they 
were  to  the  effect  that  neither  the  one  nor  the 
other  of  them  was  the  good,  but  some  third 
thing,  which  was  different  from  them,  and 
better  than  either.  If  this  be  clearly  established, 
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then  pleasure  will  lose  the  victory,,  for  the  good 
will  cease  to  be  Identified  with  her: — Am  I  not 
right? 

Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  there  will  cease  to  be  any  need  of 
distinguishing  the  kinds  of  pleasures,  as  I  am 
Inclined  to  think,  but  this  will  appear  more 
clearly  as  we  proceed. 

Pro.  Capital,  Socrates;  pray  go  on  as  you 
propose. 

Soc.  But,  let  us  first  agree  on  some  little 
points. 

Pro.  What  are  they? 

Soc.  Is  the  good  perfect  or  imperfect? 

Pro,  The  most  perfect,  Socrates,  of  all  things. 

Soc.  And  is  the  good  sufficient? 

Pro.  Yes,  certainly,  and  In  a  degree  surpass 
ing  all  other  things. 

Soc.  And  no  one  can  deny  that  all  percipient 
beings  desire  and  hunt  alter  good,  and  are 
eager  to  catch  and  have  the  good  about  them, 
and  care  not  for  the  attainment  of  anything 
which  is  not  accompanied  by  good. 

Pro.  That  Is  undeniable. 

Soc.  Now  let  us  part  off  the  life  of  pleasure 
from  the  life  of  wisdom,  and  pass  them  in  re 
view. 

Pro.  How  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  Let  there  be  no  wisdom  in  the  life  of 
pleasure3  nor  any  pleasure  in  the  life  of  wisdom, 
for  if  either  of  them  is  the  chief  good,  it  cannot 
be  supposed  to  want  anything,  but  if  either  Is 
shown  to  want  anything,  then  it  cannot  really 
be  the  chief  good. 

[2,1]  Pro.  Impossible. 

Soc.  And  will  you  help  us  to  test  these  two 
lives? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Then  answer. 

Pro.  Ask. 

Soc.  Would  you  choose,  Protarchus,  to  live 
all  your  life  long  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  great 
est  pleasures? 

Pro.  Certainly  I  should. 

Soc.  Would  you  consider  that  there  was  still 
anything  wanting  to  you  if  you  had  perfect 
pleasure? 

Pro.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  Reflect;  would  you  not  want  wisdom 
and  intelligence  and  forethought,  and  similar 
qualities?  would  you  not  at  any  rate  want  sight? 

Pro.  Why  should  I?  Having  pleasure  I 
should  have  all  things. 

Soc.  Living  thus,  you  would  always  through 
out  your  life  enjoy  the  greatest  pleasures? 

Pro.  I  should. 


Soc.  But  If  you  had  neither  mind,  nor  memo 
ry,  nor  knowledge,  nor  true  opinion,  you  would 
in  the  first  place  be  utterly  Ignorant  of  whether 
you  were  pleased  or  not,  because  you  would  be 
entirely  devoid  of  Intelligence. 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  similarly,  If  you  had  no  memory 
you  would  not  recollect  that  you  had  ever  been 
pleased,  nor  would  the  slightest  recollection  of 
the  pleasure  which  you  feel  at  any  moment  re 
main  with  you;  and  if  you  had  no  true  opinion 
you  would  not  think  that  you  were  pleased 
when  you  were;  and  if  you  had  no  power  of 
calculation  you  would  not  be  able  to  calculate 
on  future  pleasure,  and  your  life  would  be  the 
life,  not  of  a  man,  but  of  an  oyster  or  pulmo 
marinus.  Could  this  be  otherwise? 

Pro.  No. 

Soc.  But  Is  such  a  life  eligible? 

Pro.  I  cannot  answer  you,  Socrates;  the  argu 
ment  has  taken  away  from  me  the  power  of 
speech. 

Soc.  We  must  keep  up  our  spirits; — let  us 
now  take  the  life  of  mind  and  examine  it  in 
turn. 
,  Pro.  And  what  is  this  life  of  mind? 

Soc.  I  want  to  know  whether  any  one  of  us 
would  consent  to  live,  having  wisdom  and 
mind  and  knowledge  and  memory  of  all 
things,  but  having  no  sense  of  pleasure  or  pain, 
and  wholly  unaffected  by  these  and  the  like 
feelings? 

Pro.  Neither  life,  Socrates,  appears  eligible 
to  me,  or  is  likely,  as  I  should  imagine,  to  be 
chosen  by  any  one  else. 

[22]  Soc.  What  would  you  say,  Protarchus, 
to  both  of  these  in  one,  or  to  one  that  was  made 
out  of  the  union  of  the  two? 

Pro.  Out  of  the  union,  that  is,  of  pleasure 
with  mind  and  wisdom? 

Soc.  Yes,  that  is  the  life  which  I  mean. 

Pro.  There  can  be  no  difference  of  opinion; 
not  some  but  all  would  surely  choose  this  third 
rather  than  either  of  the  other  two,  and  in  addi 
tion  to  them. 

Soc.  But  do  you  see  the  consequence? 

Pro.  To  be  sure  I  do.  The  consequence  is, 
that  two  out  of  the  three  lives  which  have  been 
proposed  are  neither  sufficient  nor  eligible  for 
man  or  for  animal. 

Soc.  Then  now  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
neither  of  them  has  the  good,  for  the  one  which 
had  would  certainly  have  been  sufficient  and 
perfect  and  eligible  for  every  living  creature  or 
thing  that  was  able  to  live  such  a  life;  and  if 
any  of  us  had  chosen  any  other,  he  would  have 
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chosen  contrary  to  the  nature  of  the  truly  eligi 
ble,  and  not  of  his  own  free  will,  but  either 
through  ignorance  or  from  some  unhappy 
necessity. 

Pro.  Certainly  that  seems  to  be  true. 

Soc.  And  now  have  I  not  sufficiently  shown 
that  Philebus*  goddess  is  not  to  be  regarded  as 
identical  with  the  good? 

Phi.  Neither  Is  your  "mind"  the  good,  Soc 
rates,  for  that  will  be  open  to  the  same  objec 
tions. 

Soc.  Perhaps,  Philebus,  you  may  be  right  In 
saying  so  of  my  "mind";  but  of  the  true,  which 
is  also  the  divine  mind,  far  otherwise.  How 
ever,  I  will  not  at  present  claim  the  first  place 
for  mind  as  against  the  mixed  life;  but  we  must 
come  to  some  understanding  about  the  second 
place.  For  you  might  affirm  pleasure  and  I 
mind  to  be  the  cause  of  the  mixed  life;  and  in 
that  case  although  neither  of  them  would  be 
the  good,  one  of  them  might  be  imagined  to  be 
the  cause  of  the  good.  And  I  might  proceed 
further  to  argue  in  opposition  to  Philebus,  that 
the  element  which  makes  this  mixed  life  eligi 
ble  and  good,  is  more  akin  and  more  similar  to 
mind  than  to  pleasure.  And  if  this  is  true, 
pleasure  cannot  be  truly  said  to  share  either  in 
the  first  or  second  place,  and  does  not,  if  I  may 
trust  my  own  mind,  attain  even  to  the  third. 

Pro.  Truly,  Socrates,  pleasure  appears  to  me 
to  have  had  a  fall;  in  fighting  for  the  palm, 
[23]  she  has  been  smitten  by  the  argument, 
and  is  laid  low.  I  must  say  that  mind  would 
have  fallen  too,  and  may  therefore  be  thought 
to  show  discretion  in  not  putting  forward  a 
similar  claim.  And  if  pleasure  were  deprived 
not  only  of  the  first  but  of  the  second  place,  she 
would  be  terribly  damaged  in  the  eyes  of  her 
admirers,  for  not  even  to  them  would  she  still 
appear  as  fair  as  before. 

Soc.  Well,  but  had  we  not  better  leave  her 
now,  and  not  pain  her  by  applying  the  crucial 
test,  and  finally  detecting  her? 

Pro.  Nonsense,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Why?  because  I  said  that  we  had  better 
not  pain  pleasure,  which  is  an  impossibility? 

Pro.  Yes,  and  more  than  that,  because  you  do 
not  seem  to  "be  aware  that  none  of  us  will  let 
you  go  home  until  you  have  finished  the  argu 
ment. 

Soc.  Heavens!  Protarchus,  that  will  be  a  tedi 
ous  business,  and  just  at  present  not  at  all  an 
easy  one.  For  in  going  to  war  in  the  cause  of 
mind,  who  is  aspiring  to  the  second  prize,  I 
ought  to  have  weapons  of  another  make  from 
those  which  I  used  before;  some,  however,  of 


the  old  ones  may  do  again.  And  must  I  then 
finish  the  argument? 

Pro.  Of  course  you  must. 

Soc.  Let  us  be  very  careful  in  laying  the 
foundation. 

Pro.  What  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  Let  us  divide  all  existing  things  into  two, 
or  rather,  if  you  do  not  object,  into  three  classes. 

Pro.  Upon  what  principle  would  you  make 
the  division? 

Soc.  Let  us  take  some  of  our  newly-found 
notions. 

Pro.  Which  of  them? 

Soc.  Were  we  not  saying  that  God  revealed 
a  finite  element  of  existence,  and  also  an  in 
finite? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Let  us  assume  these  two  principles,  and 
also  a  third,  which  is  compounded  out  of  them; 
but  I  fear  that  I  am  ridiculously  clumsy  at  these 
processes  of  division  and  enumeration. 

Pro.  What  do  you  mean,  my  good  friend? 

Soc.  I  say  that  a  fourth  class  is  still  wanted. 

Pro.  What  will  that  be? 

Soc.  Find  the  cause  of  the  third  or  com 
pound,  and  add  this  as  a  fourth  class  to  the 
three  others. 

Pro.  And  would  you  like  to  have  a  fifth  class 
or  cause  of  resolution  as  well  as  a  cause  of  com 
position? 

Soc.  Not,  I  think,  at  present;  but  if  I  want  a 
fifth  at  some  future  time  you  shall  allow  me  to 
have  it. 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Let  us  begin  with  the  first  three;  and 
as  we  find  two  out  of  the  three  greatly  divided 
and  dispersed,  let  us  endeavour  to  reunite  them, 
and  see  how  in  each  of  them  there  is  a  one  and 
many. 

[24]  Pro.  If  you  would  explain  to  me  a  little 
more  about  them,  perhaps  I  might  be  able  to 
follow  you. 

Soc.  Well,  the  two  classes  are  the  same  which 
I  mentioned  before,  one  the  finite,  and  the  other 
the  infinite;  I  will  first  show  that  the  infinite  is 
in  a  certain  sense  many,  and  the  finite  may  be 
hereafter  discussed. 

Pro.  I  agree. 

Soc.  And  now  consider  well;  for  the  question 
to  which  I  invite  your  attention  is  difficult  and 
controverted.  When  you  speak  of  hotter  and 
colder,  can  you  conceive  any  limit  in  those 
qualities?  Does  not  the  more  and  less,  which 
dwells  in  their  very  nature,  prevent  their  hav 
ing  any  end?  for  if  they  had  an  end,  the  more 
and  less  would  themselves  have  an  end. 
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Pro.  That  Is  most  true. 

Soc.  Ever,  as  we  say,  into  the  hotter  and  the 
colder  there  enters  a  more  and  a  less. 

Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  Then,  says  the  argument,  there  is  never 
any  end  of  them,  and  being  endless  they  must 
also  be  infinite, 

Pro.  Yes,  Socrates,  that  is  exceedingly  true. 

Sac.  Yes,  my  dear  Protarchus,  and  your  an 
swer  reminds  me  that  such  an  expression  as 
"exceedingly/' which  you  have  just  uttered,  and 
also  the  term  "gently,"  have  the  same  signifi 
cance  as  more  or  less;  for  whenever  they  occur 
they  do  not  allow  of  the  existence  of  quantity 
— they  are  always  introducing  degrees  into  ac 
tions,  instituting  a  comparison  of  a  more  or  a 
less  excessive  or  a  more  or  a  less  gentle,  and  at 
each  creation  of  more  or  less,  quantity  disap 
pears.  For,  as  I  was  just  now  saying,  if  quan 
tity  and  measure  did  not  disappear,  but  were 
allowed  to  intrude  in  the  sphere  of  more  and 
less  and  the  other  comparatives,  these  last  would 
be  driven  out  of  their  own  domain.  When  defi 
nite  quantity  is  once  admitted,  there  can  be  no 
longer  a  "hotter"  or  a  "colder"  (for  these  are 
always  progressing,  and  are  never  In  one  stay); 
but  definite  quantity  is  at  rest,  and  has  ceased 
to  progress.  Which  proves  that  comparatives, 
such  as  the  hotter  and  the  colder,  are  to  be 
ranked  in  the  class  of  the  infinite. 

Pro.  Your  remark  certainly  has  the  look  of 
truth,  Socrates;  but  these  subjects,  as  you  were 
saying,  are  difficult  to  follow  at  first.  I  think, 
however,  that  if  I  could  hear  the  argument  re 
peated  by  you  once  or  twice,  there  would  be  a 
substantial  agreement  between  us. 

Soc.  Yes,  and  I  will  try  to  meet  your  wish; 
but,  as  I  would  rather  not  waste  time  in  the 
enumeration  of  endless  particulars,  let  me 
know  whether  I  may  not  assume  as  a  note  of 
the  infinite — 

[25]  Pro.  What? 

Soc.  I  want  to  know  whether  such  things  as 
appear  to  us  to  admit  of  more  or  less,  or  are  de 
noted  by  the  words  "exceedingly,"  "gently,'* 
"extremely,"  and  the  like,  may  not  be  referred 
to  the  class  of  the  infinite,  which  is  their  unity, 
for,  as  was  asserted  in  the  previous  argument, 
all  things  that  were  divided  and  dispersed 
should  be  brought  together,  and  have  the  mark 
or  seal  of  some  one  nature,  if  possible,  set  upon 
them — do  you  remember? 
Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  all  things  which  do  not  admit  of 
more  or  less,  but  admit  their  opposites,  that  is 
to  say,  first  of  all,  equality,  anol  the  equal,  or 


again,  the  double,  or  any  other  ratio  of  number 
and  measure — all  these  may,  I  think,  be  rightly 
reckoned  by  us  in  the  class  of  the  limited  or 
finite;  what  do  you  say? 

Pro.  Excellent,  Socrates. 

Soc.  And  now  what  nature  shall  we  ascribe 
to  the  third  or  compound  kind? 

Pro.  You,  I  think,  will  have  to  tell  me  that. 

Soc.  Rather  God  will  tell  you,  If  there  be 
any  God  who  will  listen  to  my  prayers. 

Pro.  Offer  up  a  prayer,  then,  and  think. 

Soc.  I  am  thinking,  Protarchus,  and  I  believe 
that  some  God  has  befriended  us. 

Pro.  What  do  you  mean,  and  what  proof 
have  you  to  offer  of  what  you  are  saying? 

Soc.  I  will  tell  you,  and  do  you  listen  to  my 
words. 

Pro.  Proceed. 

Soc.  Were  we  not  speaking  just  now  of 
hotter  and  colder? 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  Add  to  them  drier,  wetter,  more^  less, 
swifter,  slower,  greater,  smaller,  and  all  that 
in  the  preceding  argument  we  placed  under  the 
unity  of  more  and  less. 

Pro.  In  the  class  of  the  infinite,  you  mean? 

Soc.  Yes;  and  now  mingle  this  with  the 
other. 

Pro.  What  is  the  other? 

Soc.  The  class  of  the  finite  wkicb  we  ought 
to  have  brought  together  as  we  did  the  infinite; 
but,  perhaps,  it  wEl  come  to  the  same  thing  if 
we  do  so  now; — when  the  two  are  combined, 
a  third  will  appear. 

Pro.  What  do  you  mean  by  the  class  of  the 
finite? 

Soc.  The  class  of  the  equal  and  the  double, 
and  any  class  which  puts  an  end  to  difference 
and  opposition,  and  by  introducing  number 
creates  harmony  and  proportion  among  the  dif 
ferent  elements. 

Pro.  I  understand;  you  seem  to  me  to  mean 
that  the  various  opposites,  when  you  mingle 
with  them  the  class  of  the  finite,  takes  certain 
forms. 

Soc.  Yes,  that  is  my  meaning. 

Pro.  Proceed. 

Soc.  Does  not  the  right  participation  in  the 
finite  give  health — in  disease,  for  instance? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

[26]  Soc.  And  whereas  the  high  and  low, 
the  swift  and  the  slow  are  infinite  or  unlimited, 
does  not  the  addition  of  the  principles  afore 
said  introduce  a  limit,  and  perfect  the  whole 
frame  of  music  ? 

Pro.  Yes,  certainly. 
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Soc.  Or,  again,  when  cold  and  heat  prevail, 
does  not  the  introduction  of  them  take  away 
excess  and  indefiniteness,  and  infuse  modera 
tion  and  harmony? 
Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  from  a  like  admixture  of  the  finite 
and  infinite  come  the  seasons,  and  all  the  de 
lights  of  life? 
Pro.  Most  true. 

Soc.  I  omit  ten  thousand  other  things,  such  as 
beauty  and  health  and  strength,  and  the  many 
beauties  and  high  perfections  of  the  soul:  O 
my  beautiful  Philebus,  the  goddess,  rnethinks, 
seeing  the  universal  wantonness  and  wicked 
ness  of  all  things,  and  that  there  was  in  them  no 
limit  to  pleasures  and  self-indulgence,  devised 
the  limit  of  law  and  order,  whereby,  as  you  say, 
Philebus,  she  torments,  or  as  I  maintain,  de 
livers  the  soul — What  think  you,  Protarchus? 

Pro.  Her  ways  are  much  to  my  mind,  Soc 
rates. 

Soc.  You  will  observe  that  I  have  spoken  of 
three  classes? 

Pro.  Yes,  I  think  that  I  understand  you:  you 
mean  to  say  that  the  infinite  is  one  class,  and 
that  the  finite  is  a  second  class  of  existences; 
but  what  you  would  make  the  third  I  am  not 
so  certain. 

Soc.  That  is  because  the  amazing  variety  of 
the  third  class  is  too  much  for  you,  my  dear 
friend;  but  there  was  not  this  difficulty  with 
the  infinite,  which  also  comprehended  many 
classes,  for  all  of  them  were  sealed  with  the 
note  of  more  and  less,  and  therefore  appeared 
one. 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  And  the  finite  or  limit  had  not  many 
d/Visions,  and  we  readily  acknowledged  it  to  be 
by  nature  one? 

Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  Yes,  indeed;  and  when  I  speak  of  the 
third  class,  understand  me  to  mean  any  off 
spring  of  these,  being  a  birth  into  true  being, 
effected  by  the  measure  which  the  limit  intro 
duces. 

Pro.  I  understand. 

Soc.  Still  there  was,  as  we  said,  a  fourth  class 
to  be  investigated,  and  you  must  assist  in  the 
investigation;  for  does  not  everything  which 
comes  into  being,  of  necessity  come  into  being 
through  a  cause? 

Pro.  Yes,  certainly;  for  how  can  there  be  any 
thing  which  has  no  cause? 

Soc.  And  is  not  the  agent  the  same  as  the 
cause  in  all  except  name;  the  agent  and  the 
cause  may  be  righdy  called  one? 


[. 277  Pro.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  the  same  may  be  said  of  the  patient, 
or  effect;  we  shall  find  that  they  too  differ,  as  I 
was  saying,  only  in  name — shall  we  not? 
Pro.  We  shall 

Soc.  The  agent  or  cause  always  naturally 
leads,  and  the  patient  or  effect  naturally  follows 
it? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Then  the  cause  and  what  is  subordinate 
to  it  in  generation  are  not  the  same,  but  dif 
ferent? 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  Did  not  the  things  which  were  gener 
ated,  and  the  things  out  of  which  they  were 
generated,  furnish  all  the  three  classes? 

Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  the  creator  or  cause  of  them  has 
been  satisfactorily  proven  to  be  distinct  from 
them — and  may  therefore  be  called  a  fourth 
principle? 

Pro.  So  let  us  call  it. 

Soc.  Quite  right;  but  now,  having  distin 
guished  the  four,  I  think  that  we  had  better  re 
fresh  our  memories  by  recapitulating  each  of 
them  in  order. 

Pro.  By  all  means. 

Soc.  Then  the  first  I  will  call  the  infinite  or 
unlimited,  and  the  second  the  finite  or  limited; 
then  follows  the  third,  an  essence  compound 
and  generated;  and  I  do  not  think  that  I  shall 
be  far  wrong  in  speaking  of  the  cause  of  mix 
ture  and  generation  as  the  fourth. 

Pro.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  And  now  what  is  the  next  question,  and 
how  came  we  hither?  Were  we  not  enquiring 
whether  the  second  place  belonged  to  pleasure 
or  wisdom? 

Pro.  We  were. 

Soc.  And  now,  having  determined  these 
points,  shall  we  not  be  better  able  to  decide 
about  the  first  and  second  place,  which  was  the 
original  subject  of  dispute? 

Pro.  I  dare  say. 

Soc.  We  said,  if  you  remember,  that  the 
mixed  life  of  pleasure  and  wisdom  was  the 
conqueror — did  we  not? 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  And  we  see  what  is  the  place  and  nature 
of  this  life  and  to  what  class  it  is  to  be  as 
signed? 

Pro.  Beyond  a  doubt. 

Soc.  This  is  evidently  comprehended  in  the 
third  or  mixed  class;  which  is  not  composed  of 
any  two  particular  ingredients,  but  of  all  the 
elements  of  infinity,  bound  down  by  the  finite, 
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and  may  therefore  be  truly  said  to  comprehend 
the  conqueror  life. 

Pro.  Most  true. 

See.  And  what  shall  we  say,  Philebus,  of 
your  life  which  is  all  sweetness;  and  in  which 
of  the  aforesaid  classes  is  that  to  be  placed?  Per 
haps  you  will  allow  me  to  ask  you  a  question 
before  you  answer? 

Phi.  Let  me  hear. 

Soc.  Have  pleasure  and  pain  a  limit,  or  do 
they  belong  to  the  class  which  admits  of  more 
and  less  ? 

Phi.  They  belong  to  the  class  which  admits 
of  more,  Socrates;  for  pleasure  would  not  be 
perf ecdy  good  if  she  were  not  infinite  in  quan 
tity  and  degree. 

[28]  Soc.  Nor  would  pain,  Philebus,  be  per 
fectly  evil.  And  therefore  the  infinite  cannot 
be  that  element  which  imparts  to  pleasure  some 
degree  of  good.  But  now — admitting,  if  you 
like,  that  pleasure  is  of  the  nature  of  the  infinite 
—in  which  of  the  aforesaid  classes,  O  Protar 
chus  and  Philebus.  can  we  without  irreverence 
place  wisdom  and  knowledge  and  mind?  And 
let  us  be  careful,  for  I  think  that  the  danger 
will  be  very  serious  if  we  err  on  this  point. 

Phi.  You  magnify,  Socrates,  the  importance 
of  your  favourite  god. 

Soc.  And  you,  my  friend,  are  also  magnify 
ing  your  favourite  goddess;  but  still  I  must  beg 
you  to  answer  the  question. 

Pro.  Socrates  is  quite  right,  Philebus,  and 
we  must  submit  to  him, 

Phi.  And  did  not  you,  Protarchus,  propose 
to  answer  in  my  place? 

Pro.  Certainly  I  did;  but  I  am  now  hi  a  great 
strait,  and  I  must  entreat  you,  Socrates,  to  be 
our  spokesman,  and  then  we  shall  not  say  any 
thing  wrong  or  disrespectful  of  your  favourite. 

Soc.  I  must  obey  you,  Protarchus;  nor  is  the 
task  which  you  impose  a  difficult  one;  but  did  I 
really,  as  Philebus  implies,  disconcert  you  with 
my  playful  solemnity,  when  I  asked  the  ques 
tion  to  what  class  mind  and  knowledge  be 
long? 

Pro.  You  did,  indeed,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Yet  the  answer  is  easy,  since  all  phi 
losophers  assert  with  one  voice  that  mind  is  the 
king  of  heaven  and  earth — in  reality  they  are 
magnifying  themselves.  And  perhaps  they  are 
right.  But  still  I  should  like  to  consider  the  class 
of  mind,  if  you  do  not  object,  a  little  more  fully. 

Phi.  Take  your  own  course,  Socrates,  and 
never  mind  length;  we  shall  not  tire  of  you. 

Soc.  Very  good;  let  us  begin  then,  Protar 
chus,  by  asking  a  question. 


Pro.  What  question? 

Soc.  Whether  all  this  which  they  call  the  uni 
verse  is  left  to  the  guidance  of  unreason  and 
chance  medley,  or,  on  the  contrary,  as  our  fa 
thers  have  declared,  ordered  and  governed  by 
a  marvellous  intelligence  and  wisdom. 

Pro.  Wide  asunder  are  the  two  assertions,  il 
lustrious  Socrates,  for  that  which  you  were 
just  now  saying  to  me  appears  to  be  blasphemy; 
but  the  other  assertion,  that  mind  orders  all 
things,  is  worthy  of  the  aspect  of  the  world,  and 
of  the  sun,  and  of  the  moon,  and  of  the  stars 
and  of  the  whole  circle  of  the  heavens;  and 
never  will  I  say  or  think  otherwise. 

Soc.  Shall  we  then  agree  with  them  of  old 
time  in  maintaining1  this  doctrine — not  merely 
reasserting  the  notions  of  others,  without  risk 
to  ourselves,  [29] — but  shall  we  share  in  the 
danger,  and  take  our  part  of  the  reproach 
which  will  await  us,  when  an  ingenious  indi 
vidual  declares  that  all  is  disorder? 

Pro.  That  would  certainly  be  my  wish. 

Soc.  Then  now  please  to  consider  the  next 
stage  of  the  argument. 

Pro.  Let  me  hear. 

Soc.  We  see  that  the  elements  which  enter 
into  the  nature  of  the  bodies  of  all  animals, 
fire,  water,  air,  and,  as  the  storm-tossed  sailor 
cries,  "land"  [i.  e.,  earth],  reappear  in  the  con 
stitution  of  the  world. 

Pro.  The  proverb  may  be  applied  to  us;  for 
truly  the  storm  gathers  over  us,  and  we  are  at 
our  wit's  end. 

Soc.  There  is  something  to  be  remarked 
about  each  of  these  elements. 

Pro.  What  is  it? 

Soc.  Only  a  small  fraction  of  any  one  of  them 
exists  in  us,  and  that  of  a  mean  sort,  and  not  in 
any  way  pure,  or  having  any  power  worthy 
of  its  nature.  One  instance  will  prove  this  of 
all  of  them;  there  is  fire  within  us,  and  in  the 
universe. 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  And  is  not  our  fire  small  and  weak  and 
mean?  But  the  fire  in  the  universe  is  wonder 
ful  in  quantity  and  beauty,  and  in  every  power 
that  fire  has. 

Pro.  Most  true. 

Soc.  Arid  is  the  fire  in  the  universe  nourished 
and  generated  and  ruled  by  the  fire  in  us,  or  is 
the  fire  in  you  and  me,  and  in  other  animals, 
dependent  on  the  universal  fire? 

Pro.  That  is  a  question  which  does-  not  de 
serve  an  answer. 

Soc.  Right;  and  you  would  say  the  same,  if 
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I  am  not  mistaken,  of  the  earth  which  is  in  ani 
mals  and  the  earth  which  is  in  the  universe, 
and  you  would  give  a  similar  reply  about  all 
the  other  elements? 

Pro.  Why,  how  could  any  man  who  gave 
any  other  he  deemed  in  his  senses? 

Soc.  I  do  not  think  that  he  could — but  now 
go  on  to  the  next  step.  When  we  saw  those  ele 
ments  of  which  we  have  been  speaking  gath 
ered  up  in  one,  did  we  not  call  them  a  body? 
Pro.  We  did. 

Soc.  And  the  same  may  be  said  of  the  cos 
mos,  which  for  the  same  reason  may  be  con 
sidered  to  be  a  body,  because  made  up  of  the 
same  elements. 
Pro.  Very  true. 

Soc.  But  is  our  body  nourished  wholly  by 
this  body,  or  is  this  body  nourished  by  our  body, 
thence  deriving  and  having  the  qualities  of 
which  we  were  just  now  speaking? 

Pro.  That  again,  Socrates,  is  a  question  which 
does  not  deserve  to  be  asked. 

[30]  Soc.  Well,  tell  me,  is  this  question 
worth  asking? 
Pro.  What  question? 
Soc.  May  our  body  be  said  to  have  a  soul? 
Pro.  Clearly. 

Soc.  And  whence  comes  that  soul,  my  dear 
Protarchus,  unless  the  body  of  the  universe, 
which  contains  elements  like  those  in  our  bod 
ies  but  in  every  way  fairer,  had  also  a  soul  ?  Can 
there  be  another  source? 
Pro.  Clearly,  Socrates,  that  is  the  only  source. 
Soc.  Why,  yes,  Protarchus; for  surely  we  can 
not  imagine  that  of  the  four  classes,  the  finite, 
the  infinite,  the  composition  of  the  two,  and  the 
cause,  the  fourth,  which  enters  into  all  things, 
giving  to  our  bodies  souls,  and  the  art  of  self- 
management,  and  of  healing  disease,  and  oper 
ating  in  other  ways  to  heal  and  organize,  hav 
ing  too  all  the  attributes  of  wisdom; — we  can 
not,  I  say,  imagine  that  whereas  the  self -same 
elements  exist,  both  in  the  entire  heaven  and  in 
great  provinces  of  the  heaven,  only  fairer  and 
purer,  this  last  should  not  also  in  that  higher 
sphere  have  designed  the  noblest  and  fairest 
things? 

Pro.  Such  a  supposition  is  quite  unreasonable. 
Soc.  Then  if  this  be  denied,  should  we  not 
be  wise  in  adopting  the  other  view  and  main 
taining  that  there  is  in  the  universe  a  mighty 
infinite  and  an  adequate  limit,  of  which  we 
have  often  spoken,  as  well  as  a  presiding  cause 
of  no  mean  power,  which  orders  and  arranges 
years  and  seasons  and  months,  and  may  be 
justly  called  wisdom  and  mind? 


Pro.  Most  justly. 

Soc.  And  wisdom  and  mind  cannot  exist 
without  soul  ? 

Pro.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  Aad  in  the  divine  nature  of  Zeus  would 
you  not  say  that  there  is  the  soul  and  mind  of 
a  king,  because  there  is  in  him  the  power  of 
the  cause?  And  other  gods  have  other  attri 
butes,  by  which  they  are  pleased  to  be  called. 

Pro.  Very  true. 

Soc.  Do  not  then  suppose  that  these  words 
are  rashly  spoken  by  us,  O  Protarchus,  for  they 
are  in  harmony  with  the  testimony  of  those 
who  said  of  old  time  that  mind  rules  the  uni 
verse. 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  And  they  furnish  an  answer  to  my  en 
quiry  (cf.  28) ;  for  they  imply  that  mind  is  the 
parent  of  that  class  of  the  four  which  we  called 
the  cause  of  all;  and  I  think  that  you  now  have 
my  answer. 

Pro.  I  have  indeed,  and  yet  I  did  not  observe 
that  you  had  answered. 

Soc.  A  jest  is  sometimes  refreshing,  Protar 
chus,  when  it  interrupts  earnest. 

/JJ7  Pro-  Very  true. 

Soc.  I  think,  friend,  that  we  have  now  pretty 
clearly  set  forth  the  class  to  which  mind  be 
longs  and  what  is  the  power  of  mind. 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  And  the  class  to  which  pleasure  belongs 
has  also  been  long  ago  discovered? 

Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  let  us  remember,  too,  of  both  of 
them,  ( i)  that  mind  was  akin  to  the  cause  and 
of  this  family;  and  (2)  that  pleasure  is  infinite 
and  belongs  to  the  class  which  neither  has,  nor 
ever  will  have  in  itself,  a  beginning,  middle,  or 
end  of  its  own. 

Pro.  I  shall  be  sure  to  remember. 

Soc.  We  must  next  examine  what  is  their 
place  and  under  what  conditions  they  are  gen 
erated.  And  we  will  begin  with  pleasure,  since 
her  class  was  first  examined;  and  yet  pleasure 
cannot  be  rightly  tested  apart  from  pain. 

Pro.  If  this  is  the  road,  let  us  take  it. 

Soc.I  wonder  whether  you  would  agree  with 
me  about  the  origin  of  pleasure  and  pain. 

Pro.  What  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  I  mean  to  say  that  their  natural  seat  is 
in  the  mixed  class. 

Pro.  And  would  you  tell  me  again,  sweet 
Socrates,  which  of  the  aforesaid  classes  is  the 
mixed  one? 

Soc.  I  will,  my  fine  fellow,  to  the  best  of  my 
ability. 
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Pro.  Very  good. 

Soc.  Let  us  then  understand  the  mixed  class 
to  be  that  which  we  placed  third  in  the  list  of 
four. 

Pro.  That  which  followed  the  Infinite  and 
the  finite; and  in  which  you  ranked  health,  and, 
if  I  am  not  mistaken,  harmony. 

Soc.  Capital;  and  now  will  you  please  to  give 
me  your  best  attention? 

Pro.  Proceed;  I  am  attending. 

Soc.  I  say  that  when  the  harmony  in  animals 
Is  dissolved,  there  is  also  a  dissolution  of  na 
ture  and  a  generation  of  pain. 

Pro.  That  Is  very  probable. 

Soc.  And  the  restoration  of  harmony  and 
return  to  nature  Is  the  source  of  pleasure,  If 
I  may  be  allowed  to  speak  in  the  fewest  and 
shortest  words  about  matters  of  the  greatest 
moment, 

Pro.  I  believe  that  you  are  right,  Socrates; 
but  will  you  try  to  be  a  little  plainer? 

Soc.  Do  not  obvious  and  every-day  phenom 
ena  furnish  the  simplest  illustration? 

Pro.  What  phenomena  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  Hunger,  for  example,  Is  a  dissolution 
and  a  pain. 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  Whereas  eating  is  a  replenishment  and  a 
pleasure? 

[32]  Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  Thirst  again  is  a  destruction  and  a  pain, 
but  the  effect  of  moisture  replenishing  the  dry 
place  is  a  pleasure:  once  more,  the  unnatural 
separation  and  dissolution  caused  by  heat  is 
painful,  and  the  natural  restoration  and  re 
frigeration  is  pleasant. 

Pro.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  the  unnatural  freezing  of  the  mois 
ture  hi  an  animal  is  pain,  and  the  natural  proc 
ess  of  resolution  and  return  of  the  elements  to 
their  original  state  is  pleasure.  And  would  not 
the  general  proposition  seem  to  you  to  hold, 
that  the  destroying  of  the  natural  union  of  the 
finite  and  infinite,  which,  as  I  was  observing 
before,  make  up  the  class  of  living  beings,  is 
painj  and  that  the  process  of  return  of  all  things 
to  their  own  nature  is  pleasure? 

Pro.  Granted;  what  you  say  has  a  general 
truth. 

Soc.  Here  then  is  one  kind  of  pleasures  and 
pains  originating  severally  in  the  two  processes 
which  we  have  described  ? 

Pro.  Good. 

Soc.  Let  us  next  assume  that  in  the  soul  her- 
$df  theje  is  an  antecedent  hope  of  pleasure 
which  is  sweet  and  refreshing,  and  an  expecta^ 


tion  of  pain,  fearful  and  anxious. 

Pro.  Yes;  this  Is  another  class  of  pleasures 
and  pains.,  which  is  of  the  soul  only,  apart  from 
the  body,  and  Is  produced  by  expectation. 

Soc.  Right;  for  In  the  analysis  of  these,  pure, 
as  I  suppose  them  to  be,  the  pleasures  being 
unalloyed  with  pain  and  the  pains  with  pleas 
ure,  rnethinks  that  we  shall  see  clearly  whether 
the  whole  class  of  pleasure  Is  to  be  desired,  or 
whether  this  quality  of  entire  desirableness  is 
not  rather  to  be  attributed  to  another  of  the 
classes  which  have  been  mentioned;  and  wheth 
er  pleasure  and  pain,  like  heat  and  cold,  and 
other  things  of  the  same  kind,  are  not  some 
times  to  be  desired  and  sometimes  not  to  be 
desired,  as  being  not  In  themselves  good,  but 
only  sometimes  and  in  some  instances  admit 
ting  of  the  nature  of  good. 

Pro.  You  say  most  truly  that  this  is  the  track 
which  the  investigation  should  pursue. 

Soc.  Well,  then,  assuming  that  pain  ensues 
on  the  dissolution,  and  pleasure  on  the  restora 
tion  of  the  harmony,,  let  us  now  ask  what  will 
be  the  condition  of  animated  beings  who  are 
neither  in  process  of  restoration  nor  of  dissolu 
tion.  And  mind  what  you  say:  I  ask  whether 
any  animal  who  is  In  that  condition  can  pos 
sibly  have  any  feeling  of  pleasure  or  pain,  great 
or  small? 

Pro.  Certainly  not. 

[33]  S°c-  Then  here  we  have  a  third  state, 
over  and  above  that  of  pleasure  and  of  pain? 

Pro.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  do  not  forget  that  there  Is  such  a 
state;  it  will  make  a  great  difference  in  our 
judgment  of  pleasure,  whether  we  remember 
this  or  not.  And  I  should  like  to  say  a  few 
words  about  it. 

Pro.  What  have  you  to  say? 

Soc.  Why,  you  know  that  if  a  man  chooses 
the  life  of  wisdom,  there  is  no  reason  why  he 
should  not  live  in  this  neutral  state. 

Pro.  You  mean  that  he  may  live  neither  re 
joicing  nor  sorrowing? 

Soc.  Yes;  and  if  I  remember  rightly,  when 
the  lives  were  compared,  no  degree  of  pleasure, 
whether  great  or  small,  was  thought  to  be  neces 
sary  to  him  who  chose  the  life  of  thought  and 
wisdom. 

Pro.  Yes,  certainly,  we  said  so. 

Soc.  Then  he  will  live  without  pleasure;  and 
who  knows  whether  this  may  not  be  the  most 
divine  of  all  lives? 

Pro.  If  so,  the  gods,  at  any  rate,  cannot  be 
supposed  to  have  either  joy  or  sorrow. 

Soc.  Certainly  not — there  would  be  a  great 
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impropriety  in  the  assumption  of  either  alter 
native.  But  whether  the  gods  are  or  are  not  in 
different  to  pleasure  is  a  point  which  may  be 
considered  hereafter  if  in  any  way  relevant  to 
the  argument,  and  whatever  is  the  conclusion 
we  will  place  it  to  the  account  of  mind  in  her 
contest  for  the  second  place,  should  she  have  to 
resign  the  first. 
Pro.  Just  so. 

Soc.  The  other  class  of  pleasures,  which  as 
we  were  saying  is  purely  mental,  is  entirely  de 
rived  from  memory. 
Pro,  What  do  you  mean? 
Soc.  I  must  first  of  all  analyse  memory^  or 
rather  perception  which  is  prior  to  memory,  if 
the  subject  of  our  discussion  is  ever  to  be  prop 
erly  cleared  up. 

Pro.  How  will  you  proceed  ? 
Soc.  Let  us  imagine  affections  of  the  body 
which  are  extinguished  before  they  reach  the 
soul,  and  leave  her  unaffected;  and  again,  other 
affections  which  vibrate  through  both  soul  and 
body,  and  impart  a  shock  to  both  and  to  each 
of  them. 

Pro.  Granted. 

•    Soc.  And  the  soul  may  be  truly  said  to  be 
oblivious  of  the  first  but  not  of  the  second? 
Pro.  Quite  true. 

Soc.  When  I  say  oblivious,  do  not  suppose 
that  I  mean  forgetfulness  in  a  literal  sense;  for 
forgetfulness  is  the  exit  of  memory,  which  in 
this  case  has  not  yet  entered;  and  to  speak  of 
the  loss  of  that  which  is  not  yet  in  existence, 
and  never  has  been,  is  a  contradiction;  do  you 
see? 

Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  Then  just  be  so  good  as  to  change  the 
terms. 

Pro.  How  shall  I  change  them? 
[34]  $oc-  Instead  of  the  oblivion  of  the  soul, 
when  you  are  describing  the  state  in  which  she 
is  unaffected  by  the  shocks  of  the  body,  say  un 
consciousness. 
Pro.  I  see. 

Soc.  And  the  union  or  communion  of  soul 
and  body  in  one  feeling  and  motion  would  be 
properly  called  consciousness? 
Pro.  Most  true. 

Soc.  Then  now  we  know  the  meaning  of  the 
word? 
Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  memory  may,  I  think,  be  rightly 
described  as  the  preservation  of  consciousness  ? 
Pro.  Right. 

Soc.Eut  do  we  .not  distinguish  memory  from 
recollection? 


Pro.  I  think  so. 

Soc.  And  do  we  not  mean  by  recollection  the 
power  which  the  soul  has  of  recovering,  when 
by  herself,  some  feeling  which  she  experienced 
when  in  company  with  the  body? 
Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  when  she  recovers  of  herself  the 
lost  recollection  of  some  consciousness  or  knowl 
edge,  the  recovery  is  termed  recollection  and 
reminiscence? 
Pro.  Very  true. 

Soc.  There  is  a  reason  why  I  say  all  this. 
Pro.  What  is  it? 

Soc.  I  want  to  attain  the  plainest  possible  no 
tion  of  pleasure  and  desire,  as  they  exist  in  the 
mind  only,  apart  from  the  body;  and  the  previ 
ous  analysis  helps  to  show  the  nature  of  both. 

Pro.  Then  now,  Socrates,  let  us  proceed  to 
the  next  point. 

Soc.  There  are  certainly  many  things  to  be 
considered  in  discussing  the  generation  and 
whole  complexion  of  pleasure.  At  the  outset  we 
must  determine  the  nature  and  seat  of  desire. 

Pro.  Ay;  let  us  enquire  into  that,  for  we  shall 
lose  nothing. 

Soc.  Nay,  Protarchus,  we  shall  surely  lose  the 
puzzle  if  we  find  the  answer. 

Pro.  A  fair  retort;  but  let  us  proceed. 

Soc.  Did  we  not  place  hunger,  thirst,  and  the 
like,  in  the  class  of  desires? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  yet  they  are  very  different;  what 
common  nature  have  we  in  view  when  we  call 
them  by  a  single  name? 

Pro.  By  heavens,  Socrates,  that  is  a  question 
which  is  not  easily  answered;  but  it  must  be 
answered. 

Soc.  Then  let  us  go  back  to  our  examples. 

Pro.  Where  shall  we  begin? 

Soc.  Do  we  mean  anything  when  we  say  "a 
man  thirsts"? 

Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  We  mean  to  say  that  he  "is  empty"? 

Pro.  Of  course. 

Soc.  And  is  not  thirst  desire? 

Pro.  Yes,  of  drink. 

[35]  S°c-  Would  you  say  of  drink,  or  of  re 
plenishment  with  drink? 

Pro.  I  should  say,  of  replenishment  with 
drink. 

Soc.  Then  he  who  is  empty  desires,  as  would 
appear,  the  opposite  of  what  he  experiences; 
for  he  is  empty  and  desires  to  be  full? 

Pro.  Clearly  so. 

Soc.  But  how  can  a  man  who  is  empty  for 
the  first  time,  attain  either  by  perception  or 
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memory  to  any  apprehension  of  replenishment, 
of  which  he  has  no  present  or  past  experience? 

Pro.  Impossible. 

Soc.  And  yet  he  who  desires,  surely  desires 
something? 

Pro.  Of  course. 

Soc.  He  does  not  desire  that  which  he  experi 
ences,  for  he  experiences  thirst,  and  thirst  is 
emptiness;  but  he  desires  replenishment? 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  Then  there  must  be  something  in  the 
thirsty  man  which  in  some  way  apprehends 
replenishment? 

Pro.  There  must. 

Soc.  And  that  cannot  be  the  body,  for  the 
body  is  supposed  to  be  emptied? 

Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  The  only  remaining  alternative  is  that 
the  soul  apprehends  the  replenishment  by  the 
help  of  memory;  as  is  obvious,  for  what  other 
way  can  there  be? 

Pro.  I  cannot  imagine  any  other. 

Soc.  But  do  you  see  the  consequence? 

Pro.  What  is  it? 

Soc.  That  there  is  no  such  thing  as  desire  of 
the  body. 

Pro.  Why  so? 

Soc.  Why?  because  the  argument  shows  that 
the  endeavour  of  every  animal  is  to  the  reverse 
of  his  bodily  state, 

Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  the  impulse  which  leads  him  to 
the  opposite  of  what  he  is  experiencing  proves 
that  he  has  a  memory  of  the  opposite  state. 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  And  the  argument,  having  proved  that 
memory  attracts  us  towards  the  objects  of  de 
sire,  proves  also  that  the  impulses  and  the  de 
sires  and  the  moving  principle  in  every  living 
being  have  their  origin  in  the  soul. 

Pro.  Most  true. 

Soc.  The  argument  will  not  allow  that  our 
body  either  hungers  or  thirsts  or  has  any  simi 
lar  experience. 

Pro.  Quite  right. 

Soc.  Let  me  make  a  further  observation;  the 
argument  appears  to  me  to  imply  that  there  is 
a  kind  of  life  which  consists  in  these  affections. 

Pro.  Of  what  affections,  and  of  what  kind  of 
life,  are  you  speaking? 

Soc.  I  am  speaking  of  being  emptied  and  re 
plenished,  and  of  all  that  relates  to  the  preser 
vation  and  destruction  of  living  beings,  as  well 
as  of  the  pain  which  is  felt  in  one  of  these  states 
and  of  the  pleasure  which  succeeds  to  it. 

Pro.  True. 


Soc.  And  what  would  you  say  of  the  inter 
mediate  state? 

Fro.  What  do  you  mean  by  "intermediate"? 

Soc.  I  mean  when  a  person  is  in  actual  suffer 
ing  and  yet  remembers  past  pleasures  which,  if 
they  would  only  return,  would  relieve  him;  but 
as  yet  he  has  them  not.  May  we  not  say  of  hitn^ 
that  he  is  in  an  intermediate  stater  [$6] 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Would  you  say  that  he  was  wholly 
pained  or  wholly  pleased? 

Pro.  Nay,  I  should  say  that  he  has  two  pains; 
in  his  body  there  is  the  actual  experience  of 
pain,  and  in  his  soul  longing  and  expectation. 

Soc.  What  do  you  mean,  Protarchus,  by  the 
two  pains?  May  not  a  man  who  is  empty  have 
at  one  time  a  sure  hope  of  being  filled,  and  at 
other  times  be  quite  in  despair? 

Pro.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  has  he  not  the  pleasure  of  memory 
when  he  is  hoping  to  be  filled,  and  yet  in  that 
he  is  empty  is  he  not  at  the  same  time  in  pain? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Then  man  and  the  other  animals  have 
at  the  same  time  both  pleasure  and  pain? 

Pro.  I  suppose  so. 

Soc.  But  when  a  man  is  empty  and  has  no 
hope  of  being  filled,  there  will  be  the  double 
experience  of  pain.  You  observed  this  and  in 
ferred  that  the  double  experience  was  the  sin 
gle  case  possible. 

Pro.  Quite  true,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Shall  the  enquiry  into  these  states  of 
feeling  be  made  the  occasion  of  raising  a  ques 
tion? 

Pro.  What  question? 

Soc.  Whether  we  ought  to  say  that  the  pleas 
ures  and  pains  of  which  we  are  speaking  are 
true  or  false?  or  some  true  and  some  false? 

Pro.  But  how,  Socrates,  can  there  be  false 
pleasures  and  pains? 

Soc.  And  how,  Protarchus,  can  there  be  true 
and  false  fears,  or  true  and  false  expectations, 
or  true  and  false  opinions? 

Pro.  I  grant  that  opinions  may  be  true  or 
false,  but  not  pleasures. 

Soc.  What  do  you  mean?  I  am  afraid  that 
we  are  raising  a  very  serious  enquiry. 

Pro.  There  I  agree. 

Soc.  And  yet,  my  boy,  for  you  are  one  of 
Philebus'  boys  (cf.  16),  the  point  to  be  con 
sidered,  is,  whether  the  enquiry  is  relevant  to 
the  argument. 

Pro.  Surely. 

Soc.No  tedious  and  irrelevant  discussion  can 
be  allowed;  what  is  said  should  be  pertinent. 
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Pro.  Right. 

Soc.  I  am  always  wondering  at  the  question 
which  has  now  been  raised. 

Pro.  How  so? 

Soc.  Do  you  deny  that  some  pleasures  are 
false,  and  others  true? 

Pro.  To  be  sure  I  do. 

Soc.  Would  you  say  that  no  one  ever  seemed 
to  rejoice  and  yet  did  not  rejoice,  or  seemed  to 
feel  pain  and  yet  did  not  feel  pain,  sleeping  or 
waking,  mad  or  lunatic? 

Pro.  So  we  have  always  held,  Socrates. 

/J7/  Soc.  But  were  you  right?  Shall  we  en 
quire  into  the  truth  of  your  opinion? 

Pro.  I  think  that  we  should. 

Soc.  Let  us  then  put  into  more  precise  terms 
the  question  which  has  arisen  about  pleasure 
and  opinion.  Is  there  such  a  thing  as  opinion? 

Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  such  a  thing  as  pleasure? 

Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  an  opinion  must  be  of  something? 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  And  a  man  must  be  pleased  by  some 
thing? 

Pro.  Quite  correct. 

Soc.  And  whether  the  opinion  be  right  or 
wrong,  makes  no  difference;  it  will  still  be  an 
opinion? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  he  who  is  pleased,  whether  he  is 
rightly  pleased  or  not  will  always  have  a  real 
feeling  of  pleasure? 

Pro.  Yes;  that  is  also  quite  true. 

Soc.  Then,  how  can  opinion  be  both  true  and 
false,  and  pleasure  true  only,  although  pleasure 
and  opinion  are  both  equally  real? 

Pro.  Yes;  that  is  the  question. 

Soc.  You  mean  that  opinion  admits  of  truth 
and  falsehood,  and  hence  becomes  not  merely 
opinion,  but  opinion  of  a  certain  quality;  and 
this  is  what  you  think  should  be  examined? 

Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  further,  even  if  we  admit  the  exist 
ence  of  qualities  in  other  objects, may  not  pleas 
ure  and  pain  be  simple  and  devoid  of  quality? 

Pro.  Clearly. 

Soc.  But  there  is  no  difficulty  in  seeing  that 
pleasure  and  pain  as  well  as  opinion  have  quali 
ties,  for  they  are  great  or  small,  and  have  vari 
ous  degrees  of  intensity;  as  was  indeed  said 
long  ago  by  us. 

Pro.  Quite  true. 

Soc.  And  if  badness  attaches  to  any  of  them, 
Protarchus,  then  we  should  speak  of  a  bad 
opinion  or  of  a  bad  pleasure? 


Pro.  Quite  true,  Socrates. 

Soc.  And  if  lightness  attaches  to  any  of  them, 
should  we  not  speak  of  a  right  opinion  or  right 
pleasure;  and  in  like  manner  of  die  reverse  of 
Tightness? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  if  the  thing  opined  be  erroneous, 
might  we  not  say  that  opinion,  being  erroneous, 
is  not  right  or  rightly  opined? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  if  we  see  a  pleasure  or  pain  which 
errs  in  respect  of  its  object,  shall  we  call  that 
right  or  good,  or  by  any  honourable  name? 

Pro.  Not  if  the  pleasure  is  mistaken;  how 
could  we? 

Soc.  And  surely  pleasure  often  appears  to 
accompany  an  opinion  which  is  not  true,  but 
false? 

[38]  Pro-  Certainly  it  does;  and  in  that  case, 
Socrates,  as  we  were  saying,  the  opinion  is  false, 
but  no  one  could  call  the  actual  pleasure  false. 

Soc.  How  eagerly,  Protarchus,  do  you  rush 
to  the  defence  of  pleasure! 

Pro.  Nay,  Socrates,  I  only  repeat  what  I  hear. 

Soc.  And  is  there  no  difference,  my  friend, 
between  that  pleasure  which  is  associated  with 
right  opinion  and  knowledge,  and  that  which 
is  often  found  in  all  of  us  associated  with  false 
hood  and  ignorance? 

Pro.  There  must  be  a  very  great  difference 
between  them. 

Soc.  Then,  now  let  us  proceed  to  contem 
plate  this  difference. 

Pro.  Lead,  and  I  will  follow. 

Soc.  Well,  then,  my  view  is — 

Pro.  What  is  it? 

Soc.  We  agree — do  we  not? — that  there  is 
such  a  thing  as  false,  and  also  such  a  thing  as 
true  opinion? 

Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  pleasure  and  pain,  as  I  was  just 
now  saying,  are  often  consequent  upon  these — 
upon  true  and  false  opinion,  I  mean. 

Pro.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  do  not  opinion  and  the  endeavour 
to  form  an  opinion  always  spring  from  mem 
ory  and  perception? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Might  we  imagine  the  process  to  be 
something  of  this  nature? 

Pro.  Of  what  nature? 

Soc.  An  object  may  be  often  seen  at  a  dis 
tance  not  very  clearly,  and  the  seer  may  want 
to  determine  what  it  is  which  he  sees. 

Pro.  Very  likely. 

Soc .  Soon  he  begins  to  interrogate  himself. 
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Pro.  In  what  manner? 

Sac.  He  asks  himself — "What  is  that  which 
appears  to  be  standing  by  the  rock  under  the 
tree?"  This  is  the  question  which  he  may  be 
supposed  to  put  to  himself  when  he  sees  such 
an  appearance. 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  To  which  he  may  guess  the  right  an 
swer,  saying  as  if  in  a  whisper  to  himself — "It 
is  a  man." 

Pro.  Very  good. 

Soc.  Or  again,  he  may  be  misled,  and  then  he 
will  say — "No,  it  is  a  figure  made  by  the  shep- 
herds." 

Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  if  he  has  a  companion,  he  repeats 
his  thought  to  him  in  articulate  sounds,  and 
what  was  before  an  opinion,  has  now  become  a 
proposition. 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  But  if  he  be  walking  alone  when  these 
thoughts  occur  to  him,  he  may  not  unfrequent- 
ly  keep  them  in  his  mind  for  a  considerable 
time. 

Pro.  Very  true. 

Soc.  Well,  now,  I  wonder  whether  you  would 
agree  in  my  explanation  of  this  phenomenon. 

Pro.  What  is  your  explanation? 

Soc.  I  think  that  the  soul  at  such  times  is  like 
a  book. 

Pro.  How  so? 

[39]  S°c-  Memory  and  perception  meet,  and 
they  and  their  attendant  feelings  seem  to  me  al 
most  to  write  down  words  in  the  soul,  and 
when  the  inscribing  feeling  writes  truly,  then 
true  opinion  and  true  propositions  which  are 
the  expressions  of  opinion,  come  into  our  souls 
— but  when  the  scribe  within  us  writes  falsely, 
the  result  is  false. 

Pro.  1  quite  assent  and  agree  to  your  state 
ment. 

Soc.  I  must  bespeak  your  favour  also  for  an 
other  artist,  who  is  busy  at  the  same  time  in  the 
chambers  of  the  soul. 

Pro.  Who  is  he? 

Soc.  The  painter,  who,  after  the  scribe  has 
done  his  work,  draws  images  in  the  soul  of  the 
things  which  he  has  described. 

Pro.  But  when  and  how  does  he  do  this? 

Soc.  When  a  man,  besides  receiving  from 
sight  or  some  other  sense  certain  opinions  or 
statements,  sees  in  his  mind  the  images  of  the 
subjects  of  them; — is  not  this  a  very  common 
mental  phenomenon? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  the  images  answering  to  true  opin 


ions  and  words  are  true,  and  to  false  opinions 
and  words  false;  are  they  not? 

Pro.  They  are. 

Soc.  If  we  are  right  so  far,  there  arises  a  fur 
ther  question. 

Pro.  What  is  it? 

Soc.  Whether  we  experience  the  feeling  of 
which  I  am  speaking  only  in  relation  to  the 
present  and  the  past,  or  in  relation  to  the  future 
also? 

Pro.  I  should  say  in  relation  to  all  times 
alike. 

Soc.  Have  not  purely  mental  pleasures  and 
pains  been  described  already  as  in  some  cases 
anticipations  of  the  bodily  ones;  from  which 
we  may  infer  that  anticipatory  pleasures  and 
pains  have  to  do  with  the  future? 

Pro.  Most  true. 

Soc.  And  do  all  those  writings  and  paintings 
which,  as  we  were  saying  a  little  while  ago,  are 
produced  in  us,  relate  to  the  past  and  present 
only,  and  not  to  the  future? 

Pro.  To  the  future,  very  much. 

Soc.  When  you  say,  "Very  much,"  you  mean 
to  imply  that  all  these  representations  are  hopes 
about  the  future,  and  that  mankind  are  filled 
with  hopes  in  every  stage  of  existence? 

Pro.  Exactly. 

Soc.  Answer  me  another  question. 

Pro.  What  question? 

Soc.  A  just  and  pious  and  good  man  is  the 
friend  of  the  gods;  is  he  not? 

Pro.  Certainly  he  is. 

Soc.  And  the  unjust  and  utterly  bad  man  is 
the  reverse? 

[40]  Pro.  True. 

Soc.  And  all  men,  as  we  were  saying  just 
now,  are  always  filled  with  hopes? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  these  hopes,  as  they  are  termed,  are 
propositions  which  exist  in  the  minds  of  each 
of  us? 

Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  the  fancies  of  hope  are  also  pictured 
in  us;  a  man  may  often  have  a  vision  of  a  heap 
of  gold,  and  pleasures  ensuing,  and  in  the  pic 
ture  there  may  be  a  likeness  of  himself  mightily 
rejoicing  over  his  good  fortune. 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  And  may  we  not  say  that  the  good,  be 
ing  friends  of  the  gods,  have  generally  true 
pictures  presented  to  them,  and  the  bad  false 
pictures? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  The  bad,  too,  have  pleasures  painted  in 
their  fancy  as  well  as  the  good;  but  I  presume 
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that  they  are  false  pleasures. 

Pro.  They  are. 

Soc.  The  bad  then  commonly  delight  in  false 
pleasures,,  and  the  good  in  true  pleasures? 

Pro.  Doubtless. 

Soc.  Then  upon  this  view  there  are  false 
pleasures  in  the  souls  of  men  which  are  a  ludi 
crous  imitation  of  the  true,  and  there  are  pains 
of  a  similar  character? 

Pro.  There  are. 

Soc.  And  did  we  not  allow  that  a  man  who 
had  an  opinion  at  all  had  a  real  opinion,  but 
often  about  things  which  had  no  existence 
either  in  the  past,  present,  or  future? 

Pro.  Quite  true. 

Soc.  And  this  was  the  source  of  false  opinion 
and  opining;  am  I  not  right? 

Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  must  we  not  attribute  to  pleasure 
and  pain  a  similar  real  but  illusory  character? 

Pro.  How  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  I  mean  to  say  that  a  man  must  be  admit 
ted  to  have  real  pleasure  who  is  pleased  with 
anything  or  anyhow;  and  he  may  be  pleased 
about  things  which  neither  have  nor  have  ever 
had  any  real  existence,  and,  more  often  than 
not,  are  never  likely  to  exist. 

Pro.  Yes,  Socrates,  that  again  is  undeniable. 

Soc.  And  may  not  the  same  be  said  about 
fear  and  anger  and  the  like;  are  they  not  often 
false? 

Pro.  Quite  so. 

Soc.  And  can  opinions  be  good  or  bad  ex 
cept  in  as  far  as  they  are  true  or  false? 

Pro.  In  no  other  way. 

[41]  Soc.  Nor  can  pleasures  be  conceived  to 
be  bad  except  in  so  far  as  they  are  false. 

Pro.  Nay,  Socrates,  that  is  the  very  opposite 
of  truth;  for  no  one  would  call  pleasures  and 
pains  bad  because  they  are  false,  but  by  reason 
of  some  other  great  corruption  to  which  they 
are  liable. 

Soc.  Well,  of  pleasures  which  are  corrupt  and 
caused  by  corruption  we  will  hereafter  speak, 
if  we  care  to  continue  the  enquiry;  for  the  pres 
ent  I  would  rather  show  by  another  argument 
that  there  are  many  false  pleasures  existing  or 
coming  into  existence  in  us,  because  this  may 
assist  our  final  decision. 

Pro.  Very  true;  that  is  to  say,  if  there  are 
such  pleasures. 

Soc.  I  think  that  there  are,  Protarchus;  but 
this  is  an  opinion  which  should  be  well  as 
sured,  and  not  rest  upon  a  mere  assertion. 

Pro.  Very  good. 

Soc.  Then  now,  like  wrestlers,  let  us  ap 


proach  and  grasp  this  new  argument. 

Pro.  Proceed. 

Soc.  We  were  maintaining  a  little  while 
since,  that  when  desires,  as  they  are  termed, 
exist  in  us,  then  the  body  has  separate  feelings 
apart  from  the  soul — do  you  remember? 

Pro.  Yes,  I  remember  that  you  said  so. 

Soc.  And  the  soul  was  supposed  to  desire  the 
opposite  of  the  bodily  state,  while  the  body  was 
the  source  of  any  pleasure  or  pain  which  was 
experienced. 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  Then  now  you  may  infer  what  hap 
pens  in  such  cases. 

Pro.  What  am  I  to  infer? 

Soc.  That  in  such  cases  pleasure  and  pains 
come  simultaneously;  and  there  is  a  juxtaposi 
tion  of  the  opposite  sensations  which  corre 
spond  to  them,  as  has  been  already  shown. 

Pro.  Clearly. 

Soc.  And  there  is  another  point  to  which  we 
have  agreed. 

Pro.  What  is  it? 

Soc.  That  pleasure  and  pain  both  admit  of 
more  and  less,  and  that  they  are  of  the  class  of 
infinites. 

Pro.  Certainly,  we  said  so. 

Soc.  But  how  can  we  rightly  judge  of  them? 

Pro.  How  can  we? 

Soc.  It  is  our  intention  to  judge  of  their  com 
parative  importance  and  intensity,  measuring 
pleasure  against  pain,  and  pain  against  pain, 
and  pleasure  against  pleasure? 

Pro.  Yes,  such  is  our  intention,  and  we  shall 
judge  of  them  accordingly. 

[42]  Soc.  Well,  take  the  case  of  sight.  Does 
not  the  nearness  or  distance  of  magnitudes  ob 
scure  their  true  proportions,  and  make  us  opine 
falsely;  and  do  we  not  find  the  same  illusion 
happening  in  the  case  of  pleasures  and  pains? 

Pro.  Yes,  Socrates,  and  in  a  degree  far  great 
er. 

Soc.  Then  what  we  are  now  saying  is  the  op 
posite  of  what  we  were  saying  before. 

Pro.  What  was  that? 

Soc.  Then  the  opinions  were  true  and  false, 
and  infected  the  pleasures  and  pains  with  their 
own  falsity. 

Pro.  Very  true. 

Soc.  But  now  it  is  the  pleasures  which  are 
said  to  be  true  and  false  because  they  are  seen 
at  various  distances,  and  subjected  to  compari 
son;  the  pleasures  appear  to  be  greater  and  more 
vehement  when  placed  side  by  side  with  the 
pains,  and  the  pains  when  placed  side  by  side 
with  the  pleasures. 
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Pro.  Certainly,  and  for  the  reason  which  you 
mention. 

Soc.  And  suppose  you  part  off  from  pleasures 
and  pains  the  element  which  makes  them  ap 
pear  to  be  greater  or  less  than  they  really  are: 
you  will  acknowledge  that  this  element  is  il 
lusory,  and  you  will  never  say  that  the  corre 
sponding  excess  or  defect  of  pleasure  or  pain  is 
real  or  true. 

Pro.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  Next  let  us  see  whether  in  another  direc 
tion  we  may  not  find  pleasures  and  pains  exist 
ing  and  appearing  in  living  beings,  which  are 
still  more  false  than  these. 

Pro.  What  are  they,  and  how  shall  we  find 
them? 

Soc.  If  I  am  not  mistaken,  I  have  often  re 
peated  that  pains  and  aches  and  suffering  and 
uneasiness  of  all  sorts  arise  out  of  a  corruption 
of  nature  caused  by  concretions,  and  dissolu 
tions,  and  repletions,  and  evacuations,  and  also 
by  growth  and  decay? 

Pro.  Yes,  that  has  been  often  said. 

Soc.  And  we  have  also  agreed  that  the  resto 
ration  of  the  natural  state  is  pleasure? 

Pro.  Right. 

Soc.  But  now  let  us  suppose  an  interval  o£ 
time  at  which  the  body  experiences  none  of 
these  changes. 

Pro.  When  can  that  be,  Socrates? 

Soc.  Your  question,  Protarchus,  does  not 
help  the  argument. 

Pro.  Why  not,  Socrates? 

Soc.  Because  it  does  not  prevent  me  from  re 
peating  mine. 

Pro.  And  what  was  that? 

Soc.  Why,  Protarchus,  admitting  that  there 
is  no  such  interval,  I  may  ask  what  would  be 
the  necessary  consequence  if  there  were? 

Pro.  You  mean,  what  would  happen  if  the 
body  were  not  changed  either  for  good  or  bad  ? 

Soc.  Yes. 

Pro.  Why  then,  Socrates,  I  should  suppose 
that  there  would  be  neither  pleasure  nor  pain. 

[43]  Soc.  Very  good;  but  still,  if  I  am  not 
mistaken,  you  do  assert  that  we  must  always 
be  experiencing  one  of  them;  that  is  what  the 
wise  tell  us;  for,  say  they,  all  things  are  ever 
flowing  up  and  down. 

Pro.  Yes,  and  their  words  are  of  no  mean  au 
thority. 

Soc.  Of  course,  for  they  are  no  mean  au 
thorities  themselves;  and  I  should  like  to  avoid 
the  brunt  of  their  argument.  Shall  I  tell  you 
how  I  mean  to  escape  from  them?  And  you 
shall  be  the  partner  of  my  flight. 


Pro.  How? 

Soc.  To  them  we  will  say:  "Good;  but  are 
we,  or  living  things  in  general,  always  con 
scious  of  what  happens  to  us — for  example,  of 
our  growth,  or  the  like?  Are  we  not,  on  the 
contrary,  almost  wholly  unconscious  of  this 
and  similar  phenomena?"  You  must  answer 
for  them. 

Pro.  The  latter  alternative  is  the  true  one. 

Soc.  Then  we  were  not  right  in  saying,  just 
now,  that  motions  going  up  and  down  cause 
pleasures  and  pains? 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  A  better  and  more  unexceptionable  way 
of  speaking  will  be — 

Pro.  What? 

Soc.  If  we  say  that  the  great  changes  produce 
pleasures  and  pains,  but  that  the  moderate  and 
lesser  ones  do  neither. 

Pro.  That,  Socrates,  is  the  more  correct  mode 
of  speaking. 

Soc.  But  if  this  be  true,  the  life  to  which  I 
was  just  now  referring  again  appears. 

Pro.  What  life? 

Soc.  The  life  which  we  affirmed  to  be  devoid 
either  of  pain  or  of  joy. 

Pro.  Very  true. 

Soc.  We  may  assume  then  that  there  are 
three  lives,  one  pleasant,  one  painful,  and  the 
third  which  is  neither;  what  say  you? 

Pro.  I  should  say  as  you  do  that  there  are 
three  of  them. 

Soc.  But  if  so,  the  negation  of  pain  will  not 
be  the  same  with  pleasure. 

Pro.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  Then  when  you  hear  a  person  saying, 
that  always  to  live  without  pain  is  the  pleasant- 
est  of  all  things,  what  would  you  understand 
him  to  mean  by  that  statement? 

Pro.  I  think  that  by  pleasure  he  must  mean 
the  negative  of  pain. 

Soc.  Let  us  take  any  three  things;  or  suppose 
that  we  embellish  a  little  and  call  the  first  gold, 
the  second  silver,  and  there  shall  be  a  third 
which  is  neither. 

Pro.  Very  good. 

Soc.  Now,  can  that  which  is  neither  be  either 
gold  or  silver? 

Pro.  Impossible. 

Soc.  No  more  can  that  neutral  or  middle  life 
be  righdy  or  reasonably  spoken  or  thought  of 
as  pleasant  or  painful. 

Pro.  Certainly  not. 

[44]  Soc.  And  yet,  my  friend,  there  are,  as 
we  know,  persons  who  say  and  think  so* 

Pro.  Certainly. 
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Soc.  And  do  they  think  that  they  have  pleas 
ure  when  they  are  free  from  pain? 

Pro.  They  say  so. 

Soc.  And  they  must  think  or  they  would  not 
say  that  they  have  pleasure, 

Pro.  I  suppose  not, 

Soc.  And  yet  if  pleasure  and  the  negation  of 
pain  are  of  distinct  natures,  they  are  wrong. 

Pro.  But  they  are  undoubtedly  of  distinct  na 
tures. 

Soc.  Then  shall  we  take  the  view  that  they 
are  three,  as  we  were  just  now  saying,  or  that 
they  are  two  only — the  one  being  a  state  of 
pain,  which  Is  an  evil,  and  the  other  a  cessation 
of  pain,  which  is  of  Itself  a  good,  and  is  called 
pleasant? 

Pro.  But  why,  Socrates,  do  we  ask  the  ques 
tion  at  all  ?  I  do  not  see  the  reason. 

Soc.  You,  Protarchus,  have  clearly  never 
heard  of  certain  enemies  of  our  friend Philebus. 

Pro.  And  who  may  they  be? 

Soc.  Certain  persons  who  are  reputed  to  be 
masters  in  natural  philosophy,  who  deny  the 
very  existence  of  pleasure. 

Pro.  Indeed! 

Soc.  They  say  that  what  the  school  of  Phile 
bus  calls  pleasures  are  all  of  them  only  avoid 
ances  of  pain. 

Pro.  And  would  you,  Socrates,  have  us  agree 
with  them? 

Soc.  Why,  no,  I  would  rather  use  them  as  a 
sort  of  diviners,  who  divine  the  truth,  not  by 
rules  of  art,  but  by  an  instinctive  repugnance 
and  extreme  detestation  which  a  noble  nature 
has  of  the  power  of  pleasure,  in  which  they 
think  that  there  is  nothing  sound,  and  her  se 
ductive  influence  is  declared  by  them  to  be 
witchcraft,  and  not  pleasure.  This  is  the  use 
which  you  may  make  of  them.  And  when  you 
have  considered  the  various  grounds  of  their 
dislike,  you  shall  hear  from  me  what  I  deem  to 
be  true  pleasures.  Having  thus  examined  the  na 
ture  of  pleasure  from  both  points  of  view,  we 
will  bring  her  up  for  judgment. 

Pro.  Well  said. 

Soc.  Then  let  us  enter  into  an  alliance  with 
these  philosophers  and  follow  in  the  track  of 
their  dislike.  I  imagine  that  they  would  say 
something  of  this  sort;  they  would  begin  at  the 
beginning,  and  ask  whether,  if  we  wanted  to 
know  the  nature  of  any  quality,  such  as  hard 
ness,  we  should  be  more  likely  to  discover  it  by 
looking  at  the  hardest  things,  rather  than  at  the 
least  hard?  You,  Protarchus,  shall  answer  these 
severe  gentlemen  as  you  answer  me. 

Pro.  By  all  means,  and  I  reply  to  them,  that 


you  should  look  at  the  greatest  instances. 

Soc.  Then  if  we  want  to  see  the  true  nature 
of  pleasures  as  a  class,  we  should  not  look  at  the 
most  diluted  pleasures,  [45]  but  at  the  most 
extreme  and  most  vehement? 

Pro.  In  that  every  one  will  agree. 

Soc.  And  the  obvious  instances  of  the  great 
est  pleasures,  as  we  have  often  said,  are  the 
pleasures  of  the  body? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  are  they  felt  by  us  to  be  or  become 
greater,  when  we  are  sick  or  when  we  are  In 
health?  And  here  we  must  be  careful  In  our 
answer,  or  we  shall  corne  to  grief. 

Pro.  How  will  that  be? 

Soc.  Why,  because  we  might  be  tempted  to 
answer,  "When  we  are  in  health." 

Pro.  Yes,  that  is  the  natural  answer. 

Soc.  Well,  but  are  not  those  pleasures  the 
greatest  of  which  mankind  have  the  greatest 
desires? 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  And  do  not  people  who  are  in  a  fever, 
or  any  similar  illness,  feel  cold  or  thirst  or  other 
bodily  affections  more  intensely?  Am  I  not 
right  in  saying  that  they  have  a  deeper  want 
and  greater  pleasure  in  the  satisfaction  of  their 
want? 

Pro.  That  is  obvious  as  soon  as  it  is  said. 

Soc.  Well,  then,  shall  we  not  be  right  in  say 
ing,  that  if  a  person  would  wish  to  see  the 
greatest  pleasures  he  ought  to  go  and  look,  not 
at  health,  but  at  disease?  And  here  you  must 
distinguish: — do  not  imagine  that  I  mean  to 
ask  whether  those  who  are  very  ill  have  more 
pleasures  than  those  who  are  well,  but  under 
stand  that  I  am  speaking  of  the  magnitude  of 
pleasure;  I  want  to  know  where  pleasures  are 
found  to  be  most  intense.  For,  as  I  say,  we  have 
to  discover  what  is  pleasure,  and  what  they 
mean  by  pleasure  who  deny  her  very  existence. 

Pro.  I  think  I  follow  you. 

Soc.  You  will  soon  have  a  better  opportunity 
of  showing  whether  you  do  or  not,  Protarchus. 
Answer  now,  and  tell  me  whether  you  see,  I 
will  not  say  more,  but  more  intense  and  exces 
sive  pleasures  in  wantonness  than  in  temper 
ance?  Reflect  before  you  speak. 

Pro.  I  understand  you,  and  see  that  there  is 
a  great  difference  between  them;  the  temperate 
are  restrained  by  the  wise  man's  aphorism  of 
"Never  too  much,"  which  Is  their  rule,  but  ex 
cess  of  pleasure  possessing  the  minds  of  fools 
and  wantons  becomes  madness  and  makes 
them  shout  with  delight. 

Soc.  Very  good,  and  if  this  be  true,  then  the 
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greatest  pleasures  and  pains  will  clearly  be 
found  In  sonic  vicious  state  of  soul  and  body, 
not  IE  a  virtuous  state, 

[46]  Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  ought  we  not  to  select  some  of 
these  for  examination,  aed  see  what  makes 
them  the  greatest? 

Fro.  To  be  sore  we  ought. 

Soc.  Take  the  case  of  the  pleasures  which 
arise  out  of  certain  disorders. 

Pro.  What  disorders? 

Soc.  The  pleasures  of  unseemly  disorders, 
which  our  severe  friends  utterly  detest. 

Pro.  What  pleasures? 

Soc.  Such,  for  example,  as  the  relief  of  itch 
ing  and  other  ailments  by  scratching,  which  is 
the  only  remedy  required.  For  what  in  Heav 
en's  name  is  the  feeling  to  be  called  which  is 
thus  produced  in  us? — Pleasure  or  pain? 

Pro.  A  villainous  mixture  o£  some  kind,  Soc 
rates,  I  should  say. 

Soc.  I  did  not  introduce  the  argument,  O 
Protarchus,with  any  personal  reference  toPhil- 
ebus,  but  because,  without  the  consideration  of 
these  and  similar  pleasures,  we  shall  not  be  able 
to  determine  the  point  at  issue. 

Pro.  Then  we  had  better  proceed  to  analyze 
this  family  of  pleasures, 

Soc.  You  mean  the  pleasures  which  are  min 
gled  with  pain? 

Pro.  Exactly. 

Soc,  There  are  some  mixtures  which  are  of 
the  body,  and  only  in  the  body,  and  others 
which  are  of  the  soul,  and  only  in  the  soul; 
while  there  are  other  mixtures  of  pleasures 
with  pains,  common  both  to  soul  and  body, 
which  in  their  composite  state  are  called  some 
times  pleasures  and  sometimes  pains. 

Pro.  How  is  that? 

Soc.  Whenever,  in  the  restoration  or  in  the 
derangement  of  nature,  a  man  experiences  two 
opposite  feelings;  for  example,  when  he  is  cold 
and  is  growing  warm,  or  again,  when  he  is 
hot  and  is  becoming  cool,  and  he  wants  to  have 
the  one  and  be  rid  of  the  other; — the  sweet  has 
a  bitter,  as  the  common  saying  is,  and  both  to 
gether  fasten  upon  him  and  create  irritation 
and  in  time  drive  him  to  distraction. 

Pro.  That  description  is  very  true  to  nature. 

Soc.  And  in  these  sorts  of  mixtures  the  pleas 
ures  and  pains  are  sometimes  equal,  and  some 
times  one  or  other  of  them  predominates? 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  Of  cases  in  which  the  pain  exceeds  the 
pleasure,  an  example  is  afforded  by  itching,  of 
which  we  were  just  now  speaking,  and  by  the 


tingling  which  we  feel  when  the  boiling  and 
fiery  element  is  within,  and  the  rubbing  and 
motion  only  relieves  the  surface,  and  does  not 
reach  the  parts  affected;  then  if  you  put  them  to 
the  fire,  and  as  a  last  resort  apply  cold  to  them, 
you  may  often  produce  the  most  intense  pleas 
ure  or  pain  in  the  inner  parts,  which  contrasts 
and  mingles  with  the  pain  or  pleasure,  as  the 
case  may  be,  of  the  outer  parts;  [47]  and  this 
is  due  to  the  forcible  separation  of  what  is 
united,  or  to  the  union  of  what  is  separated, 
and  to  the  juxtaposition  of  pleasure  and  pain. 

Pro.  Quite  so. 

Soc.  Sometimes  the  element  of  pleasure  pre 
vails  in  a  man,  and  the  slight  undercurrent  of 
pain  makes  him  tingle,  and  causes  a  gentle  ir 
ritation;  or  again,  the  excessive  infusion  of  pleas 
ure  creates  an  excitement  in  him, — he  even 
leaps  for  joy,  he  assumes  all  sorts  of  attitudes, 
he  changes  all  manner  of  colours,  he  gasps  for 
breath,  and  is  quite  amazed,  and  utters  the 
most  irrational  exclamations. 

Pro.  Yes,  indeed. 

Soc.  He  will  say  of  himself,  and  others  will 
say  of  him,  that  he  is  dying  with  these  delights; 
and  the  more  dissipated  and  good-for-nothing 
he  is,  the  more  vehemendy  he  pursues  them  in 
every  way;  of  all  pleasures  he  declares  them  to 
be  the  greatest;  and  he  reckons  him  who  lives 
in  the  most  constant  enjoyment  of  them  to  be 
the  happiest  of  mankind. 

Pro.  That,  Socrates,  is  a  very  true  descrip 
tion  of  the  opinions  of  the  majority  about  pleas 
ures. 

Soc.  Yes,  Protarchus,  quite  true  of  the  mixed 
pleasures,  which  arise  out  of  the  communion  of 
external  and  internal  sensations  in  the  body; 
there  are  also  cases  in  which  the  mind  contrib 
utes  an  opposite  element  to  the  body,  whether 
of  pleasure  or  pain,  and  the  two  unite  and  form 
one  mixture.  Concerning  these  I  have  already 
remarked,  that  when  a  man  is  empty  he  de 
sires  to  be  full,  and  has  pleasure  in  hope  and 
pain  in  vacuity.  But  now  I  must  further  add 
what  I  omitted  before,  that  in  all  these  and  sim 
ilar  emotions  in  which  body  and  mind  are  op 
posed  (and  they  are  innumerable),  pleasure 
and  pain  coalesce  in  one. 

Pro.  I  believe  that  to  be  quite  true. 

Soc.  There  still  remains  one  other  sort  of  ad 
mixture  of  pleasures  and  pains. 

Pro.  What  is  that? 

Soc.  The  union  which,  as  we  were  saying, 
the  mind  often  experiences  of  purely  mental 
feelings. 

Pro.  What  do  you  mean? 
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Soc.  Why,  do  we  not  speak  of  anger,  fear, 
desire,  sorrow ,  love,  emulation,  envy,  and  the 
like,  as  pains  which  belong  to  the  soul  only? 

Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  shall  we  not  find  them  also  full  of 
the  most  wonderful  pleasures?  need  I  remind 
you  of  the  anger 

Which  stirs  even  a  wise  man  to  violence,. 
And  is  sweeter  than  honey  and  the  honeycomb"? 

And  you  remember  how  pleasures  mingle  with 
pains  in  lamentation  [48]  and  bereavement? 

Pro.  Yes,  there  is  a  natural  connection  be 
tween  them. 

Soc.  And  you  remember  also  how  at  the  sight 
of  tragedies  the  spectators  smile  through  their 
tears? 

Pro.  Certainly  I  do. 

Soc.  And  are  you  aware  that  even  at  a  com 
edy  the  soul  experiences  a  mixed  feeling  of  pain 
and  pleasure? 

Pro.  I  do  not  quite  understand  you. 

Soc.  I  admit,  Protarchus,  that  there  is  some 
difficulty  in  recognizing  this  mixture  of  feel 
ings  at  a  comedy. 

Pro.  There  is,  I  think. 

Soc.  And  the  greater  the  obscurity  of  the 
case  the  more  desirable  is  the  examination  of 
it,  because  the  difficulty  in  detecting  other  cases 
of  mixed  pleasures  and  pains  will  be  less. 

Pro.  Proceed. 

Soc.  I  have  just  mentioned  envy;  would  you 
not  call  that  a  pain  of  the  soul  ? 

Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  yet  the  envious  man  finds  some 
thing  in  the  misfortunes  of  his  neighbours  at 
which  he  is  pleased? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  ignorance,  and  what  is  termed 
clownishness,  are  surely  an  evil? 

Pro.  To  be  sure. 

Soc.From  these  considerations  learn  to  know 
the  nature  of  the  ridiculous. 

Pro.  Explain. 

Soc.  The  ridiculous  is  in  short  the  specific 
name  which  is  used  to  describe  the  vicious  form 
of  a  certain  habit;  and  of  vice  in  general  it  is 
that  kind  which  is  most  at  variance  with  the 
inscription  at  Delphi. 

Pro.  You  mean,  Socrates,  "Know  thyself.'* 

Soc.  I  do;  and  the  opposite  would  be,  "Know 
not  thyself." 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  now,  O  Protarchus,  try  to  divide 
this  into  three. 

Pro.  Indeed  I  am  afraid  that  I  cannot. 


Soc.  Do  you  mean  to  say  that  I  must  make 
the  division  for  you? 

Pro.  Yes,  and  what  is  more,  I  beg  that  you 
will. 

Soc.  Are  there  not  three  ways  in  which  igno 
rance  of  self  may  be  shown? 

Pro.  What  are  they? 

Soc.  In  the  first  place,  about  money;  the  ig 
norant  may  fancy  himself  richer  than  he  is. 

Pro.  Yes,  that  is  a  very  common  error. 

Soc.  And  still  more  often  he  will  fancy  that 
he  is  taller  or  fairer  than  he  is,  or  that  he  has 
some  other  advantage  of  person  which  he  really 
has  not. 

Pro.  Of  course. 

Soc.  And  yet  surely  by  far  the  greatest  num 
ber  err  about  the  goods  of  the  mind;  they  im 
agine  themselves  to  be  much  better  men  than 
they  are.  [49] 

Pro.  Yes,  that  is  by  far  the  commonest  delu 
sion. 

Soc.  And  of  all  the  virtues,  is  not  wisdom  the 
one  which  the  mass  of  mankind  are  always 
claiming,  and  which  most  arouses  in  them  a 
spirit  of  contention  and  lying  conceit  of  wis 
dom? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  may  not  all  this  be  truly  called  an 
evil  condition? 

Pro.  Very  evil. 

Soc.  But  we  must  pursue  the  division  a  step 
further,  Protarchus,  if  we  would  see  in  envy  of 
the  childish  sort  a  singular  mixture  of  pleasure 
and  pain. 

Pro.  How  can  we  make  the  further  division 
which  you  suggest? 

Soc.  All  who  are  silly  enough  to  entertain 
this  lying  conceit  of  themselves  may  of  course 
be  divided,  like  the  rest  of  mankind,  into  two 
classes — one  having  power  and  might;  and  the 
other  the  reverse. 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Let  this,  then,  be  the  principle  of  divi 
sion;  those  of  them  who  are  weak  and  unable 
to  revenge  themselves,  when  they  are  laughed 
at,  may  be  truly  called  ridiculous,  but  those  who 
can  defend  themselves  may  be  more  truly  de 
scribed  as  strong  and  formidable;  for  ignorance 
in  the  powerful  is  hateful  and  horrible,  because 
hurtful  to  others  both  in  reality  and  in  fiction, 
but  powerless  ignorance  may  be  reckoned,  and 
in  truth  is,  ridiculous. 

Pro.  That  is  very  true,  but  I  do  not  as  yet  see 
where  is  the  admixture  of  pleasures  and  pains. 

Soc.  Well,  then,  let  us  examine  the  nature  of 
envy. 
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Pro.  Proceed. 

Soc.  Is  not  envy  an  unrighteous  pleasure, and 
also  an  unrighteous  pain? 

Pro.  Most  true. 

Soc.  There  Is  nothing  envious  or  wrong  In 
rejoicing  at  the  misfortunes  of  enemies? 

Pro.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  But  to  feel  joy  instead  of  sorrow  at  the 
sight  of  our  friends'  misfortunes — Is  not  that 
wrong? 

Pro.  Undoubtedly. 

Soc.  Did  we  not  say  that  ignorance  was  al 
ways  an  evil? 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  And  the  three  kinds  of  vain  conceit  In 
our  friends  which  we  enumerated — the  vain 
conceit  of  beauty,  of  wisdom,  and  of  wealth, 
are  ridiculous  If  they  are  weak,  and  detestable 
when  they  are  powerful:  May  we  not  say,  as  I 
was  saying  before,  that  our  friends  who  are  in 
this  state  of  mind,  when  harmless  to  others, 
are  simply  ridiculous? 

Pro.  They  are  ridiculous. 

Soc.  And  do  we  not  acknowledge  this  igno 
rance  of  theirs  to  be  a  misfortune? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  do  we  feel  pain  or  pleasure  in 
laughing  at  it? 

Pro.  Clearly  we  feel  pleasure. 

[5°]  S°c*  And  was  not  envy  the  source  of 
this  pleasure  which  we  feel  at  die  misfortunes 
of  friends? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Then  the  argument  shows  that  when 
we  laugh  at  the  folly  of  our  friends,  pleasure, 
in  mingling  with  envy,  mingles  with  pain,  for 
envy  has  been  acknowledged  by  us  to  be  men 
tal  pain,  and  laughter  is  pleasant;  and  so  we 
envy  and  laugh  at  the  same  instant. 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  And  the  argument  Implies  that  there 
are  combinations  of  pleasure  and  pain  in  lam 
entations,  and  in  tragedy  and  comedy,  not 
only  on  the  stage,  but  on  the  greater  stage  of 
human  life;  and  so  in  endless  other  cases. 

Pro.  I  do  not  see  how  any  one  can  deny  what 
you  say,  Socrates,  however  eager  he  may  be  to 
assert  the  opposite  opinion. 

Soc.  I  mentioned  anger,  desire,  sorrow,  fear, 
love,  emulation,  envy,  and  similar  emotions,  as 
examples  in  which  we  should  find  a  mixture  of 
the  two  elements  so  often  named;  did  I  not? 

Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  We  may  observe  that  our  conclusions 
hitherto  have  had  reference  only  to  sorrow  and 
envy  and  anger. 


Pro.  I  see. 

Soc.  Then  many  other  cases  still  remain? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  why  do  you  suppose  me  to  have 
pointed  out  to  you  the  admixture  which  takes 
place  in  comedy?  Why  but  to  convince  you 
that  there  was  no  difficulty  in  showing  the 
mixed  nature  of  fear  and  love  and  similar  affec 
tions;  and  I  thought  that  when  I  had  given  you 
the  illustration,  you  would  have  let  me  off,  and 
have  acknowledged  as  a  general  truth  that  the 
body  without  the  soul,  and  the  soul  without 
the  body,  as  well  as  the  two  united,  are  sus 
ceptible  of  all  sorts  of  admixtures  of  pleasures 
and  pains;  and  so  further  discussion  would 
have  been  unnecessary.  And  now  I  want  to 
know  whether  I  may  depart:  or  will  you  keep 
me  here  until  midnight?  I  fancy  that  I  may  ob 
tain  my  release  without  many  words; — if  I 
promise  that  to-morrow  I  will  give  you  an  ac 
count  of  all  these  cases.  But  at  present  I  would 
rather  sail  in  another  direction,  and  go  to  other 
matters  which  remain  to  be  settled,  before  the 
judgment  can  be  given  which  Philebus  de 
mands. 

Pro.  Very  good,  Socrates;  in  what  remains 
take  your  own  course. 

Soc.  Then  after  the  mixed  pleasures  the  un 
mixed  should  have  their  turn;  this  is  the  natu 
ral  and  necessary  order. 

/5/7  Pro.  Excellent. 

Soc.  These,  in  turn,  then,  I  will  now  endeav 
our  to  indicate;  for  with  the  maintainers  of  the 
opinion  that  all  pleasures  are  a  cessation  of  pain, 
I  do  not  agree,  but,  as  I  was  saying,  I  use  them 
as  witnesses,  that  there  are  pleasures  which 
seem  only  and  are  not,  and  there  are  others 
again  which  have  great  power  and  appear  in 
many  forms,  yet  are  intermingled  with  pains, 
and  are  partly  alleviations  of  agony  and  dis 
tress,  both  of  body  and  mind. 

Pro.  Then  what  pleasures,  Socrates,  should 
we  be  right  In  conceiving  to  be  true? 

Soc.  True  pleasures  are  those  which  are 
given  by  beauty  of  colour  and  form,  and  most 
of  those  which  arise  from  smells;  those  of 
sound,  again,  and  in  general  those  of  which 
the  want  is  painless  and  unconscious,  and  of 
which  the  fruition  is  palpable  to  sense  and 
pleasant  and  unalloyed  with  pain. 

Pro.  Once  more,  Socrates,  I  must  ask  what 
you  mean. 

Soc.  My  meaning  is  certainly  not  obvious, 
and  I  will  endeavour  to  be  plainer,  I  do  not 
mean  by  beauty  of  form  such  beauty  as  that 
of  animals  or  pictures,  which  the  many  would 
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suppose  to  be  my  meaning;  but,  says  the  argu 
ment,  understand  me  to  mean  straight  lines 
and  circles,  and  the  plane  or  solid  figures  which 
are  formed  out  of  them  by  turning4athes  and 
rulers  and  measurers  of  angles;  for  these  I  affirm 
to  be  not  only  relatively  beautiful,  like  other 
things,  but  they  are  eternally  and  absolutely 
beautiful,  and  they  have  peculiar  pleasures, 
quite  unlike  the  pleasures  of  scratching.  And 
there  are  colours  which  are  of  the  same  char 
acter,  and  have  similar  pleasures;  now  do  you 
understand  my  meaning? 

Pro.  I  am  trying  to  understand,  Socrates,  and 
I  hope  that  you  will  try  to  make  your  meaning 
clearer. 

Soc.  When  sounds  are  smooth  and  clear,  and 
have  a  single  pure  tone,  then  I  mean  to  say 
that  they  are  not  relatively  but  absolutely  beau 
tiful,  and  have  natural  pleasures  associated 
with  them. 

Pro.  Yes,  there  are  such  pleasures. 

Soc.  The  pleasures  of  smell  are  of  a  less  ether 
eal  sort,  but  they  have  no  necessary  admixture 
of  pain;  and  all  pleasures,  however  and  wher 
ever  experienced,  which  are  unattended  by 
pains,  I  assign  to  an  analogous  class.  Here  then 
are  two  kinds  of  pleasures. 

Pro.  I  understand. 

[52]  Soc.  To  these  may  be  added  the  pleas 
ures  of  knowledge,  if  no  hunger  of  knowledge 
and  no  pain  caused  by  such  hunger  precede 
them. 

Pro.  And  this  is  the  case. 

Soc.  Well,  but  if  a  man  who  is  full  of  knowl 
edge  loses  his  knowledge,  are  there  not  pains 
of  forgetting? 

Pro.  Not  necessarily,  but  there  may  be  times 
of  reflection,  when  he  feels  grief  at  the  loss  of 
his  knowledge. 

Soc.  Yes,  my  friend,  but  at  present  we  are 
enumerating  only  the  natural  perceptions,  and 
have  nothing  to  do  with  reflection. 

Pro.  In  that  case  you  are  right  in  saying  that 
the  loss  of  knowledge  is  not  attended  with 
pain. 

Soc.  These  pleasures  of  knowledge,  then,  are 
unmixed  with  pain;  and  they  are  not  the  pleas 
ures  of  the  many  but  of  a  very  few. 

Pro.  Quite  true. 

Soc.  And  now,  having  fairly  separated  the 
pure  pleasures  and  those  which  may  be  rightly 
termed  impure,  let  us  further  add  to  our  de 
scription  of  them*,  that  the  pleasures  which  are 
in  excess  have  no  measure,  but  that  those  which 
are  not  in  excess  have  measure;  the  great,  the 
excessive,  whether  more  or  less  frequent,  we 


shall  be  right  in  referring  to  the  class  of  the 
infinite,  and  of  the  more  and  less,  which  pours 
through  body  and  soul  alike;  and  the  others  we 
shall  refer  to  the  class  which  has  measure. 

Pro.  Quite  right,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Still  there  is  something  more  to  be  con 
sidered  about  pleasures. 

Pro.  What  is  it? 

Soc.  When  you  speak  of  purity  and  clearness, 
or  of  excess,  abundance,  greatness  and  suffi 
ciency,  in  what  relation  do  these  terms  stand  to 
truth? 

Pro.  Why  do  you  ask,  Socrates? 

Soc.  Because,  Protarchus,  I  should  wish  to 
test  pleasure  and  knowledge  in  every  possible 
way,  in  order  that  if  there  be  a  pure  and  impure 
element  in  either  of  them,  I  may  present  the 
pure  element  for  judgment,  and  then  they  will 
be  more  easily  judged  of  by  you  and  by  me  and 
by  all  of  us. 

Pro.  Most  true, 

Soc.  Let  us  investigate  all  the  pure  kinds; 
first  selecting  for  consideration  a  single  in 
stance. 

Pro.  What  instance  shall  we  select? 

[53]  S°c-  Suppose  that  we  first  of  all  take 
whiteness. 

Pro.  Very  good. 

Soc.  How  can  there  be  purity  in  whiteness, 
and  what  purity?  Is  that  purest  which  is  great 
est  or  most  in  quantity,  or  that  which  is  most 
unadulterated  and  freest  from  any  admixture 
of  other  colours? 

Pro.  Clearly  that  which  is  most  unadulter 
ated. 

Soc.  True,  Protarchus;  and  so  the  purest 
white,  and  not  the  greatest  or  largest  in  quan 
tity,  is  to  be  deemed  truest  and  most  beautiful? 

Pro.  Right. 

Soc.  And  we  shall  be  quite  right  in  saying 
that  a  little  pure  white  is  whiter  and  fairer 
and  truer  than  a  great  deal  that  is  mixed. 

Pro.  Perfectly  right. 

Soc.  There  is  no  need  of  adducing  many  simi 
lar  examples  in  illustration  of  the  argument 
about  pleasures;  one  such  is  sufficient  to  prove 
to  us  that  a  small  pleasure  or  a  small  amount  of 
pleasure,  if  pure  or  unalloyed  with  pain,  is  al 
ways  pleasanter  and  truer  and  fairer  than  a 
great  pleasure  or  a  great  amount  of  pleasure 
of  another  kind. 

Pro.  Assuredly;  and  the  instance  you  have 
given  is  quite  sufficient. 

Soc.  But  what  do  you  say  of  another  ques 
tion: — have  we  not  heard  that  pleasure  is  al 
ways  a  generation,  and  has  no  true  being?  Do 
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not  certain  Ingenious  philosophers  teach  this 
doctrine,  and  ought  not  we  to  be  grateful  to 
them? 

Pro.  What  do  they  mean? 

Soc.  I  will  explain  to  you,  my  dear  Protar 
chus,  what  they  mean,  by  putting  a  question. 

Pro.  Ask,  and  I  will  answer. 

Soc.  I  assume  that  there  are  two  natures,  one 
self-existent,  and  the  other  ever  in  want  of 
something. 

Pro.  What  manner  of  natures  are  they? 

Soc.  The  one  majestic  ever,  the  other  in 
ferior. 

Pro.  You  speak  riddles. 

Soc.  You  have  seen  loves  good  and  fair,  and 
also  brave  lovers  of  them. 

Pro.  I  should  think  so. 

Soc.  Search  the  universe  for  two  terms  which 
are  like  these  two  and  are  present  everywhere. 

Pro.  Yet  a  third  time  I  must  say,  Be  a  little 
plainer,  Socrates. 

Soc.  There  is  no  difficulty,  Protarchus;  the 
argument  is  only  in  play,  and  insinuates  that 
some  things  are  for  the  sake  of  something  else 
(relatives),  and  that  other  things  are  the  ends 
to  which  the  former  class  subserve  (absolutes). 

Pro.  Your  many  repetitions  make  me  slow 
to  understand. 

/5^J  Soc.  As  the  argument  proceeds,  my 
boy,  I  dare  say  that  the  meaning  will  become 
clearer. 

Pro.  Very  likely. 

Soc.  Here  are  two  new  principles. 

Pro.  What  are  they? 

Soc.  One  is  the  generation  of  all  things,  and 
the  other  is  essence. 

Pro.  I  readily  accept  from  you  both  genera 
tion  and  essence. 

Soc.  Very  right;  and  would  you  say  that 
generation  is  for  the  sake  of  essence,  or  essence 
for  the  sake  of  generation? 

Pro.  You  want  to  know  whether  that  which 
is  called  essence  is,  properly  speaking,  for  the 
sake  of  generation? 

Soc.  Yes. 

Pro.  By  the  gods,  I  wish  that  you  would  re 
peat  your  question. 

Soc.  I  mean,  O  my  Protarchus,  to  ask  wheth 
er  you  would  tell  me  that  ship-building  is  for 
the  sake  of  ships,  or  ships  for  the  sake  of  ship 
building?  and  in  all  similar  cases  I  should  ask 
the  same  question. 

Pro.  Why  do  you  not  answer  yourself,  Soc 
rates? 

Soc.  I  have  no  objection,  but  you  must  take 
your  part. 


Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  My  answer  is,  that  all  things  instru 
mental,  remedial,  material,  are  given  to  us  with 
a  view  to  generation,  and  that  each  generation 
Is  relative  to,  or  for  the  sake  of,  some  being  or 
essence,  and  that  the  whole  of  generation  is 
relative  to  the  whole  of  essence. 

Pro.  Assuredly. 

Soc.  Then  pleasure,  being  a  generation,  must 
surely  be  for  the  sake  of  some  essence? 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  And  that  for  the  sake  of  which  some 
thing  else  Is  done  must  be  placed  in  the  class  of 
good,  and  that  which  is  done  for  the  sake  of 
something  else,  in  some  other  class,  my  good 
friend. 

Pro.  Most  certainly. 

Soc.  Then  pleasure,  being  a  generation,  will 
be  rightly  placed  in  some  other  class  than  that 
of  good? 

Pro.  Quite  right. 

Soc.  Then,  as  I  said  at  first,  we  ought  to  be 
very  grateful  to  him  who  first  pointed  out  that 
pleasure  was  a  generation  only,  and  had  no 
true  being  at  all;  for  he  is  clearly  one  who  laughs 
at  the  notion  of  pleasure  being  a  good. 

Pro.  Assuredly. 

Soc.  And  he  would  surely  laugh  also  at  those 
who  make  generation  their  highest  end. 

Pro.  Of  whom  are  you  speaking,  and  what 
do  they  mean? 

Soc.  I  am  speaking  of  those  who  when  they 
are  cured  of  hunger  or  thirst  or  any  other  defect 
by  some  process  of  generation  are  delighted  at 
the  process  as  If  it  were  pleasure;  and  they  say 
that  they  would  not  wish  to  live  without  these 
and  other  feelings  of  a  like  kind  which  might 
be  mentioned. 

[55]  Pro-  That  is  certainly  what  they  appear 
to  think. 

Soc.  And  is  not  destruction  universally  ad 
mitted  to  be  the  opposite  of  generation? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Then  he  who  chooses  thus,  would 
choose  generation  and  destruction  rather  than 
that  third  sort  of  life,  in  which,  as  we  were 
saying,  was  neither  pleasure  nor  pain,  but  only 
the  purest  possible  thought. 

Pro.  He  who  would  make  us  believe  pleas 
ure  to  be  a  good  is  involved  in  great  absurdities, 
Socrates. 

Soc.  Great,  indeed;  and  there  is  yet  another 
of  them. 
Pro.  What  is  it? 

Soc.  Is  there  not  an  absurdity  in  arguing  that 
there  is  nothing  good  or  noble  in  the  body,  -or 
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in  anything  else,  but  that  good  Is  in  the  soul 
only,  and  that  the  only  good  of  the  soul  is 
pleasure;  and  that  courage  or  temperance  or 
understanding,  or  any  other  good  of  the  soul, 
is  not  really  a  good? — and  is  there  not  yet  a 
further  absurdity  in  our  being  compelled  to  say 
that  he  who  has  a  feeling  of  pain  and  not  of 
pleasure  is  bad  at  the  time  when  he  is  suffer 
ing  pain,  even  though  he  be  the  best  of  men; 
and  again,  that  he  who  has  a  feeling  of  pleas 
ure,  in  so  far  as  he  is  pleased  at  the  time  when 
he  is  pleased,  in  that  degree  excels  in  virtue? 

Pro.  Nothing,  Socrates,  can  be  more  irra 
tional  than  all  this. 

Soc.  And  now,  having  subjected  pleasure  to 
every  sort  of  test,  let  us  not  appear  to  be  too 
sparing  of  mind  and  knowledge:  let  us  ring 
their  metal  bravely,  and  see  if  there  be  un- 
soundness  in  any  part,  until  we  have  found  out 
what  in  them  is  of  the  purest  nature;  and  then 
the  truest  elements  both  of  pleasure  and  knowl 
edge  may  be  brought  up  for  judgment. 

Pro.  Right. 

Soc.  Knowledge  has  two  parts — the  one  pro 
ductive,  and  the  other  educational? 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  And  in  the  productive  or  handicraft 
arts,  is  not  one  part  more  akin  to  knowledge, 
and  the  other  less;  and  may  not  the  one  part 
be  regarded  as  the  pure,  and  the  other  as  the 
impure? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Let  us  separate  the  superior  or  dominant 
elements  in  each  of  them. 

Pro.  What  are  they,  and  how  do  you  sepa 
rate  them? 

Soc.  I  mean  to  say,  that  if  arithmetic,  mensu 
ration,  and  weighing  be  taken  away  from  any 
art,  that  which  remains  will  not  be  much. 

Pro.  Not  much,  certainly. 

Soc.  The  rest  will  be  only  conjecture,  and  the 
better  use  of  the  senses  which  is  given  by  expe 
rience  and  practice,  in  addition  to  a  certain 
power  of  guessing,  which  is  commonly  called 
art,  and  is  perfected  by  attention  and  pains. 

[56] 

Pro.  Nothing  more,  assuredly. 

Soc.  Music,  for  instance,  is  full  of  this  em 
piricism;  for  sounds  are  harmonized,  not  by 
measure,  but  by  skilful  conjecture;  the  music 
of  the  flute  is  always  trying  to  guess  the  pitch 
of  each  vibrating  note,  and  is  therefore  mixed 
up  with  much  that  is  doubtful  and  has  little 
which  is  certain. 

Pro.  Most  true. 

Soc.  And  the  same  willbe  found  to  hold  good 


of  medicine  and  husbandry  and  piloting  and 
generalship. 

Pro.  Very  true. 

Soc.  The  art  of  the  builder,  on  the  other 
hand,  which  uses  a  number  of  measures  and 
instruments,  attains  by  their  help  to  a  greater 
degree  of  accuracy  than  the  other  arts. 

Pro.  How  is  that  ? 

Soc.  In  ship-building  and  house-building, 
and  in  other  branches  of  the  art  of  carpenter 
ing,  the  builder  has  his  rule,  lathe,  compass, 
line,  and  a  most  ingenious  machine  for  straight 
ening  wood. 

Pro.  Very  true,  Socrates. 

Soc.  Then  now  let  us  divide  the  arts  of  which 
we  were  speaking  into  two  kinds — the  arts 
which,  like  music,  are  less  exact  in  their  results, 
and  those  which,  like  carpentering,  are  more 
exact. 

Pro.  Let  us  make  that  division. 

Soc.  Of  the  latter  class,  the  most  exact  of  all 
are  those  which  we  just  now  spoke  of  as  pri 
mary. 

Pro.  I  see  that  you  mean  arithmetic,  and  the 
kindred  arts  of  weighing  and  measuring. 

Soc.  Certainly,  Protarchus;  but  are  not  these 
also  distinguishable  into  two  kinds  ? 

Pro.  What  are  the  two  kinds? 

Soc.  In  the  first  place,  arithmetic  is  of  two 
kinds,  one  of  which  is  popular,  and  the  other 
philosophical. 

Pro.  How  would  you  distinguish  them? 

Soc.  There  is  a  wide  difference  between 
them,  Protarchus;  some  arithmeticians  reckon 
unequal  units;  as  for  example,  two  armies,  two 
oxen,  two  very  large  things  or  two  very  small 
things.  The  party  who  are  opposed  to  them  in 
sist  that  every  unit  in  ten  thousand  must  be  the 
same  as  every  other  unit. 

Pro.  Undoubtedly  there  is,  as  you  say,  a  great 
difference  among  the  votaries  of  the  science; 
and  there  may  be  reasonably  supposed  to  be 
two  sorts  of  arithmetic. 

Soc.  And  when  we  compare  the  art  of  men 
suration  which  is  used  in  building  with  phil 
osophical  geometry,  [yj]  or  the  art  of  com 
putation  which  is  used  in  trading  with  exact 
calculation,  shall  we  say  of  either  of  the  pairs 
that  it  is  one  or  two? 

Pro.  On  the  analogy  of  what  has  preceded, 
I  should  be  of  opinion  that  they  were  severally 
two. 

Soc.  Right;  but  do  you  understand  why  I 
have  discussed  the  subject? 

Pro.  I  think  so,  but  I  should  like  to  be  told 
by  you. 
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Soc.  The  argument  has  all  along  been  seek 
ing  a  parallel  to  pleasure,  and  tree  to  that  origi 
nal  design,  has  gone  on  to  ask  whether  one  sort 
of  knowledge  Is  purer  than  another,  as  one 
pleasure  is  purer  than  another. 

Pro.  Clearly;  that  was  the  intention. 

Soc.  And  has  not  the  argument  in  what  has 
preceded,  already  shown  that  the  arts  have  dif 
ferent  provinces,  and  vary  in  their  degrees  of 
certainty? 

Pro.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  just  now  did  not  the  argument  first 
designate  a  particular  art  by  a  common  term, 
thus  making  us  believe  in  the  unity  of  that  art; 
and  then  again,  as  if  speaking  of  two  different 
things,  proceed  to  enquire  whether  the  art  as 
pursed  by  philosophers,  or  as  pursued  by  non- 
philosophers,  has  more  of  certainty  and  purity? 

Pro.  That  is  the  very  question  which  the  ar 
gument  is  asking. 

Soc.  And  how,  Protarchus,  shall  we  answer 
the  enquiry? 

Pro.  O  Socrates,  we  have  reached  a  point  at 
which  the  difference  of  clearness  in  different 
kinds  of  knowledge  is  enormous. 

Soc.  Then  the  answer  will  be  the  easier. 

Pro.  Certainly;  and  let  us  say  in  reply,  that 
those  arts  into  which  arithmetic  and  mensura 
tion  enter,  far  surpass  all  others;  and  that  of 
these  the  arts  or  sciences  which  are  animated  by 
the  pure  philosophic  impulse  are  infinitely  supe 
rior  in  accuracy  and  truth. 

Soc.  Then  this  is  your  judgment;  and  this  is 
the  answer  which,  upon  your  authority,  we 
will  give  to  all  masters  of  the  art  of  misinter 
pretation  ? 

Pro.  What  answer? 

Soc.  That  there  are  two  arts  of  arithmetic, 
and  two  of  mensuration;  and  also  several  other 
arts  which  in  like  manner  have  this  double 
nature,  and  yet  only  one  name. 

Pro.  Let  us  boldly  return  this  answer  to  the 
masters  of  whom  you  speak,  Socrates,  and  hope 
for  good  luck. 

Soc.  We  have  explained  what  we  term  the 
most  exact  arts  or  sciences. 

Pro.  Very  good. 

Soc.  And  yet,  Protarchus,  dialectic  will  re 
fuse  to  acknowledge  us,  if  we  do  not  award  to 
her  the  first  place. 

[58]  Pro.  And  pray,  what  is  dialectic? 

Soc.  Clearly  the  science  which  has  to  do  with 
all  that  knowledge  of  which  we  are  now  speak 
ing;  for  I  am  sure  that  all  men  who  have  a 
grain  of  intelligence  will  admit  that  the  knowl 
edge  which  has  to  do  with  being  and  reality, 


and  sameness  and  unchangeableness,  is  by  far 
the  truest  of  all.  But  how  would  you  decide 
this  question,  Protarchus? 

Pro.  I  have  often  heard  Gorgias  maintain, 
Socrates,  that  the  art  of  persuasion  far  sur 
passed  every  other;  this,  as  he  says,  is  by  far 
the  best  of  them  all,  for  to  it  all  things  submit, 
not  by  compulsion,  but  of  their  own  free  will. 
Now,  I  should  not  like  to  quarrel  either  with 
you  or  with  him. 

Soc.  You  mean  to  say  that  you  would  like 
to  desert,  if  you  were  not  ashamed? 

Pro.  As  you  please. 

Soc.  May  I  not  have  led  you  into  a  misappre 
hension  ? 

Pro.  How? 

Soc.  Dear  Protarchus,  I  never  asked  which 
was  the  greatest  or  best  or  usefullest  of  arts  or 
sciences,  but  which  had  clearness  and  accuracy, 
and  the  greatest  amount  of  truth,  however 
humble  and  little  useful  an  art.  And  as  for 
Gorgias,  if  you  do  not  deny  that  his  art  has  the 
advantage  in  usefulness  to  mankind,  he  will 
not  quarrel  with  you  for  saying  that  the  study 
of  which  I  am  speaking  is  superior  in  this  par 
ticular  of  essential  truth;  as  in  the  comparison 
of  white  colours,  a  little  whiteness,  if  that  little 
be  only  pure,  was  said  to  be  superior  in  truth 
to  a  great  mass  which  is  impure.  And  now 
let  us  give  our  best  attention  and  consider  well, 
not  the  comparative  use  or  reputation  of  the 
sciences,  but  the  power  or  faculty,  if  there  be 
such,  which  the  soul  has  of  loving  the  truth, 
and  of  doing  all  things  for  the  sake  of  it;  let  us 
search  into  the  pure  element  of  mind  and  in 
telligence,  and  then  we  shall  be  able  to  say 
whether  the  science  of  which  I  have  been  speak 
ing  is  most  likely  to  possess  the  faculty,  or 
whether  there  be  some  other  which  has  higher 
claims. 

Pro.  Well,  I  have  been  considering,  and  I  can 
hardly  think  that  any  other  science  or  art  has 
a  firmer  grasp  of  the  truth  than  this. 

[59]  Soc.  Do  you  say  so  because  you  observe 
that  the  arts  in  general  and  those  engaged  in 
them  make  use  of  opinion,  and  are  resolutely 
engaged  in  the  investigation  of  matters  of  opin 
ion?  Even  he  who  supposes  himself  to  be  occu 
pied  with  nature  is  really  occupied  with  the 
things  of  this  world,  how  created,  how  acting 
or  acted  upon.  Is  not  this  the  sort  of  enquiry 
in  which  his  life  is  spent? 
Pro.  True. 

Soc.  He  is  labouring,  not  after  eternal  being, 
but  about  things  which  are  becoming,  or  which 
will  or  have  become. 


PHILEBUS 


635 


Pro.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  can  we  say  that  any  of  these  things 
which  neither  are  nor  have  been  nor  will  be 
unchangeable,  when  judged  by  the  strict  rule 
of  truth,  ever  become  certain? 

Pro.  Impossible. 

Soc.  How  can  anything  fixed  be  concerned 
with  that  which  has  no  fixedness? 

Pro.  How  indeed? 

Soc.  Then  mind  and  science  when  employed 
about  such  changing  things  do  not  attain  the 
highest  truth? 

Pro.  I  should  imagine  not. 

Soc.  And  now  let  us  bid  farewell,  a  long  fare 
well,  to  you  or  me  or  Philebus  or  Gorgias,  and 
urge  on  behalf  of  the  argument  a  single  point. 

Pro.  What  point? 

Soc.  Let  us  say  that  the  stable  and  pure  and 
true  and  unalloyed  has  to  do  with  the  things 
which  are  eternal  and  unchangeable  and  un 
mixed,  or  if  not,  at  any  rate  what  is  most  akin 
to  them  has;  and  that  all  other  things  are  to  be 
placed  in  a  second  or  inferior  class. 

Pro.  Very  true. 

Soc.  And  of  the  names  expressing  cognition, 
ought  not  the  fairest  to  be  given  to  the  fairest 
things? 

Pro.  That  is  natural. 

Soc.  And  are  not  mind  and  wisdom  the 
names  which  are  to  be  honoured  most? 

Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  these  names  may  be  said  to  have 
their  truest  and  most  exact  application  when 
the  mind  is  engaged  in  the  contemplation  of 
true  being? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  these  were  the  names  which  I  ad 
duced  of  the  rivals  of  pleasure  ? 

Pro.  Very  true,  Socrates. 

Soc.  In  the  next  place,  as  to  the  mixture,  here 
are  the  ingredients,  pleasure  and  wisdom,  and 
we  may  be  compared  to  artists  who  have  their 
materials  ready  to  their  hands. 

Pro.  Yes. 

Soc.  And  now  we  must  begin  to  mix  them? 

Pro.  By  all  means. 

Soc.  But  had  we  not  better  have  a  preliminary 
word  and  refresh  our  memories? 

Pro.  Of  what? 

Soc.  Of  that  which  I  have  already  mentioned. 
Well  says  the  proverb,  [60]  that  we  ought  to 
repeat  twice  and  even  thrice  that  which  is  good. 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Well  then,  by  Zeus,  let  us  proceed,  and  I 
will  make  what  I  believe  to  be  a  fair  summary 
of  the  argument. 


Pro.  Let  me  hear. 

Soc.  Philebus  says  that  pleasure  is  the  true 
end  of  all  living  beings,  at  which  all  ought  to 
aim,  and  moreover  that  it  is  the  chief  good  of 
all,  and  that  the  two  names  "good"  and  "pleas 
ant"  are  correctly  given  to  one  thing  and  one 
nature;  Socrates,  on  the  other  hand,  begins  by 
denying  this,  and  further  says,  that  in  nature 
as  in  name  they  are  two,  and  that  wisdom  par 
takes  more  than  pleasure  of  the  good.  Is  not 
and  was  not  this  what  we  were  saying,  Pro- 
tarchus? 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  is  there  not  and  was  there  not  a 
further  point  which  was  conceded  between  us? 

Pro.  What  was  it? 

Soc.  That  the  good  differs  from  all  other 
things. 

Pro.  In  what  respect? 

Soc.  In  that  the  being  who  possesses  good 
always  everywhere  and  in  all  things  has  the 
most  perfect  sufficiency,  and  Is  never  in  need 
of  anything  else. 

Pro.  Exactly. 

Soc.  And  did  we  not  endeavour  to  make  an 
imaginary  separation  of  wisdom  and  pleasure, 
assigning  to  each  a  distinct  life,  so  that  pleasure 
was  wholly  excluded  from  wisdom,  and  wis 
dom  in  like  manner  had  no  part  whatever  in 
pleasure? 

Pro.  We  did. 

Soc.  And  did  we  think  that  either  of  them 
alone  would  be  sufficient? 

Pro.  Certainly  not. 

Soc.  And  if  we  erred  in  any  point,  then  let 
any  one  who  will,  take  up  the  enquiry  again 
and  set  us  right;  and  assuming  memory  and 
wisdom  and  knowledge  and  true  opinion  to 
belong  to  the  same  class,  let  him  consider 
whether  he  would  desire  to  possess  or  acquire 
— I  will  not  say  pleasure,  however  abundant 
or  intense,  if  he  has  no  real  perception  that  he 
is  pleased,  nor  any  consciousness  of  what  he 
feels,  nor  any  recollection,  however  momen 
tary,  of  the  feeling, — but  would  he  desire  to 
have  anything  at  all,  if  these  faculties  were 
wanting  to  him?  And  about  wisdom  I  ask  the 
same  question;  can  you  conceive  that  any  one 
would  choose  to  have  all  wisdom  absolutely  de 
void  of  pleasure,  rather  than  with  a  certain 
degree  of  pleasure,  or  all  pleasure  devoid  of 
wisdom,  rather  than  with  a  certain  degree  of 
wisdom? 

Pro.  Certainly  not,  Socrates;  but  why  repeat 
such  questions  any  more? 

[61]  Soc.  Then  the  perfect  and  universally 
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eligible  and  entirely  good  cannot  possibly  be 
either  of  them? 
Pro.  Impossible. 

Soc.  Then  now  we  must  ascertain  the  nature 
of  the  good  more  or  less  accurately,  In  order,  as 
we  were  saying,  that  the  second  place  may  be 
duly  assigned? 
Pro.  Right. 

Soc.  Have  we  not  found  a  road  which  leads 
towards  the  good? 
Pro.  What  road? 

Soc.  Supposing  that  a  man  had  to  be  found, 
and  you  could  discover  In  what  house  he  lived, 
would  not  that  be  a  great  step  towards  the  dis 
covery  of  the  man  himself? 
Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And  now  reason  Intimates  to  us,  as  at 
our  first  beginning,  that  we  should  seek  the 
good,  not  in  the  unmixed  life  but  in  the  mixed. 
Pro.  True. 

Soc.  There  is  greater  hope  of  finding  that 
which  we  are  seeking  in  the  life  which  Is  well 
mixed  than  in  that  which  Is  not? 
Pro.  Far  greater. 

Soc.  Then  now  let  us  mingle,  Protarchus,  at 
the  same  time  offering  up  a  prayer  to  Dionysus 
or  Hephaestus,  or  whoever  Is  the  god  who  pre 
sides  over  the  ceremony  of  mingling. 
Pro.  By  all  means. 

Soc.  Are  not  we  the  cup-bearers?  and  here 
are  two  fountains  which  are  flowing  at  our 
side:  one,  which  is  pleasure,  may  be  likened  to 
a  fountain  of  honey;  the  other,  wisdom,  a  sober 
draught  in  which  no  wine  mingles,  is  of  water 
unpleasant  but  healthful;  out  of  these  we  must 
seek  to  make  the  fairest  of  all  possible  mixtures. 
Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Tell  me  first; — should  we  be  most  likely 
to  succeed  if  we  mingled  every  sort  of  pleasure 
with  every  sort  of  wisdom? 
Pro.  Perhaps  we  might. 
Soc.  But  I  should  be  afraid  of  the  risk,  and  I 
think  that  I  can  show  a  safer  plan. 
Pro.  What  is  It? 

Soc,  One  pleasure  was  supposed  by  us  to  be 
truer  than  another,  and  one  art  to  be  more 
exact  than  another. 
Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  There  was  also  supposed  to  be  a  differ 
ence  in  sciences;  some  of  them  regarding  only 
the  transient  and  perishing,  and  others  the  per 
manent  and  imperishable  and  everlasting  and 
immutable;  and  when  judged  by  the  standard 
of  truth,  the  latter,  as  we  thought,  were  truer 
than  the  former. 
Pro.  Very  good  and  right. 


Soc.  If,  then,  we  were  to  begin  by  mingling 
the  sections  of  each  class  which  have  the  most 
of  truth,  will  not  the  union  suffice  to  give  us 
the  loveliest  of  lives,  or  shall  we  still  want  some 
elements  of  another  kind  r 

[62]  Pro.  I  think  that  we  ought  to  do  what 
you  suggest. 

Soc.  Let  us  suppose  a  man  who  understands 
justice,  and  has  reason  as  well  as  understanding 
about  the  true  nature  of  this  and  of  all  other 
things. 

Pro.  We  will  suppose  such  a  man. 
Soc.  Will  he  have  enough  of  knowledge  if  he 
is  acquainted  only  with  the  divine  circle  and 
sphere,  and  knows  nothing  of  our  human 
spheres  and  circles,  but  uses  only  divine  circles 
and  measures  in  the  building  of  a  house? 

Pro.  The  knowledge  which  Is  only  super 
human,  Socrates,  is  ridiculous  in  man. 

Soc.  What  do  you  mean?  Do  you  mean  that 
you  are  to  throw  into  the  cup  and  mingle  the 
impure  and  uncertain  art  which  uses  the  false 
measure  and  the  false  circle? 

Pro.  Yes,  we  must,  if  any  of  us  Is  ever  to  find 
his  way  home. 

Soc.  And  am  I  to  include  musk,  which,  as  I 
was  saying  just  now,  is  full  of  guesswork  and 
imitation,  and  is  wanting  in  purity  ? 

Pro.  Yes,  I  think  that  you  must,  if  humaja  life 
is  to  be  a  life  at  all. 

Soc.  Well,  then,  suppose  that  I  give  way,  and, 
like  a  doorkeeper  who  is  pushed  and  overborne 
by  the  mob,  I  open  the  door  wide,  and  let 
knowledge  of  every  sort  stream  in,  and  the 
pure  mingle  with  the  impure? 

Pro.  I  do  not  know,  Socrates,  that  any  great 
harm  would  come  of  having  them  all,  if  only 
you  have  the  first  sort. 

Soc.  Well,  then,  shall  I  let  them  all  flow  into 
what  Homer  poetically  terms  "a  meeting  of  the 
waters"? 

Pro.  By  all  means. 

Soc.  There — I  have  let  him  in,  and  now  I 
must  return  to  the  fountain  of  pleasure.  For 
we  were  not  permitted  to  begin  by  mingling 
in  a  single  stream  the  true  portions  of  both  ac 
cording  to  our  original  intention;  but  the  love 
of  all  knowledge  constrained  us  to  let  all  the 
sciences  flow  in  together  before  the  pleasures. 
Pro.  Quite  true. 

Soc.  And  now  the  time  has  come  for  us  to 
consider  about  the  pleasures  also,  whether  we 
shall  in  like  manner  let  them  go  all  at  once,  or 
at  first  only  the  true  ones. 

Pro.  It  will  be  by  far  the  safer  course  to  let 
flow  the  true  ones  first. 
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Soc.  Let  them  iow,  then;  and  now9  if  there 
are  any  necessary  pleasures,  as  there  were  arts 
and  sciences  necessary,  must  we  not  mingle 
them? 

Pro.  Yes;  the  necessary  pleasures  should  cer 
tainly  be  allowed  to  mingle. 

[63]  Soc.  The  knowledge  of  the  arts  has 
been  admitted  to  be  Innocent  and  useful  al 
ways;  and  if  we  say  of  pleasures  In  like  manner 
that  all  of  them  are  good  and  Innocent  for  all 
of  us  at  all  times.,  we  must  let  them  all  mingle? 

Pro.  What  shall  we  say  about  them,  and 
what  course  shall  we  take? 

Soc.  Do  not  ask  me,  Protarchus;  but  ask  the 
daughters  of  pleasure  and  wisdom  to  answer 
for  themselves. 

Pro.  How? 

Soc.  Tell  us,  O  beloved — shall  we  call  you 
pleasures  or  by  some  other  name? — would  you 
rather  live  with  or  without  wisdom?  I  am  of 
opinion  that  they  would  certainly  answer  as 
follows: 

Pro.  How? 

Soc.  They  would  answer,  as  we  said  before, 
that  for  any  single  class  to  be  left  by  itself  pure 
and  isolated  is  not  good,  nor  altogether  possi 
ble;  and  that  If  we  are  to  make  comparisons  of 
one  class  with  another  and  choose,  there  is  no 
better  companion  than  knowledge  of  things  In 
general,  and  likewise  the  perfect  knowledge, 
if  that  may  be,  of  ourselves  in  every  respect. 

Pro.  And  our  answer  will  be: — In  that  ye 
have  spoken  well. 

Soc.  Very  true.  And  now  let  us  go  back  and 
interrogate  wisdom  and  mind:  Would  you  like 
to  have  any  pleasures  in  the  mixture?  And  they 
will  reply: — "What  pleasures  do  you  mean?" 

Pro.  Likely  enough. 

Soc.  And  we  shall  take  up  our  parable  and 
say:  Do  you  wish  to  have  the  greatest  and  most 
vehement  pleasures  for  your  companions  in  ad 
dition  to  the  true  ones?  "Why,  Socrates,"  they 
will  say,  "how  can  we?  seeing  that  they  are  the 
source  of  ten  thousand  hindrances  to  us;  they 
trouble  the  souls  of  men,  which  are  our  habita 
tion,  with  their  madness;  they  prevent  us  from 
coming  to  the  birth,  and  are  commonly  the 
ruin  of  the  children  which  are  born  to  us, 
causing  them  to  be  forgotten  and  unheeded; 
but  the  true  and  pure  pleasures,  of  which  you 
spoke,  know  to  be  of  our  family,  and  also  those 
pleasures  which  accompany  health  and  temper 
ance,  and  which  every  Virtue,  like  a  goddess 
has  in  her  train  to  follow  her  about  wherever 
she  goes, — mingle  these  and  not  the  others; 
there  would  be  great  want  of  sense  in  any  one 


who  desires  to  see  a  fair  [64]  and  perfect  mix 
ture,  and  to  find  in  it  what  is  the  highest  good 
In  man  and  In  the  universe,  and  to  divine  what 
Is  the  true  form  of  good — there  would  be  great 
want  of  sense  In  his  allowing  the  pleasures, 
which  are  always  in  the  company  of  folly  and 
vice,  to  mingle  with  mind  in  the  cup." — Is  not 
this  a  very  rational  and  suitable  reply,  which 
mind  has  made,  both  on  her  own  behalf,  as 
well  as  on  the  behalf  of  memory  and  true 
opinion? 

Pro.  Most  certainly. 

Soc.  And  still  there  must  be  something  more 
added,  which  is  a  necessary  ingredient  in  every 
mixture. 

Pro.  What  Is  that? 

Soc.  Unless  truth  enter  into  the  composition, 
nothing  can  truly  be  created  or  subsist. 

Pro.  Impossible. 

Soc.  Quite  impossible;  and  now  you  and 
Philebus  must  tell  me  whether  anything  is  still 
wanting  In  the  mixture,  for  to  my  way  of 
thinking  the  argument  is  now  completed,  and 
may  be  compared  to  an  incorporeal  law,  which 
is  going  to  hold  fair  rule  over  a  living  body. 

Pro.  I  agree  with  you,  Socrates. 

Soc.  And  may  we  not  say  with  reason  that 
we  are  now  at  the  vestibule  of  the  habitation  of 
the  good? 

Pro.  I  think  that  we  are, 

Soc.  What,  then,  Is  there  in  the  mixture 
which  is  most  precious,  and  which  is  the  prin 
cipal  cause  why  such  a  state  is  universally  be 
loved  by  all?  When  we  have  discovered  it,  we 
will  proceed  to  ask  whether  this  omnipresent 
nature  is  more  akin  to  pleasure  or  to  mind, 

Pro.  Quite  right;  in  that  way  we  shall  be 
better  able  to  judge. 

Soc.  And  there  is  no  difficulty  in  seeing  the 
cause  which  renders  any  mixture  either  of  the 
highest  value  or  of  none  at  all. 

Pro.  What  do  you  mean? 

Soc.  Every  man  knows  it. 

Pro.  What? 

Soc.  He  knows  that  any  want  of  measure  and 
symmetry  in  any  mixture  whatever  must  al 
ways  of  necessity  be  fatal,  both  to  the  elements 
and  to  the  mixture,  which  is  then  not  a  mix 
ture,  but  only  a  confused  medley  which  brings 
confusion  on  the  possessor  of  it. 

Pro.  Most  true. 

Soc.  And  now  the  power  of  the  good  has  re 
tired  into  the  region  of  the  beautiful;  for  meas 
ure  and  symmetry  are  beauty  and  virtue  all  the 
world  over. 

Pro.  True. 
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Soc.  Also  we  said  that  truth  was  to  form  an 
element  in  the  mixture. 

^657  Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  Then,  if  we  are  not  able  to  hunt  the 
good  with  one  idea  only,  with  three  we  may 
catch  our  prey;  Beauty,  Symmetry,  Truth  are 
the  three,  and  these  taken  together  we  may  re 
gard  as  the  single  cause  of  the  mixture,  and 
the  mixture  as  being  good  by  reason  of  the  in 
fusion  of  them. 

Pro.  Quite  right. 

Soc.  And  now,  Protarchus,  any  man  could 
decide  well  enough  whether  pleasure  or  wis 
dom  Is  more  akin  to  the  highest  good,  and 
more  honourable  among  gods  and  men. 

Pro.  Clearly,  and  yet  perhaps  the  argument 
had  better  be  pursued  to  the  end. 

Soc.  We  must  take  each  of  them  separately 
in  their  relation  to  pleasure  and  mind,  and  pro 
nounce  upon  them;  for  we  ought  to  see  to 
which  of  the  two  they  are  severally  most  akin. 

Pro.  You  are  speaking  of  beauty,  truth,  and 
measure? 

Soc.  Yes,  Protarchus,  take  truth  first,  and, 
after  passing  in  review  mind,  truth,  pleasure, 
pause  awhile  and  make  answer  to  yourself — as 
to  whether  pleasure  or  mind  is  more  akin  to 
truth. 

Pro.  There  is  no  need  to  pause,  for  the  dif 
ference  between  them  is  palpable;  pleasure  is 
the  veriest  impostor  in  the  world;  and  it  is 
said  that  in  the  pleasures  of  love,  which  appear 
to  be  the  greatest,  perjury  is  excused  by  the 
gods;  for  pleasures,  like  children,  have  not 
the  least  particle  of  reason  in  them;  whereas 
mind  is  either  the  same  as  truth,  or  the  most 
like  truth,  and  the  truest. 

Soc.  Shall  we  next  consider  measure,  in  like 
manner,  and  ask  whether  pleasure  has  more 
of  this  than  wisdom,  or  wisdom  than  pleasure? 

Pro.  Here  is  another  question  which  may  be 
easily  answered;  for  I  imagine  that  nothing  can 
ever  be  more  immoderate  than  the  transports 
of  pleasure,  or  more  in  conformity  with  meas 
ure  than  mind  and  knowledge. 

Soc.  Very  good;  but  there  still  remains  the 
third  test:  Has  mind  a  greater  share  of  beauty 
than  pleasure,  and  is  mind  or  pleasure  the 
fairer  of  the  two? 

Pro.  No  one,  Socrates,  either  awake  or  dream 
ing,  ever  saw  or  imagined  mind  or  wisdom  to 
be  in  aught  unseemly,  at  any  time,  past,  present, 
or  future. 

Soc.  Right. 

Pro.  But  when  we  see  some  one  indulging  in 
pleasures,  perhaps  in  the  greatest  of  pleasures, 


[66]  the  ridiculous  or  disgraceful  nature  of  the 
action  makes  us  ashamed;  and  so  we  put  them 
out  of  sight,  and  consign  them  to  darkness,  un 
der  the  idea  that  they  ought  not  to  meet  the  eye 
of  day. 

Soc.  Then,  Protarchus,  you  will  proclaim 
everywhere,  by  word  of  mouth  to  this  com 
pany,  and  by  messengers  bearing  the  tidings 
far  and  wide,  that  pleasure  is  not  the  first  of 
possessions,  nor  yet  the  second,  but  that  in 
measure,  and  the  mean,  and  the  suitable,  and 
the  like,  the  eternal  nature  has  been  found. 

Pro.  Yes,  that  seems  to  be  the  result  of  what 
has  been  now  said. 

Soc.  In  the  second  class  is  contained  the  sym 
metrical  and  beautiful  and  perfect  or  sufficient, 
and  all  which  are  of  that  family. 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  And  if  you  reckon  in  the  third  class 
mind  and  wisdom,  you  will  not  be  far  wrong, 
if  I  divine  aright. 

Pro.  I  dare  say. 

Soc.  And  would  you  not  put  in  the  fourth 
class  the  goods  which  we  were  affirming  to  ap 
pertain  specially  to  the  soul — sciences  and  arts 
and  true  opinions  as  we  called  them?  These 
come  after  the  third  class,  and  form  the  fourth, 
as  they  are  certainly  more  akin  to  good  than 
pleasure  is. 

Pro.  Surely. 

Soc.  The  fifth  class  are  the  pleasures  which 
were  defined  by  us  as  painless,  being  the  pure 
pleasures  of  the  soul  herself,  as  we  termed 
them,  which  accompany,  some  the  sciences, 
and  some  the  senses. 

Pro.  Perhaps. 

Soc.  And  now,  as  Orpheus  says, 

With  the  sixth  generation  cease  the  glory  of  my 
song. 

Here,  at  the  sixth  award,  let  us  make  an  end; 
all  that  remains  is  to  set  the  crown  on  our  dis 
course. 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  Then  let  us  sum  up  and  reassert  what 
has  been  said,  thus  offering  the  third  libation  to 
the  saviour  Zeus. 

Pro.  How? 

Soc.  Philebus  affirmed  that  pleasure  was  al 
ways  and  absolutely  the  good. 

Pro.  I  understand;  this  third  libation,  Soc 
rates,  of  which  you  spoke,  meant  a  recapitula 
tion. 

Soc.  Yes,  but  listen  to  the  sequel;  convinced 
of  what  I  have  just  been  saying,  and  feeling  in 
dignant  at  the  doctrine,  which  is  maintained, 
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not  by  PhUebus  only,  But  by  thousands  of 
others,  I  affirmed  that  mind  was  far  better  and 
fax  more  excellent,,  as  an  element  of  human  life, 
than  pleasure. 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  But,  suspecting  that  there  were  other 
things  which  were  also  better,  I  went  on  to  say 
that  If  there  was  anything  better  than  either, 
then  I  would  claim  the  second  place  for  mind 
over  pleasure,  and  pleasure  would  lose  the  sec 
ond  place  as  well  as  the  first. 

Pro.  You  did. 

[6j]  Soc.  Nothing  could  be  more  satisfac 
torily  shown  than  the  unsatisfactory  nature  of 
both  of  them, 

Pro.  Very  true. 

Soc.  The  claims  both  of  pleasure  and  mind 
to  be  the  absolute  good  have  been  entirely  dls- 
proven  In  this  argument,  because  they  are  both 
wanting  In  self-sufficiency  and  also  in  adequacy 
and  perfection. 

Pro.  Most  true. 

Soc.  But,  though  they  must  both  resign  In 


favour  of  another,  mind  Is  ten  thousand  times 
nearer  and  more  akin  to  the  nature  of  the  con 
queror  than  pleasure. 

Pro.  Certainly. 

Soc.  And,  according  to  the  judgment  which 
has  now  been  given,  pleasure  will  rank  fifth, 

Pro.  True. 

Soc.  But  not  first;  no,  not  even  If  all  the  oxen 
and  horses  and  animals  In  the  world  by  their 
pursuit  of  enjoyment  proclaim  her  to  be  so; — 
although  the  many  trusting  In  them,  as  di 
viners  trust  In  birds,  determine  that  pleasures 
make  up  the  good  of  life,  and  deem  the  lusts  of 
animals  to  be  better  witnesses  than  the  inspira 
tions  of  divine  philosophy. 

Pro.  And  now,  Socrates,  we  tell  you  that  the 
truth  of  what  you  have  been  saying  is  approved 
by  the  judgment  of  all  of  us. 

Soc.  And  will  you  let  me  go? 

Pro.  There  is  a  little  which  yet  remains,  and 
I  will  remind  you  of  it,  for  I  am  sure  that 
you  will  not  be  the  first  to  go  away  from  an 
argument. 
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PERSONS  OF  THE  DIALOGUE:  An  ATHENIAN  STRANGER;  CLEINIAS,  a  Cretan; 
MEGILLUS,  a  Lacedaemonian 


BOOK  I 

[624]  Athenian  Stranger.  TELL  me,  Strangers, 
is  a  God  or  some  man  supposed  to  be  the  au 
thor  of  your  laws? 

Cleinias.  A  God,  Stranger;  in  very  truth  a 
God:  among  us  Cretans  he  is  said  to  have  been 
Zeus,  but  in  Lacedaemon,  whence  our  friend 
here  comes,!  believe  they  would  say  that  Apollo 
is  their  lawgiver:  would  they  not,  Megillus? 

Megillus.  Certainly. 

Ath.  And  do  you,  Cleinias,  believe,  as  Homer 
tells,  that  every  ninth  year  Minos  went  to  con 
verse  with  his  Olympian  sire,  and  was  inspired 
by  him  to  make  laws  for  your  cities? 

Cle.  Yes,  that  is  our  tradition;  and  there  was 
Rhadamanthus,  a  brother  of  his,  with  whose 
name  you  are  familiar;  he  is  reputed  to  have 
been  the  justest  of  men,  [625]  and  we  Cretans 
are  of  opinion  that  he  earned  this  reputation 
from  his  righteous  administration  of  justice 
when  he  was  alive. 

Ath.  Yes,  and  a  noble  reputation  it  was, 
worthy  o£  a  son  of  Zeus.  As  you  and  Megillus 
have  been  trained  in  these  institutions,  I  dare 
say  that  you  will  not  be  unwilling  to  give  an  ac 
count  of  your  government  and  laws;  on  our 
way  we  can  pass  the  time  pleasantly  in  talking 
about  them,  for  I  am  told  that  the  distance  from 
Cnosus  to  the  cave  and  temple  of  Zeus  is  con 
siderable;  and  doubdess  there  are  shady  places 
under  the  lofty  trees,  which  will  protect  us  from 
this  scorching  sun.  Being  no  longer  young,  we 
may  often  stop  to  rest  beneath  them,  and  get 
over  the  whole  journey  without  difficulty,  be 
guiling  the  time  by  conversation. 


Cle.  Yes,  Stranger,  and  if  we  proceed  on 
ward  we  shall  come  to  groves  of  cypresses, 
which  are  of  rare  height  and  beauty,  and  there 
are  green  meadows,  in  which  we  may  repose 
and  converse. 

Aik.  Very  good. 

Cle.  Very  good,  indeed;  and  still  better  when 
we  see  them;  let  us  move  on  cheerily. 

Ath.  I  am  willing — And  first,  I  want  to 
know  why  the  law  has  ordained  that  you  shall 
have  common  meals  and  gymnastic  exercises, 
and  wear  arms. 

Cle.  I  think,  Stranger,  that  the  aim  of  our 
institutions  is  easily  intelligible  to  any  one. 
Look  at  the  character  of  our  country:  Crete  is 
not  like  Thessaly,  a  large  plain;  and  for  this 
reason  they  have  horsemen  in  Thessaly,  and 
we  have  runners — the  inequality  of  the  ground 
in  our  country  is  more  adapted  to  locomotion 
on  foot;  but  then,  if  you  have  runners  you  must 
have  light  arms — no  one  can  carry  a  heavy 
weight  when  running,  and  bows  and  arrows 
are  convenient  because  they  are  light.  Now  all 
these  regulations  have  been  made  with  a  view 
to  war,  and  the  legislator  appears  to  me  to  have 
looked  to  this  in  all  his  arrangements: — the 
common  meals,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  were  in 
stituted  by  him  for  a  similar  reason,  because  he 
saw  that  while  they  are  in  the  field  the  citizens 
are  by  the  nature  of  the  case  compelled  to  take 
their  meals  together  for  the  sake  of  mutual  pro 
tection.  He  seems  to  me  to  have  thought  the 
world  foolish  in  not  understanding  that  all  men 
are  always  at  war  with  one  another;  [626]  and 
if  in  war  there  ought  to  be  common  meals  and 
certain  persons  regularly  appointed  under  othr 
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ers  to  protect  an  army,  they  should  be  continued 
in  peace.  For  what  men  in  general  term  peace 
would  be  said  by  him  to  be  only  a  name;  in 
reality  every  city  is  in  a  natural  state  of  war 
with  every  other,  not  indeed  proclaimed  by 
heralds,  but  everlasting.  And  if  you  look  close 
ly,  you  will  find  that  this  was  the  intention  of 
the  Cretan  legislator;  all  institutions,  private  as 
well  as  public,  were  arranged  by  him  with  a 
view  to  war;  in  giving  them  he  was  under  the 
impression  that  no  possessions  or  institutions 
are  of  any  value  to  him  who  is  defeated  in  bat 
tle;  for  all  the  good  things  of  the  conquered 
pass  into  the  hands  of  the  conquerors. 

Ath.  You  appear  to  me,  Stranger,  to  have 
been  thoroughly  trained  in  the  Cretan  institu 
tions,  and  to  be  well  informed  about  them;  will 
you  tell  me  a  little  more  explicitly  what  is  the 
principle  of  government  which  you  would  lay 
down?  You  seem  to  imagine  that  a  well- 
governed  state  ought  to  be  so  ordered  as  to  con 
quer  all  other  states  in  war:  am  I  right  in  sup 
posing  this  to  be  your  meaning? 

Cle.  Certainly;  and  our  Lacedaemonian 
friend,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  will  agree  with 
me. 

Meg.  Why,  my  good  friend,  how  could  any 
Lacedaemonian  say  anything  else? 

Ath.  And  is  what  you  say  applicable  only  to 
states,  or  also  to  villages? 

Ch.  To  both  alike. 

Ath.  The  case  is  the  same? 

Cle.  Yes. 

Ath.  And  in  the  village  will  there  be  the 
same  war  of  family  against  family,  and  of  in 
dividual  against  individual? 
-  Cle.  The  same. 

Ath.  And  should  each  man  conceive  him 
self  to  be  his  own  enemy: — what  shall  we  say? 

Ch.  O  Athenian  Stranger — inhabitant  of 
Attica  I  will  not  call  you,  for  you  seem  to  de 
serve  rather  to  be  named  after  the  goddess  her 
self,  because  you  go  back  to  first  principles — 
you  have  thrown  a  light  upon  the  argument, 
and  will  now  be  better  able  to  understand  what 
I  was  just  saying— that  all  men  are  publicly 
one  another's  enemies,  and  each  man  privately 
his  own. 

(Ath.  My  good  sir,  what  do  you  mean? ) — 

Cle Moreover,  there  is  a  victory  and 

defeat — the  first  and  best  of  victories,  the  low 
est  and  worst  of  defeats — which  each  man 
gains  or  sustains  at  the  hands,  not  of  another, 
but  of  himself;  this  shows  that  there  is  a  war, 
against  ourselves  going  on  within  every  one  of 
us. 


[62^]  Ath.  Let  us  now  reverse  the  order  of 
the  argument:  Seeing  that  every  individual  is 
either  his  own  superior  or  his  own  inferior, 
may  we  say  that  there  is  the  same  principle  in 
the  house,  the  village,  and  the  state? 

Cle.  You  mean  that  in  each  of  them  there  is 
a  principle  of  superiority  or  inferiority  to  self? 

Ath.  Yes. 

Cle.  You  are  quite  right  in  asking  the  ques 
tion,  for  there  certainly  is  such  a  principle,  and 
above  all  in  states;  and  the  state  in  which  the 
better  citizens  win  a  victory  over  the  mob  and 
over  the  inferior  classes  may  be  truly  said  to  be 
better  than  itself,  and  may  be  justly  praised, 
where  such  a  victory  is  gained,  or  censured  in 
the  opposite  case. 

Ath.  Whether  the  better  is  ever  really  con 
quered  by  the  worse,  is  a  question  which  re 
quires  more  discussion,  and  may  be  therefore 
left  for  the  present.  But  I  now  quite  understand 
your  meaning  when  you  say  that  citizens  who 
are  of  the  same  race  and  live  in  the  same  cities 
may  unjustly  conspire,  and  having  the  superi 
ority  in  numbers  may  overcome  and  enslave  the 
few  just;  and  when  they  prevail,  the  state  may 
be  truly  called  its  own  inferior  and  therefore 
bad;  and  when  they  are  defeated,  its  own  supe 
rior  and  therefore  good, 

Cle.  Your  remark,  Stranger,  is  a  paradox,  and 
yet  we  cannot  possibly  deny  it. 

Ath.  Here  is  another  case  for  consideration; 
— in  a  family  there  may  be  several  brothers, 
who  are  the  offspring  of  a  single  pair;  very  pos 
sibly  the  majority  of  them  may  be  unjust,  and 
the  just  may  be  in  a  minority. 

Cle.  Very  possibly. 

Ath.  And  you  and  I  ought  not  to  raise  a 
question  of  words  as  to  whether  this  family 
and  household  are  rightly  said  to  be  superior 
when  they  conquer,  and  inferior  when  they  are 
conquered;  for  we  are  not  now  considering 
what  may  or  may  not  be  the  proper  or  custom 
ary  way  of  speaking,  but  we  are  considering 
the  natural  principles  of  right  and  wrong  in 
laws. 

Cle.  What  you  say.  Stranger,  is  most  true. 

Meg.  Quite  excellent,  in  my  opinion,  as  far 
as  we  have  gone. 

Ath.  Again;  might  there  not  be  a  judge  over 
these  brethren,  of  whom  we  were  speaking? 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  Now,  which  would  be  the  better  judge 
— one  who  destroyed  the  bad  and  appointed 
the  good  to  govern  themselves;  or  one  who, 
while  allowing  the  good  to  govern,  let  the  bad 
live,  and  made  them  voluntarily  submit?  Or 
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third,  I  suppose,  in  the  scale  of  excellence  might 
be  placed  a  judge,  [628]  who,  finding  the  fam 
ily  distracted,  not  only  did  not  destroy  any  one, 
but  reconciled  them  to  one  another  for  ever 
after,  and  gave  them  laws  which  they  mutual 
ly  observed.,  and  was  able  to  keep  them  friends. 
Cle.  The  last  would  be  by  far  the  best  sort  of 
judge  and  legislator. 

Ath.  And  yet  the  aim  of  all  the  laws  which 
he  gave  would  be  the  reverse  of  war. 
Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  And  will  he  who  constitutes  the  state 
and  orders  the  life  of  man  have  in  view  external 
war,  or  that  kind  of  intestine  war  called  civil, 
which  no  one,  if  he  could  prevent,  would  like 
to  have  occurring  in  his  own  state;  and  when 
occurring,  every  one  would  wish  to  be  quit  o£ 
as  soon  as  possible? 

Cle.  He  would  have  the  latter  chiefly  in  view. 
Ath.  And  would  he  prefer  that  this  civil  war 
should  be  terminated  by  the  destruction  of  one 
of  the  parties,  and  by  the  victory  of  the  other, 
or  that  peace  and  friendship  should  be  re-estab 
lished,  and  that,  being  reconciled,  they  should 
give  their  attention  to  foreign  enemies  ? 

Cle.  Every  one  would  desire  the  latter  in  the 
case  of  his  own  state, 

Ath.  And  would  not  that  also  be  the  desire 
of  the  legislator? 
Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  And  would  not  every  one  always  make 
laws  for  the  sake  of  the  best? 
Cle.  To  be  sure. 

Ath.  But  war,  whether  external  or  civil,  is 
not  the  best,  and  the  need  of  either  is  to  be  dep 
recated;  but  peace  with  one  another,  and  good 
will,  are  best.  Nor  is  the  victory  of  the  state 
over  itself  to  be  regarded  as  a  really  good  thing, 
but  as  a  necessity;  a  man  might  as  well  say  that 
the  body  was  in  the  best  state  when  sick  and 
purged  by  medicine,  forgetting  that  there  is 
also  a  state  of  the  body  which  needs  no  purge. 
And  in  like  manner  no  one  can  be  a  true  states 
man,  whether  he  aims  at  the  happiness  of  the 
individual  or  state,  who  looks  only,  or  first  of 
all,  to  external  warfare;  nor  will  he  ever  be  a 
sound  legislator  who  orders  peace  for  the  sake 
of  war,  and  not  war  for  the  sake  of  peace. 

Cle.  I  suppose  that  there  is  truth,  Stranger, 
in  that  remark  of  yours;  and  yet  I  am  greatly 
mistaken  if  war  is  not  the  entire  aim  and  object 
of  our  own  institutions,  and  also  of  the  Lace 
daemonian. 

[629]  Ath.  I  dare  say;  but  there  is  no  reason 
why  we  should  rudely  quarrel  with  one  an 
other  about  your  legislators,  instead  of  gentry 


questioning  them,  seeing  that  both  we  and  thcv 
are  equally  in  earnest.  Please  follow  me  and 
the  argument  closely: — And  first  I  will  put  for 
ward  Tyrtaeus,  an  Athenian  by  birth,  but  also 
a  Spartan  citizen,  who  of  all  men  was  most 
eager  about  war:  Well,  he  says,  "I  sing  not,  I 
care  not,  about  any  man,  even  if  he  were  the 
richest  of  men,  and  possessed  every  good  (and 
then  he  gives  a  whole  list  of  them),  if  he  be 
not  at  all  times  a  brave  warrior."  I  imagine  that 
you,  too,  must  have  heard  his  poems;  our  Lace 
daemonian  friend  has  probably  heard  more 
than  enough  of  them. 

Meg.  Very  true. 

Cle.  And  they  have  found  their  way  from 
Lacedaemon  to  Crete. 

Ath.  Come  now  and  let  us  all  join  in  asking 
this  question  of  Tyrtaeus:  O  most  divine  poet, 
we  will  say  to  him,  the  excellent  praise  which 
you  have  bestowed  on  those  who  excel  in  war 
sufficiently  proves  that  you  are  wise  and  good, 
and  I  and  Megillus  and  Cleinias  of  Cnosus  do, 
as  I  believe,  entirely  agree  with  you.  But  we 
should  like  to  be  quite  sure  that  we  are  speak 
ing  of  the  same  men;  tell  us,  then,  do  you  agree 
with  us  in  thinking  that  there  are  two  kinds  of 
war;  or  what  would  you  say?  A  far  inferior 
man  to  Tyrtaeus  would  have  no  difficulty  in  re 
plying  quite  truly,  that  war  is  of  two  kinds — 
one  which  is  universally  called  civil  war,  and  is, 
as  we  were  just  now  saying,  of  all  wars  the 
worst;  the  other,  as  we  should  all  admit,  in 
which  we  fall  out  with  other  nations  who  are 
of  a  different  race,  is  a  far  milder  form  of  war 
fare. 

Cle.  Certainly,  far  milder. 

Ath.  Well,  now,  when  you  praise  and  blame 
war  in  this  high-flown  strain,  whom  are  you 
praising  or  blaming,  and  to  which  kind  of  war 
are  you  referring?  I  suppose  that  you  must 
mean  foreign  war,  if  I  am  to  judge  from  ex 
pressions  of  yours  in  which  you  say  that  you 
abominate  those 

Who  refuse  to  loo^  upon  fields  of  blood,  and  will 
not  draw  near  and  stri\e  at  their  enemies. 

And  we  shall  naturally  go  on  to  say  to  him — 
You,  Tyrtaeus,  as  it  seems,  praise  those  who 
distinguish  themselves  in  external  and  foreign 
war;  and  he  must  admit  this. 

Cle.  Evidently. 

Ath.  They  are  good;  but  we  say  that  there 
are  still  better  men  whose  virtue  is  displayed 
in  the  greatest  of  all  battles.  [630]  And  we  too 
have  a  poet  whom  we  summon  as  a  witness, 
Theognis,  citizen  of  Megara  in  Sicily: 
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Cyrnus,  he  who  is  faithjul  in  a  civil  broil  is 
worth  his  weight  in  gold  and  silver. 
And  such  an  one  is  far  better,  as  we  affirm,  than 
the  other  in  a  more  difficult  kind  of  war,  much 
in  the  same  degree  as  justice  and  temperance 
and  wisdom,  when  united  with  courage,  are 
better  than  courage  only;  for  a  man  cannot  be 
faithful  and  good  in  civil  strife  without  having 
all  virtue.  But  in  the  war  of  which  Tyrtaeus 
speaks,  many  a  mercenary  soldier  will  take  his 
stand  and  be  ready  to  die  at  his  post,  and  yet 
they  are  generally  and  almost  without  excep 
tion  insolent,  unjust,  violent  men,  and  the  most 
senseless  of  human  beings.  You  will  ask  what 
the  conclusion  is,  and  what  I  am  seeking  to 
prove:  I  maintain  that  the  divine  legislator  of 
Crete,  like  any  other  who  is  worthy  of  consider 
ation,  will  always  and  above  all  things  in  mak 
ing  laws  have  regard  to  the  greatest  virtue; 
which,  according  to  Theognis,  is  loyalty  in  the 
hour  of  danger,  and  may  be  truly  called  per 
fect  justice.  Whereas,  that  virtue  which  Tyr 
taeus  highly  praises  is  well  enough,  and  was 
praised  by  the  poet  at  the  right  time,  yet  in 
place  and  dignity  may  be  said  to  be  only  fourth- 
rate.1 

Cle.  Stranger,  we  are  degrading  our  inspired 
lawgiver  to  a  rank  which  is  far  beneath  him. 

Ath.  Nay,  I  think  that  we  degrade  not  him 
but  ourselves,  if  we  imagine  that  Lycurgus  and 
Minos  laid  down  laws  both  in  Lacedaemon 
and  Crete  mainly  with  a  view  to  war. 

Cle.  What  ought  we  to  say  then? 

Ath.  What  truth  and  what  justice  require 
of  us,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  when  speaking  in 
behalf  of  divine  excellence; — that  the  legislator 
when  making  his  laws  had  in  view  not  a  part 
only,  and  this  the  lowest  part  of  virtue,  but  all 
virtue,  and  that  he  devised  classes  of  laws  an 
swering  to  the  kinds  of  virtue;  not  in  the  way 
in  which  modern  inventors  of  laws  make  the 
classes,  for  they  only  investigate  and  ofler  laws 
whenever  a  want  is  felt,  and  one  man  has  a 
class  of  laws  about  allotments  and  heiresses, 
another  about  assaults;  others  about  ten  thou 
sand  other  such  matters.  [631]  But  we  main 
tain  that  the  right  way  of  examining  into  laws 
is  to  proceed  as  we  have  now  done,  and  I  ad 
mired  the  spirit  of  your  exposition;  for  you 
were  quite  right  in  beginning  with  virtue,  and 
saying  that  this  was  the  aim  of  the  giver  of  the 
law,  but  I  thought  that  you  went  wrong  when 
you  added  that  all  his  legislation  had  a  view 
only  to  a  part,  and  the  least  part  of  virtue,  and 
this  called  forth  my  subsequent  remarks.  Will 

1  It  ranks  after  justice,  temperance,  and  wisdom. 


you  allow  me  then  to  explain  how  I  should 
have  liked  to  have  heard  you  expound  the  mat 
ter? 

Cle.  By  all  means. 

Ath.  You  ought  to  have  said,  Stranger — The 
Cretan  laws  are  with  reason  famous  among  the 
Hellenes;  for  they  fulfil  the  object  of  laws, 
which  is  to  make  those  who  use  them  happy; 
and  they  confer  every  sort  of  good.  Now  goods 
are  of  two  kinds:  there  are  human  and  there 
are  divine  goods,  and  the  human  hang  upon  the 
divine;  and  the  state  which  attains  the  great 
er,  at  the  same  time  acquires  the  less,  or,  not 
having  the  greater,  has  neither.  Of  the  less 
er  goods  the  first  is  health,  the  second  beauty, 
the  third  strength,  including  swiftness  in  run 
ning  and  bodily  agility  generally,  and  the 
fourth  is  wealth,  not  the  blind  god  [Pluto], 
but  one  who  is  keen  of  sight,  if  only  he  has 
wisdom  for  his  companion.  For  wisdom  is 
chief  and  leader  of  the  divine  class  of  goods, 
and  next  follows  temperance;  and  from  the 
union  of  these  two  with  courage  springs  jus 
tice,  and  fourth  in  the  scale  of  virtue  is  courage. 
All  these  naturally  take  precedence  of  the  other 
goods,  and  this  is  the  order  in  which  the  legis 
lator  must  place  them,  and  after  them  he  will 
enjoin  the  rest  of  his  ordinances  on  the  citizens 
with  a  view  to  these,  the  human  looking  to  the 
divine,  and  the  divine  looking  to  their  leader 
mind.  Some  of  his  ordinances  will  relate  to 
contracts  of  marriage  which  they  make  one 
with  another,  and  then  to  the  procreation  and 
education  of  children,  both  male  and  female; 
the  duty  of  the  lawgiver  will  be  to  take  charge 
of  his  citizens,  in  youth  and  age,  and  at  every 
time  of  life,  and  to  give  them  punishments  and 
rewards;  and  in  reference  to  all  their  inter 
course  with  one  another,  he  ought  to  consider 
their  pains  and  pleasures  and  desires,  and  the 
vehemence  of  all  their  passions;  he  should  keep 
a  watch  over  them,  and  blame  and  praise  them 
rightly  by  the  mouth  of  the  laws  themselves. 
[632]  Also  with  regard  to  anger  and  terror, 
and  the  other  perturbations  of  the  soul,  which 
arise  out  of  misfortune,  and  the  deliverances 
from  them  which  prosperity  brings,  and  the  ex 
periences  which  come  to  men  in  diseases,  or  in 
war,  or  poverty,  or  the  opposite  of  these;  in  all 
these  states  he  should  determine  and  teach  what 
is  the  good  and  evil  of  the  condition  of  each.  In 
the  next  place,  the  legislator  has  to  be  careful 
how  the  citizens  make  their  money  and  in  what 
way  they  spend  it,  and  to  have  an  eye  to  their 
mutual  contracts  and  dissolutions  of  contracts, 
whether  voluntary  or  involuntary:  he  should 
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see  how  they  order  all  this,  and  consider  where 
justice  as  well  as  injustice  is  found  or  is  want 
ing  in  their  several  dealings  with  one  another; 
and  honour  those  who  obey  the  law,  and  im 
pose  fixed  penalties  on  those  who  disobey,  until 
the  round  of  civil  life  is  ended,  and  the  time 
has  come  for  the  consideration  of  the  proper 
funeral  rites  and  honours  of  the  dead.  And  the 
lawgiver  reviewing  his  work,  will  appoint 
guardians  to  preside  over  these  things — some 
who  walk  by  intelligence,  others  by  true  opin 
ion  only,  and  then  mind  will  bind  together  all 
his  ordinances  and  show  them  to  be  in  har 
mony  with  temperance  and  justice,  and  not 
with  wealth  or  ambition.  This  is  the  spirit, 
Stranger,  in  which  I  was  and  am  desirous  that 
you  should  pursue  the  subject.  And  I  want  to 
know  the  nature  of  all  these  things,  and  how 
they  are  arranged  in  the  laws  of  Zeus,  as  they 
are  termed,  and  in  those  of  the  Pythian  Apollo, 
which  Minos  and  Lycurgus  gave;  and  how  the 
order  of  them  is  discovered  to  his  eyes,  who  has 
experience  in  laws  gained  either  by  study  or 
habit,  although  they  are  far  from  being  self- 
evident  to  the  rest  of  mankind  like  ourselves. 

Cle.  How  shall  we  proceed,  Stranger? 

Ath.  I  think  that  we  must  begin  again  as  be 
fore,  and  first  consider  the  habit  of  courage; 
and  then  we  will  go  on  and  discuss  another 
and  then  another  form  of  virtue,  if  you  please. 
In  this  way  we  shall  have  a  model  of  the  whole; 
and  with  these  and  similar  discourses  we  will 
beguile  the  way.  And  when  we  have  gone 
through  all  the  virtues,  we  will  show,  by  the 
grace  of  God,  that  the  institutions  of  which  I 
was  speaking  look  to  virtue. 

[633]  Meg.  Very  good;  and  suppose  that 
you  first  criticize  this  praiser  of  Zeus  and  the 
laws  of  Crete. 

Atk.  I  will  try  to  criticize  you  and  myself,  as 
well  as  him,  for  the  argument  is  a  common 
concern.  Tell  me — were  not  first  the  syssitia, 
and  secondly  the  gymnasia,  invented  by  your 
legislator  with  a  view  to  war? 

Meg.  Yes. 

Ath.  And  what  comes  third,  and  what  fourth  ? 
For  that,  I  think,  is  the  sort  of  enumeration 
which  ought  to  be  made  of  the  remaining  parts 
of  virtue,  no  matter  whether  you  call  them 
parts  or  what  their  name  is,  provided  the  mean 
ing  is  clear. 

Meg.  Then  I,  or  any  other  Lacedaemonian, 
would  reply  that  hunting  is  third  in  order. 

Ath.  Let  us  see  if  we  -can  discover  what 
oomes  fourth  and  fifth. 

Meg.  I  think  that  I  can  get  as  far  as  the  fourth 


head,  which  is  the  frequent  endurance  of  pain, 
exhibited  among  us  Spartans  in  certain  hand- 
to-hand  fights;  also  in  stealing  with  the  pros 
pect  of  getting  a  good  beating;  there  is,  too, 
the  so-called  Crypteia,  or  secret  service,  in 
which  wonderful  endurance  is  shown — our 
people  wander  over  the  whole  country  by  day 
and  by  night,  and  even  in  winter  have  not  a 
shoe  to  their  foot,  and  are  without  beds  to  lie 
upon,  and  have  to  attend  upon  themselves. 
Marvellous,  too,  is  the  endurance  which  our 
citizens  show  in  their  naked  exercises,  con 
tending  against  the  violent  summer  heat;  and 
there  are  many  similar  practices,  to  speak  of 
which  in  detail  would  be  endless. 

Ath.  Excellent,  O  Lacedaemonian  Stranger. 
But  how  ought  we  to  define  courage?  Is  it  to 
be  regarded  only  as  a  combat  against  fears  and 
pains,  or  also  against  desires  and  pleasures,  and 
against  flatteries;  which  exercise  such  a  tre 
mendous  power,  that  they  make  the  hearts 
even  of  respectable  citizens  to  melt  like  wax? 

Meg.  I  should  say  the  latter. 

Ath.  In  what  preceded,  as  you  will  remem 
ber,  our  Cnosian  friend  was  speaking  of  a  man 
or  a  city  being  inferior  to  themselves: — Were 
you  not,  Cleinias? 

Cle.  I  was. 

Ath.  Now,  which  is  in  the  truest  sense  in 
ferior,  the  man  who  is  overcome  by  pleasure  or 
by  pain? 

Cle.  I  should  say  the  man  who  is  overcome 
by  pleasure;  for  all  men  deem  him  to  be  in 
ferior  in  a  more  disgraceful  sense,  than  the 
other  who  is  overcome  by  pain. 

Ath.  But  surely  the  lawgivers  of  Crete  and 
Lacedaemon  have  not  legislated  for  a  courage 
which  is  lame  of  one  leg,  [634]  able  only  to 
meet  attacks  which  come  from  the  left,  but  im 
potent  against  the  insidious  flatteries  which 
come  from  the  right? 

Cle.  Able  to  meet  both,  I  should  say. 

Ath.  Then  let  me  once  more  ask,  what  insti 
tutions  have  you  in  either  of  your  states  which 
give  a  taste  of  pleasures,  and  do  not  avoid  them 
any  more  than  they  avoid  pains;  but  which  set 
a  person  in  the  midst  of  them,  and  compel  or 
induce  him  by  the  prospect  of  reward  to  get  the 
better  of  them?  Where  is  an  ordinance  about 
pleasure  similar  to  that  about  pain  to  be  found 
in  your  laws?  Tell  me  what  there  is  of  this  na 
ture  among  you: — What  is  there  which  makes 
your  citizen  equally  brave  against  pleasure  and 
pain,  conquering  what  they  ought  to  conquer, 
and  superior  to  the  enemies  who  are  most  dan 
gerous  and  nearest  home? 
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Meg.  I  was  able  to  tell  you,  Stranger,  many 
laws  which  were  directed  against  pain;  but  I 
do  not  know  that  I  can  point  out  any  great  or 
obvious  examples  of  similar  institutions  which 
are  concerned  with  pleasure;  there  are  some 
lesser  provisions,  however,  which  I  might  men 
tion. 

Cle.  Neither  can  I  show  anything  of  that 
sort  which  Is  at  all  equally  prominent  In  the 
Cretan  laws. 

Ath.  No  wonder,  my  dear  friends;  and  If, 
as  Is  very  likely,  In  our  search  after  the  true  and 
good,  one  of  us  may  have  to  censure  the  laws 
of  the  others,  we  must  not  be  offended,  but  take 
kindly  what  another  says. 

Cle.  You  are  quite  right,  Athenian  Stranger, 
and  we  will  do  as  you  say. 

Ath.  At  our  time  of  life,  Clelnias,  there 
should  be  no  feeling  of  irritation. 

Cle.  Certainly  not. 

Ath.  I  will  not  at  present  determine  whether 
he  who  censures  the  Cretan  or  Lacedaemonian 
polities  is  right  or  wrong.  But  I  believe  that  I 
can  tell  better  than  either  of  you  what  the  many 
say  about  them.  For  assuming  that  you  have 
reasonably  good  laws,  one  of  the  best  of  them 
will  be  the  law  forbidding  any  young  men  to 
enquire  which  of  them  are  right  or  wrong;  but 
with  one  mouth  and  one  voice  they  must  all 
agree  that  the  laws  are  all  good,  for  they  came 
from  God;  and  any  one  who  says  the  contrary 
is  not  to  be  listened  to.  But  an  old  man  who  re 
marks  any  defect  in  your  laws  may  communi 
cate  his  observation  to  a  ruler  or  to  an  equal  in 
years  when  no  young  man  is  present. 

[635]  Cfe-  Exacdy  s°>  Stranger;  and  like  a 
diviner,  although  not  there  at  the  time,  you 
seem  to  me  quite  to  have  hit  the  meaning  of 
the  legislator,  and  to  say  what  is  most  true. 

Ath.  As  there  are  no  young  men  present, 
and  the  legislator  has  given  old  men  free  li 
cence,  there  will  be  no  impropriety  in  our  dis 
cussing  these  very  matters  now  that  we  are 
alone. 

Cle.  True.  And  therefore  you  may  be  as  free 
as  you  like  in  your  censure  of  our  laws,  for 
there  is  no  discredit  in  knowing  what  is  wrong; 
he  who  receives  what  is  said  in  a  generous  and 
friendly  spirit  will  be  all  the  better  for  it. 

Ath.  Very  good;  however,  I  am  not  going  to 
say  anything  against  your  laws  until  to  the  best 
of  my  ability  I  have  examined  them,  but  I  am 
going  to  raise  doubts  about  them.  For  you  are 
the  only  people  known  to  us,  whether  Greek  or 
barbarian,  whom  the  legislator  commanded  to 
eschew  all  great  pleasures  and  amusements  and 


never  to  touch  them;  whereas  In  the  matter  of 
pains  or  fears  which  we  have  just  been  discuss 
ing,  he  thought  that  they  who  from  Infancy 
had  always  avoided  pains  and  fears  and  sor 
rows,  when  they  were  compelled  to  face  them 
would  run  away  from  those  who  were  hard 
ened  in  them,  and  would  become  their  subjects. 
Now  the  legislator  ought  to  have  considered 
that  this  was  equally  true  of  pleasure;  he  should 
have  said  to  himself,  that  if  our  citizens  are 
from  their  youth  upward  unacquainted  with 
the  greatest  pleasures,  and  unused  to  endure 
amid  the  temptations  of  pleasure,  and  are  not 
disciplined  to  refrain  from  all  things  evil,  the 
sweet  feeling  of  pleasure  will  overcome  them 
just  as  fear  would  overcome  the  former  class; 
and  in  another,  and  even  a  worse  manner,  they 
will  be  the  slaves  of  those  who  are  able  to  en 
dure  amid  pleasures,  and  have  had  the  oppor 
tunity  of  enjoying  them,  they  being  often  the 
worst  of  mankind.  One  half  of  their  souls  will 
be  a  slave,  the  other  half  free;  and  they  will 
not  be  worthy  to  be  called  in  the  true  sense  men 
and  freemen.  Tell  me  whether  you  assent  to  my 
words? 

Cle.  On  first  hearing,  what  you  say  appears 
to  be  the  truth;  but  to  be  hasty  in  coming  to  a 
conclusion  about  such  Important  matters  would 
be  very  childish  and  simple. 

Ath.  Suppose,  Clelnias  and  Megillus,  that 
we  consider  the  virtue  which  follows  next  of 
those  which  we  intended  to  discuss  (for  after 
courage  comes  temperance),  what  institutions 
shall  we  find  relating  to  temperance,  either  in 
Crete  or  Lacedaemon,  which,  like  your  mili 
tary  institutions,  differ  from  those  of  any  ordi 
nary  state. 

[636]  Meg.  That  is  not  an  easy  question  to 
answer;  still  I  should  say  that  the  common 
meals  and  gymnastic  exercises  have  been  ex 
cellently  devised  for  the  promotion  both  of  tem 
perance  and  courage. 

Ath.  There  seems  to  be  a  difficulty,  Stranger, 
with  regard  to  states,  in  making  words  and 
facts  coincide  so  that  there  can  be  no  dispute 
about  them.  As  in  the  human  body,  the  regi 
men  which  does  good  in  one  way  does  harm  in 
another;  and  we  can  hardly  say  that  any  one 
course  of  treatment  is  adapted  to  a  particular 
constitution.  Now  the  gymnasia  and  common 
meals  do  a  great  deal  of  good,  and  yet  they  are 
a  source  of  evil  in  civil  troubles;  as  is  shown  In 
the  case  of  the  Milesian,  and  Boeotian,  and 
Thurian  youth,  among  whom  these  institutions 
seem  always  to  have  had  a  tendency  to  degrade 
the  ancient  and  natural  custom  of  love  below 
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the  level,  not  only  of  man,  but  of  die  beasts. 
The  charge  may  be  fairly  brought  against  your 
cities  above  all  others,  and  is  true  also  of  most 
other  states  which  especially  cultivate  gymnas 
tics.  Whether  such  matters  are  to  be  regarded 
jestingly  or  seriously,  I  think  that  the  pleasure 
is  to  be  deemed  natural  which  arises  out  of  the 
intercourse  between  men  and  women;  but  that 
the  intercourse  of  men  with  men,  or  of  women 
with  women,  is  contrary  to  nature,  and  that  the 
bold  attempt  was  originally  due  to  unbridled 
lust.  The  Cretans  are  always  accused  of  having 
invented  the  story  of  Ganymede  and  Zeus  be 
cause  they  wanted  to  justify  themselves  in  the 
enjoyment  of  unnatural  pleasures  by  the  prac 
tice  of  the  god  whom  they  believe  to  have  been 
their  lawgiver.  Leaving  the  story,  we  may  ob 
serve  that  any  speculation  about  laws  turns  al 
most  entirely  on  pleasure  and  pain,  both  in 
states  and  in  individuals:  these  are  two  foun 
tains  which  nature  lets  flow,  and  he  who  draws 
from  them  where  and  when,  and  as  much  as  he 
ought,  is  happy;  and  this  holds  of  men  and 
animals — of  individuals  as  well  as  states;  and 
he  who  indulges  in  them  ignorandy  and  at  the 
wrong  time,  is  the  reverse  of  happy. 

Meg.  I  admit,  Stranger,  that  your  words  are 
well  spoken,  and  I  hardly  know  what  to  say  in 
answer  to  you;  but  still  I  think  that  the  Spartan 
lawgiver  was  quite  right  in  forbidding  pleas 
ure.  Of  the  Cretan  laws,  I  shall  leave  the  de 
fence  to  my  Cnosian  friend.  But  the  laws  of 
Sparta,  [637]  in  as  far  as  they  relate  to  pleas 
ure,  appear  to  me  to  be  the  best  in  the  world; 
for  that  which  leads  mankind  in  general  into 
the  wildest  pleasure  and  licence,  and  every 
other  folly,  the  law  has  clean  driven  out;  and 
neither  in  the  country  nor  in  towns  which  are 
under  the  control  of  Sparta,  will  you  find  rev 
elries  and  the  many  incitements  of  every  kind 
of  pleasure  which  accompany  them;  and  any 
one  who  meets  a  drunken  and  disorderly  per 
son,  will  immediately  have  him  most  severely 
punished,  and  will  not  let  him  of!  on  any  pre 
tence,  not  even  at  the  time  of  a  Dionysiac  festi 
val;  although  I  have  remarked  that  this  may 
happen  at  your  performances  "on  the  cart,"  as 
they  are  called;  and  among  our  Tarentine  colo 
nists  I  have  seen  the  whole  city  drunk  at  a  Di 
onysiac  festival;  but  nothing  of  the  sort  hap 
pens  among  us. 

Ath.  O  Lacedaemonian  Stranger,  these  fes 
tivities  are  praiseworthy  where  there  is  a  spirit 
of  endurance,  but  are  very  senseless  when  they 
are  under  no  regulations.  In  order  to  retaliate, 
aa  Athenian  has  only  to  point  out  the  licence 


which  exists  among  your  women.  To  all  such 
accusations,  whether  they  are  brought  against 
the  Tarentines,  or  us,  or  you,  there  is  one  an 
swer  which  exonerates  the  practice  in  question 
from  impropriety.  When  a  stranger  expresses 
wonder  at  the  singularity  of  what  he  sees,  any 
inhabitant  will  naturally  answer  him: — Won 
der  not,  O  stranger;  this  is  our  custom,  and  you 
may  very  likely  have  some  other  custom  about 
the  same  things.  Now  we  are  speaking,  my 
friends,  not  about  men  in  general,  but  about 
the  merits  and  defects  of  the  lawgivers  them 
selves.  Let  us  then  discourse  a  little  more  at 
length  about  intoxication,  which  is  a  very  im 
portant  subject,  and  will  seriously  task  the  dis 
crimination  of  the  legislator.  I  am  not  speaking 
of  drinking,  or  not  drinking,  wine  at  all,  but  of 
intoxication.  Are  we  to  follow  the  custom  of 
the  Scythians,  and  Persians,  and  Carthaginians, 
and  Celts,  and  Iberians,  and  Thracians,  who 
are  all  warlike  nations,  or  that  of  your  country 
men,  for  they,  as  you  say,  altogether  abstain? 
But  the  Scythians  and  Thracians,  both  men  and 
women,  drink  unmixed  wine,  which  they  pour 
on  their  garments,  and  this  they  think  a  happy 
and  glorious  institution.  The  Persians,  again, 
are  much  given  to  other  practices  of  luxury 
which  you  reject,  but  they  have  more  modera 
tion  in  them  than  the  Thracians  and  Scythians. 

[638]  Meg,  O  best  of  men,  we  have  only  to 
take  arms  into  our  hands,  and  we  send  all  these 
nations  flying  before  us. 

Ath.  Nay,  my  good  friend,  do  not  say  that; 
there  have  been,  as  there  always  will  be,  flights 
and  pursuits  of  which  no  account  can  be  given, 
and  therefore  we  cannot  say  that  victory  or  de 
feat  in  battle  affords  more  than  a  doubtful 
proof  of  the  goodness  or  badness  of  institutions. 
For  when  the  greater  states  conquer  and  en 
slave  the  lesser,  as  the  Syracusans  have  done  the 
Locrians,  who  appear  to  be  the  best-governed 
people  in  their  part  of  the  world,  or  as  the 
Athenians  have  done  the  Ceans  (and  there  are 
ten  thousand  other  instances  of  the  same  sort  of 
thing),  all  this  is  not  to  the  point;  let  us  en 
deavour  rather  to  form  a  conclusion  about  each 
institution  in  itself  and  say  nothing,  at  present, 
of  victories  and  defeats.  Let  us  only  say  that 
such  and  such  a  custom  is  honourable,  and  an 
other  not.  And  first  permit  me  to  tell  you  how 
good  and  bad  are  to  be  estimated  in  reference 
to  these  very  matters. 

Meg.  How  do  you  mean  ? 

Ath.  All  those  who  are  ready  at  a  moment's 
notice  to  praise  or  censure  any  practice  which  is 
matter  of  discussion,  seem  to  me  to  proceed  in 
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a  wrong  way.  Let  me  give  you  an  illustration  of 
what  I  mean: — You  may  suppose  a  person  to  be 
praising  wheat  as  a  good  kind  or  food,  where 
upon  another  person  instantly  blames  wheat, 
without  ever  enquiring  into  its  effect  or  use,  or 
in  what  way,  or  to  whom,  or  with  what,  or  in 
what  state  and  how3  wheat  is  to  be  given.  And 
that  is  just  what  we  are  doing  in  this  discus 
sion.  At  the  very  mention  of  the  word  intoxi 
cation,  one  side  is  ready  with  their  praises  and 
the  other  with  their  censures;  which  is  absurd. 
For  either  side  adduce  their  witnesses  and  ap 
provers,  and  some  of  us  think  that  we  speak 
with  authority  because  we  have  many  witness 
es;  and  others  because  they  see  those  who  ab 
stain  conquering  in  battle,  and  this  again  is 
disputed  by  us.  Now  I  cannot  say  that  I  shall 
be  satisfied,  if  we  go  on  discussing  each  of  the 
remaining  laws  in  the  same  way.  And  about 
this  very  point  of  intoxication  I  should  like  to 
speak  in  another  way,  which  I  hold  to  be  the 
right  one;  for  if  number  is  to  be  the  criterion, 
are  there  not  myriads  upon  myriads  of  nations 
ready  to  dispute  the  point  with  you,  who  are 
only  two  cities? 

[6 39] 'Meg.  I  shall  gladly  welcome  any  meth 
od  of  enquiry  which  is  right. 

Ath,  Let  me  put  the  matter  thus: — Suppose 
a  person  to  praise  the  keeping  of  goats,  and  the 
creatures  themselves  as  capital  things  to  have, 
and  then  some  one  who  had  seen  goats  feed 
ing  without  a  goatherd  in  cultivated  spots,  and 
doing  mischief,  were  to  censure  a  goat  or  any 
other  animal  who  has  no  keeper,  or  a  bad  keep 
er,  would  there  be  any  sense  or  justice  in  such 
censure? 

Meg.  Certainly  not. 

Ath.  Does  a  captain  require  only  to  have 
nautical  knowledge  in  order  to  be  a  good  cap 
tain,  whether  he  is  sea-sick  or  not?  What  do 
you  say? 

Meg.  I  say  that  he  is  not  a  good  captain  if, 
although  he  have  nautical  skill,  he  is  liable  to 
sea-sickness. 

Ath.  And  what  would  you  say  of  the  com 
mander  of  an  army?  Will  he  be  able  to  com 
mand  merely  because  he  has  military  skill  if 
he  be  a  coward,  who,  when  danger  comes,  is 
sick  and  drunk  with  fear? 

Meg.  Impossible. 

Ath.  And  what  if  besides  being  a  coward  he 
has  no  skill? 

Meg.  He  is  a  miserable  fellow,  not  fit  to  be 
a  commander  of  men,  but  only  of  old  women. 

Ath.  And  what  would  you  say  of  some  one 
who  blames  or  praises  any  sort  of  meeting 


which  is  intended  by  nature  to  have  a  ruler, 
and  is  well  enough  when  under  his  presidency? 
The  critic,  however,  has  never  seen  the  society 
meeting  together  at  an  orderly  feast  under  the 
control  of  a  president,  but  always  without  a 
ruler  or  with  a  bad  one: — when  observers  of 
this  class  praise  or  blame  such  meetings,  are  we 
to  suppose  that  what  they  say  is  of  any  valuer 

Meg.  Certainly  not,  if  they  have  never  seen 
or  been  present  at  such  a  meeting  when  rightly 
ordered. 

Ath.  Reflect;  may  not  banqueters  and  ban 
quets  be  said  to  constitute  a  kind  of  meeting? 

M eg.  Of  course. 

Ath.  And  did  any  one  ever  see  this  sort  of 
convivial  meeting  rightly  ordered?  Of  course 
you  two  will  answer  that  you  have  never  seen 
them  at  all,  because  they  are  not  customary  or 
lawful  in  your  country;  but  I  have  come  across 
many  of  them  in  many  different  places,  and 
moreover  I  have  made  enquiries  about  them 
wherever  I  went,  as  I  may  say,  and  never  did  I 
see  or  hear  of  anything  of  the  kind  which  was 
carried  on  altogether  righdy;  in  some  few  par 
ticulars  they  might  be  right,  but  in  general 
they  were  utterly  wrong. 

Cle.  What  do  you  mean,  Stranger,  by  this 
remark?  Explain.  For  we,  as  you  say,  from 
our  inexperience  in  such  matters,  might  very 
likely  not  know,  even  if  they  came  in  our  way, 
what  was  right  or  wrong  in  such  societies. 

[640]  Ath.  Likely  enough;  then  let  me  try 
to  be  your  instructor:  You  would  acknowledge, 
would  you  not,  that  in  all  gatherings  of  man 
kind,  of  whatever  sort,  there  ought  to  be  a 
leader  ? 

Cle.  Certainly  I  should. 

Ath.  And  we  were  saying  just  now,  that 
when  men  are  at  war  the  leader  ought  to  be  a 
brave  man? 

Cle.  We  were. 

Ath.  The  brave  man  is  less  likely  than  the 
coward  to  be  disturbed  by  fears? 

Cle.  That  again  is  true. 

Ath.  And  if  there  were  a  possibility  of  hav 
ing  a  general  of  an  army  who  was  absolutely 
fearless  and  imperturbable,  should  we  not  by 
all  means  appoint  him? 

Cle.  Assuredly. 

Ath.  Now,  however,  we  are  speaking  not  of  a 
general  who  is  to  command  an  army,  when  foe 
meets  foe  in  time  of  war,  but  of  one  who  is  to 
regulate  meetings  of  another  sort,  when  friend 
meets  friend  in  time  of  peace. 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  And  that  sort  of  meeting,  if  attended 
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with  drunkenness,  is  apt  to  be  unquiet. 

Cle.  Certainly;  the  reverse  of  quiet. 

Ath.  In  the  first  place,  then,  the  revellers  as 
well  as  the  soldiers  will  require  a  ruler? 

Cle.  To  be  sure;  no  men  more  so. 

Ath.  And  we  ought,  If  possible,  to  provide 
them  with  a  quiet  ruler? 

Cle.  Of  course. 

Atk.  And  he  should  be  a  man  who  under 
stands  society;  for  his  duty  Is  to  preserve  the 
friendly  feelings  which  exist  among  the  com 
pany  at  the  time,  and  to  Increase  them  for  the 
future  by  his  use  of  the  occasion. 

Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  Must  we  not  appoint  a  sober  man  and 
a  wise  to  be  our  master  of  the  revels?  For  if 
the  ruler  of  drinkers  be  himself  young  and 
drunken,  and  not  over-wise,  only  by  some  spe 
cial  good  fortune  will  he  be  saved  from  doing 
some  great  evil. 

Cle.  It  will  be  by  a  singular  good  fortune 
that  he  Is  saved. 

Ath.  Now  suppose  such  associations  to  be 
framed  in  the  best  way  possible  In  states,  and 
that  some  one  blames  the  very  fact  of  their  ex 
istence — he  may  very  likely  be  right.  But  if  he 
blames  a  practice  which  he  only  sees  very  much 
mismanaged,  he  shows  in  the  first  place  that 
he  is  not  aware  of  the  mismanagement,  and 
also  not  aware  that  everything  done  in  this  way 
will  turn  out  to  be  wrong,  because  done  with 
out  the  superintendence  of  a  sober  ruler.  Do 
you  not  see  that  a  drunken  pilot  or  a  drunken 
ruler  of  any  sort  will  ruin  ship,  [641]  chariot, 
army — anything,  in  short,  of  which  he  has  the 
direction? 

Cle.  The  last  remark  Is  very  true,  Stranger; 
and  I  see  quite  clearly  the  advantage  of  an 
army  having  a  good  leader — he  will  give  vic 
tory  in  war  to  his  followers,  which  Is  a  very 
great  advantage;  and  so  of  other  things.  But  I 
do  not  see  any  similar  advantage  which  either 
individuals  or  states  gain  from  the  good  man 
agement  of  a  feast;  and  I  want  you  to  tell  me 
what  great  good  will  be  effected,  supposing 
that  this  drinking  ordinance  is  duly  established. 
Ath.  If  you  mean  to  ask  what  great  good  ac 
crues  to  the  state  from  the  right  training  of  a 
single  youth,  or  of  a  single  chorus — when  the 
question  is  put  in  that  form,  we  cannot  deny 
that  the  good  is  not  very  great  in  any  particular 
instance.  But  if  you  ask  what  is  the  good  of 
education  in  general,  the  answer  is  easy — that 
education  makes  good  men,  and  that  good  men 
act  nobly,  and  conquer  their  enemies  in  battle, 
because  they  are  good.  Education  certainly 


gives  victory,  although  victory  sometimes  pro 
duces  forgetfulness  of  education;  for  many 
have  grown  Insolent  from  victory  in  war,  and 
this  insolence  has  engendered  in  them  innu 
merable  evils;  and  many  a  victory  has  been  and 
will  be  suicidal  to  the  victors;  but  education  is 
never  suicidal. 

Cle.  You  seem  to  imply,  my  friend,  that  con 
vivial  meetings,  when  rightly  ordered,  are  an 
important  element  of  education. 

Ath.  Certainly  I  do. 

Cle.  And  can  you  show  that  what  you  have 
been  saying  is  true? 

Ath.  To  be  absolutely  sure  of  the  truth  of 
matters  concerning  which  there  are  many  opin 
ions,  is  an  attribute  of  the  Gods  not  given  to 
man,  Stranger;  but  I  shall  be  very  happy  to  tell 
you  what  I  think,  especially  as  we  are  now  pro 
posing  to  enter  on  a  discussion  concerning  laws 
and  constitutions. 

Cle.  Your  opinion,  Stranger,  about  the  ques 
tions  which  are  now  being  raised,  is  precisely 
what  we  want  to  hear. 

Ath.  Very  good;  I  will  try  to  find  a  way  of 
explaining  my  meaning,  and  you  shall  try  to 
have  the  gift  of  understanding  me.  But  first  let 
me  make  an  apology.  The  Athenian  citizen  is 
reputed  among  all  the  Hellenes  to  be  a  great 
talker,  whereas  Sparta  is  renowned  for  brevity, 
[642]  and  the  Cretans  have  more  wit  than 
words.  Now  I  am  afraid  of  appearing  to*elicit 
a  very  long  discourse  out  of  very  small  mate 
rials.  For  drinking  indeed  may  appear  to  be  a 
slight  matter,  and  yet  is  one  which  cannot  be 
rightly  ordered  according  to  nature,  without 
correct  principles  of  music;  these  are  necessary 
to  any  clear  or  satisfactory  treatment  of  the  sub 
ject,  and  music  again  runs  up  into  education 
generally,  and  there  is  much  to  be  said  about  all 
this.  What  would  you  say  then  to  leaving  these 
matters  for  the  present,  and  passing  on  to  some 
other  question  of  law? 

Meg.  O  Athenian  Stranger,  let  me  tell  you 
what  perhaps  you  do  not  know,  that  our  family 
is  the  proxenus  of  your  state.  I  imagine  that 
from  their  earliest  youth  all  boys,  when  they 
are  told  that  they  are  the  proxenl  of  a  particular 
state,  feel  kindly  towards  their  second  country; 
and  this  has  certainly  been  my  own  feeling.  I 
can  well  remember  from  the  days  of  my  boy 
hood,  how,  when  any  Lacedaemonians  praised 
or  blamed  the  Athenians,  they  used  to  say  to 
me — "See,  Megillus,  how  ill  or  how  well,"  as 
the  case  might  be,  "has  your  state  treated  us"; 
and  having  always  had  to  fight  your  battles 
against  detractors  when  I  heard  you  assailed,  I 
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became  warmly  attached  to  you.  And  I  always 
like  to  hear  the  Athenian  tongue  spoken;  the 
common  saying  is  quite  true,  that  a  good  Athe 
nian  is  more  than  ordinarily  good,  for  he  is  the 
only  man  who  is  freely  and  genuinely  good  by 
the  divine  inspiration  of  his  own  nature,  and  is 
not  manufactured.  Therefore  be  assured  that  I 
shall  like  to  hear  you  say  whatever  you  have  to 
say. 

Cle.  Yes,  Stranger;  and  when  you  have  heard 
me  speak,  say  boldly  what  is  in  your  thoughts. 
Let  me  remind  you  of  a  tie  which  unites  you  to 
Crete.  You  must  have  heard  here  the  story  of 
the  prophet  Epimenides,  who  was  of  my  fam 
ily,  and  came  to  Athens  ten  years  before  the 
Persian  war,  in  accordance  with  the  response  of 
the  Oracle,  and  offered  certain  sacrifices  which 
the  God  commanded.  The  Athenians  were  at 
that  time  in  dread  of  the  Persian  invasion;  and 
he  said  that  for  ten  years  they  would  not  come, 
and  that  when  they  came,  they  would  go  away 
again  without  accomplishing  any  of  their  ob 
jects,  and  would  suffer  more  evil  than  they  in 
flicted.  At  that  time  my  forefathers  formed  ties 
of  hospitality  with  you;  thus  ancient  is  the 
friendship  which  I  and  my  parents  have  had 
for  you. 

[643]  Ath.  You  seem  to  be  quite  ready  to 
listen;  and  I  am  also  ready  to  perform  as  much 
as  I  can  of  an  almost  impossible  task,  which  I 
will  nevertheless  attempt.  At  the  outset  of  the 
discussion,  let  me  define  the  nature  and  power 
of  education;  for  this  is  the  way  by  which  our 
argument  must  travel  onwards  to  the  God 
Dionysus. 

Cle.  Let  us  proceed,  if  you  please. 
Ath.  Well,  then,  if  I  tell  you  what  are  my  no 
tions  of  education,  will  you  consider  whether 
they  satisfy  you? 
Cle.  Let  us  hear. 

Ath.  According  to  my  view,  any  one  who 
would  be  good  at  anything  must  practise  that 
thing  from  his  youth  upwards,  both  in  sport 
and  earnest,  in  its  several  branches:  for  exam 
ple,  he  who  is  to  be  a  good  builder,  should  play 
at  building  children's  houses;  he  who  is  to  be 
a  good  husbandman,  at  tilling  the  ground;  and 
those  who  have  the  care  of  their  education 
should  provide  them  when  young  with  mimic 
tools.  They  should  learn  beforehand  the  knowl 
edge  which  they  will  afterwards  require  for 
their  art.  For  example,  the  future  carpenter 
should  learn  to  measure  or  apply  the  line  in 
play;  and  the  future  warrior  should  learn  rid 
ing,  or  some  other  exercise,  for  amusement,  and 
the  teacher  should  endeavour  to  direct  the  chil 


dren's  inclinations  and  pleasures,  by  the  help 
of  amusements,  to  their  final  aim  in  life.  The 
most  important  part  of  education  is  right  train 
ing  in  the  nursery.  The  soul  of  the  child  in  his 
play  should  be  guided  to  the  love  of  that  sort  of 
excellence  in  which  when  he  grows  up  to  man 
hood  he  will  have  to  be  perfected.  Do  you  agree 
with  me  thus  far? 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  Then  let  us  not  leave  the  meaning  of 
education  ambiguous  or  ill-defined.  At  present, 
when  we  speak  in  terms  of  praise  or  blame 
about  the  bringing-up  of  each  person,  we  call 
one  man  educated  and  another  uneducated,  al 
though  the  uneducated  man  may  be  sometimes 
very  well  educated  for  the  calling  of  a  retail 
trader,  or  of  a  captain  of  a  ship,  and  the  like. 
For  we  are  not  speaking  of  education  in  this 
narrower  sense,  but  of  that  other  education  in 
virtue  from  youth  upwards,  which  makes  a 
man  eagerly  pursue  the  ideal  perfection  of  citi 
zenship,  and  teaches  him  how  righdy  to  rule 
and  how  to  obey.  [644]  This  is  the  only  educa 
tion  which,  upon  our  view,  deserves  the  name; 
that  other  sort  of  training,  which  aims  at  the 
acquisition  of  wealth  or  bodily  strength,  or 
mere  cleverness  apart  from  intelligence  and 
justice,  is  mean  and  illiberal,  and  is  not  worthy 
to  be  called  education  at  all.  But  let  us  not  quar 
rel  with  one  another  about  a  word,  provided 
that  the  proposition  which  has  just  been  grant 
ed  hold  good:  to  wit,  that  those  who  are  rightly 
educated  generally  become  good  men.  Neither 
must  we  cast  a  slight  upon  education,  which  is 
the  first  and  fairest  thing  that  the  best  of  men 
can  ever  have,  and  which,  though  liable  to  take 
a  wrong  direction,  is  capable  of  reformation. 
And  this  work  of  reformation  is  the  great  busi 
ness  of  every  man  while  he  lives. 

Cle.  Very  true;  and  we  entirely  agree  with 
you. 

Ath.  And  we  agreed  before  that  they  are 
good  men  who  are  able  to  rule  themselves,  and 
bad  men  who  are  not. 

Cle.  You  are  quite  right. 

Ath.  Let  me  now  proceed,  if  I  can,  to  clear 
up  the  subject  a  little  further  by  an  illustration 
which  I  will  offer  you. 

Cle.  Proceed. 

Ath.  Do  we  not  consider  each  of  ourselves  to 
be  one  ? 

Cle.  We  do. 

Ath.  And  each  one  of  us  has  in  his  bosom 
two  counsellors,  both  foolish  and  also  antago 
nistic;  of  which  we  call  the  one  pleasure,  and 
the  other  pain. 
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Cle.  Exactly. 

Ath.  Also  there  are  opinions  about  the  future, 
which  have  the  general  name  of  expectations; 
and  the  specific  name  of  fear,  when  the  expec 
tation  is  of  pain;  and  of  hope,  when  of  pleasure; 
and  further,  there  is  reflection  about  the  good 
or  evil  of  them,  and  this,  when  embodied  in  a 
decree  by  the  State,  is  called  Law. 

Cle.  I  am  hardly  able  to  follow  you;  proceed, 
however,  as  if  I  were. 

Meg.  I  am  In  the  like  case. 

Ath.  Let  us  look  at  the  matter  thus:  May  we 
not  conceive  each  of  us  living  beings  to  be  a  pup 
pet  of  the  Gods,  either  their  plaything  only,  or 
created  with  a  purpose — which  of  the  two  we 
cannot  certainly  know?  But  we  do  know,  that 
these  affections  in  us  are  like  cords  and  strings, 
which  pull  us  different  and  opposite  ways,  and 
to  opposite  actions;  and  herein  lies  the  differ 
ence  between  virtue  and  vice.  According  to  the 
argument  there  is  one  among  these  cords  which 
every  man  ought  to  grasp  and  never  let  go,  but 
to  pull  with  it  against  all  the  rest;  [645]  and 
this  is  the  sacred  and  golden  cord  of  reason, 
called  by  us  the  common  law  of  the  State;  there 
are  others  which  are  hard  and  of  iron,  but  this 
one  is  soft  because  golden;  and  there  are  several 
other  kinds.  Now  we  ought  always  to  co 
operate  with  the  lead  of  the  best,  which  is  law. 
For  inasmuch  as  reason  is  beautiful  and  gentle, 
and  not  violent,  her  rule  must  needs  have  min 
isters  in  order  to  help  the  golden  principle  in 
vanquishing  the  other  principles.  And  thus  the 
moral  of  the  tale  about  our  being  puppets  will 
not  have  been  lost,  and  the  meaning  of  the  ex 
pression  "superior  or  inferior  to  a  man's  self" 
will  become  clearer;  and  the  individual,  attain 
ing  to  right  reason  in  this  matter  of  pulling  the 
strings  of  the  puppet,  should  live  according  to 
its  rule;  while  the  city,  receiving  the  same  from 
some  god  or  from  one  who  has  knowledge  of 
these  things,  should  embody  it  in  a  law,  to  be 
her  guide  in  her  dealings  with  herself  and  with 
other  states.  In  this  way  virtue  and  vice  will  be 
more  clearly  distinguished  by  us.  And  when 
they  have  become  clearer,  education  and  other 
institutions  will  in  like  manner  become  clear 
er;  and  in  particular  that  question  of  convivial 
entertainment,  which  may  seem,  perhaps,  to 
have  been  a  very  trifling  matter,  and  to  have 
taken  a  great  many  more  words  than  were 
necessary. 

Cle.  Perhaps,  however,  the  theme  may  turn 
out  not  to  be  unworthy  of  the  length  of  dis 
course. 

Ath.  Very  good;  let  us  proceed  with  any  en 


quiry  which  really  bears  on  our  present  object. 

Cle.  Proceed. 

Ath.  Suppose  that  we  give  this  puppet  of 
ours  drink — what  will  be  the  effect  on  him? 

Cle.  Having  what  in  view  do  you  ask  that 
question  r 

Ath.  Nothing  as  yet;  but  I  ask  generally, 
when  the  puppet  is  brought  to  the  drink,  what 
sort  of  result  is  likely  to  follow.  I  will  endeav 
our  to  explain  my  meaning  more  clearly :  what 
I  am  now  asking  is  this — Does  the  drinking  of 
wine  heighten  and  increase  pleasures  and  pains, 
and  passions  and  loves? 

Cle.  Very  greatly. 

Ath.  And  are  perception  and  memory,  and 
opinion  and  prudence,  heightened  and  in 
creased?  Do  not  these  qualities  entirely  desert 
a  man  if  he  becomes  saturated  with  drink? 

Cle.  Yes,  they  entirely  desert  him. 

Ath.  Does  he  not  return  to  the  state  of  soul 
in  which  he  was  when  a  young  child? 

C7<?.*Hedoes. 

Ath.  Then  at  that  time  he  will  have  the  least 
control  over  himself? 

Cle.  The  least. 

[646]  Ath.  And  will  he  not  be  in  a  most 
wretched  plight? 

Cle.  Most  wretched. 

Ath.  Then  not  only  an  old  man  but  also  a 
drunkard  becomes  a  second  time  a  child  ? 

Cle.  Well  said,  Stranger. 

Ath.  Is  there  any  argument  which  will  prove 
to  us  that  we  ought  to  encourage  the  taste  for 
drinking  instead  of  doing  all  we  can  to  avoid 
it? 

Cle.  I  suppose  that  there  is;  you,  at  any  rate, 
were  just  now  saying  that  you  were  ready  to 
maintain  such  a  doctrine. 

Ath.  True,  I  was;  and  I  am  ready  still,  see 
ing  that  you  have  both  declared  that  you  are 
anxious  to  hear  me. 

Cle.  To  be  sure  we  are,  if  only  for  the  strange 
ness  of  the  paradox,  which  asserts  that  a  man 
ought  of  his  own  accord  to  plunge  into  utter 
degradation. 

Ath.  Are  you  speaking  of  the  soul? 

Cle.  Yes. 

Ath.  And  what  would  you  say  about  the 
body,  my  friend?  Are  you  not  surprised  at  any 
one  of  his  own  accord  bringing  upon  himself 
deformity,  leanness,  ugliness,  decrepitude? 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  Yet  when  a  man  goes  of  his  own  accord 
to  a  doctor's  shop,  and  takes  medicine,  is  he  not 
quite  aware  that  soon,  and  for  many  days  after 
wards,  he  will  be  in  a  state  of  body  which  he 
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would  die  rather  than  accept  as  the  permanent 
condition  of  his  life?  Are  not  those  who  train  In 
gymnasia,  at  first  beginning  reduced  to  a  state 
of  weakness  ? 

Cle.  Yes,  all  that  Is  well  known. 

Ath.  Also  that  they  go  of  their  own  accord 
for  the  sake  of  the  subsequent  benefit? 

Cle.  Very  good. 

Ath.  And  we  may  conceive  this  to  be  true  In 
the  same  way  of  other  practices? 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  And  the  same  view  may  be  taken  of  the 
pastime  of  drinking  wine,  if  we  are  right  in 
supposing  that  the  same  good  effect  follows? 

Cle.  To  be  sure. 

Ath.  If  such  convivialities  should  turn  out  to 
have  any  advantage  equal  In  importance  to  that 
of  gymnastic,  they  are  In  their  very  nature  to 
be  preferred  to  mere  bodily  exercise,  inasmuch 
as  they  have  no  accompaniment  of  pain. 

Cle.  True;  but  I  hardly  think  that  we  shall 
be  able  to  discover  any  such  benefits  to  be  de 
rived  from  them. 

Ath.  That  is  just  what  we  must  endeavour 
to  show.  And  let  me  ask  you  a  question: — Do 
we  not  distinguish  two  kinds  of  fear,  which  are 
very  different? 

Cle.  What  are  they? 

Ath.  There  is  the  fear  of  expected  evil. 

Cle.  Yes. 

Ath.  And  there  is  the  fear  of  an  evil  reputa 
tion;  we  are  afraid  of  being  thought  evil,  [647] 
because  we  do  or  say  some  dishonourable  thing, 
which  fear  we  and  all  men  term  shame. 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  These  are  the  two  fears,  as  I  called  them; 
one  of  which  is  the  opposite  of  pain  and  other 
fears,  and  the  opposite  also  of  the  greatest  and 
most  numerous  sort  of  pleasures. 

Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  And  does  not  the  legislator  and  every 
one  who  is  good  for  anything,  hold  this  fear  in 
the  greatest  honour?  This  is  what  he  terms 
reverence,  and  the  confidence  which  is  the  re 
verse  of  this  he  terms  insolence;  and  the  latter 
he  always  deems  to  be  a  very  great  evil  both  to 
individuals  and  to  states. 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  Does  not  this  kind  of  fear  preserve  us  in 
many  important  ways?  What  is  there  which  so 
surely  gives  victory  and  safety  in  war?  For 
there  are  two  things  which  give  victory — con 
fidence  before  enemies,  and  fear  of  disgrace  be 
fore  friends. 

Cle.  There  are. 

Ath.  Then  each  of  us  should  be  fearless  and 


also  fearful;  and  why  we  should  be  either  has 
now  been  determined. 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  And  when  we  want  to  make  any  one 
fearless,  we  and  the  law  bring  him  face  to  face 
with  many  fears. 

Cle.  Clearly. 

Ath.  And  when  we  want  to  make  him  right 
ly  fearful,  must  we  not  Introduce  him  to  shame 
less  pleasures,  and  train  him  to  take  up  arms 
against  them,  and  to  overcome  them?  Or  does 
this  principle  apply  to  courage  only,  and  must 
he  who  would  be  perfect  in  valour  fight  against 
and  overcome  his  own  natural  character — 
since  If  he  be  unpractised  and  Inexperienced  in 
such  conflicts,  he  will  not  be  half  the  man 
which  he  might  have  been — and  are  we  to  sup 
pose,  that  with  temperance  it  is  otherwise,  and 
that  he  who  has  never  fought  with  the  shame 
less  and  unrighteous  temptations  of  his  pleas 
ures  and  lusts,  and  conquered  them,  in  earnest 
and  in  play,  by  word,  deed,  and  act,  will  still 
be  perfectly  temperate? 

Cle.  A  most  unlikely  supposition. 

Ath.  Suppose  that  some  God  had  given  a 
fear-potion  to  men,  and  that  the  more  a  man 
drank  of  this  the  more  he  regarded  himself  at 
every  draught  as  a  child  of  misfortune,  and 
that  he  feared  everything  happening  or  about 
to  happen  to  him;  and  that  at  last  the  most 
courageous  of  men  utterly  lost  his  presence  of 
mind  for  a  time,  and  only  came  to  himself 
again  when  he  had  slept  off  the  influence  [648] 
of  the  draught. 

Cle.  But  has  such  a  draught,  Stranger,  ever 
really  been  known  among  men? 

Ath.  No;  but,  if  there  had  been,  might  not 
such  a  draught  have  been  of  use  to  the  legisla 
tor  as  a  test  of  courage?  Might  we  not  go  and 
say  to  him,  "O  legislator,  whether  you  are  leg 
islating  for  the  Cretan,  or  for  any  other  state, 
would  you  not  like  to  have  a  touchstone  of  the 
courage  and  cowardice  of  your  citizens?  " 

Cle.  "I  should,"  will  be  the  answer  of  every 
one. 

Ath.  "And  you  would  rather  have  a  touch 
stone  in  which  there  is  no  risk  and  no  great 
danger  than  the  reverse?" 

Cle.  In  that  proposition  every  one  may  safely 
agree. 

Ath.  "And  in  order  to  make  use  of  the 
draught,  you  would  lead  them  amid  these  im 
aginary  terrors,  and  prove  them,  when  the  af 
fection  of  fear  was  working  upon  them,  and 
compel  them  to  be  fearless,  exhorting  and  ad 
monishing  them;  and  also  honouring  them, 
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but  dishonouring  any  one  who  will  not  be  per 
suaded  by  you  to  be  in  all  respects  such  as  you 
command  him;  and  if  he  underwent  the  trial 
well  and  manfully,  you  would  let  him  go  un 
scathed;  but  if  ill,  you  would  inflict  a  punish 
ment  upon  him?  Or  would  you  abstain  from 
using  the  potion  altogether,  although  you  have 
no  reason  for  abstaining?*5 

Cle.  He  would  be  certain,  Stranger,  to  use 
the  potion. 

Ath.  This  would  be  a  mode  of  testing  and 
training  which  would  be  wonderfully  easy  in 
comparison  with  those  now  in  use,  and  might 
be  applied  to  a  single  person,  or  to  a  few,  or 
indeed  to  any  number;  and  he  would  do  well 
who  provided  himself  with  the  potion  only, 
rather  than  with  any  number  of  other  things, 
whether  he  preferred  to  be  by  himself  in  soli 
tude,  and  there  contend  with  his  fears,  because 
he  was  ashamed  to  be  seen  by  the  eye  of  man 
until  he  was  perfect;  or  trusting  to  the  force  of 
his  own  nature  and  habits,  and  believing  that 
he  had  been  already  disciplined  sufficiently,  he 
did  not  hesitate  to  train  himself  in  company 
with  any  number  of  others,  and  display  his 
power  in  conquering  the  irresistible  change  ef 
fected  by  the  draught — his  virtue  being  such, 
that  he  never  in  any  instance  fell  into  any  great 
unseemliness,  but  was  always  himself,  and  left 
off  before  he  arrived  at  the  last  cup,  fearing 
that  he,  like  all  other  men,  might  be  overcome 
by  the  potion, 

Cle.  Yes,  Stranger,  in  that  last  case,  too,  he 
might  equally  show  his  self-control. 

[649]  Ath.  Let  us  return  to  the  lawgiver, 
and  say  to  him: — "Well,  lawgiver,  there  is  cer 
tainly  no  such  fear-potion  which  man  has  either 
received  from  the  Gods  or  himself  discovered; 
for  witchcraft  has  no  place  at  our  board.  But  is 
there  any  potion  which  might  serve  as  a  test  of 
overboldness  and  excessive  and  indiscreet  boast- 

ing?" 

Cle.  I  suppose  that  he  will  say,  Yes — mean 
ing  that  wine  is  such  a  potion. 

Ath.  Is  not  the  effect  of  this  quite  the  oppo 
site  of  the  effect  of  the  other?  When  a  man 
drinks  wine  he  begins  to  be  better  pleased  with 
himself,  and  the  more  he  drinks  the  more  he  is 
filled  full  of  brave  hopes,  and  conceit  of  his 
power,  and  at  last  the  string  of  his  tongue  is 
loosened,  and  fancying  himself  wise,  he  is 
brimming  over  with  lawlessness,  and  has  no 
more  fear  or  respect,  and  is  ready  to  do  or  say 
anything* 

Cle.  I  think  that  every  one  will  admit  the 
truth  of  your  description. 


Meg.  Certainly. 

Ath.  Now,  let  us  remember,  as  we  were 
saying,  that  there  are  two  things  which  should 
be  cultivated  in  t^e  soul:  first,  the  greatest 
courage;  secondly,  the  greatest  fear — 

Cle.  Which  you  said  to  be  characteristic  of 
reverence,  if  I  am  not  mistaken. 

Ath.  Thank  you  for  reminding  me.  But  now, 
as  the  habit  of  courage  and  fearlessness  is  to  be 
trained  amid  fears,  let  us  consider  whether  the 
opposite  quality  is  not  also  to  be  trained  among 
opposites. 

Cle.  That  is  probably  the  case. 

Ath.  There  are  times  and  seasons  at  which 
we  are  by  nature  more  than  commonly  valiant 
and  bold;  now  we  ought  to  train  ourselves  on 
these  occasions  to  be  as  free  from  impudence 
and  shamelessness  as  possible,  and  to  be  afraid 
to  say  or  suffer  or  do  anything  that  is  base. 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  Are  not  the  moments  in  which  we  are 
apt  to  be  bold  and  shameless  such  as  these? — 
when  we  are  under  the  influence  of  anger,  love, 
pride,  ignorance,  avarice,  cowardice?  or  when 
wealth,  beauty,  strength,  and  all  the  intoxicat 
ing  workings  of  pleasure  madden  us?  What  is 
better  adapted  than  the  festive  use  of  wine,  in 
the  first  place  to  test,  and  in  the  second  place 
to  train  the  character  of  a  man,  if  care  be  taken 
in  the  use  of  it?  What  is  there  cheaper,  or  more 
innocent?  For  do  but  consider  which  is  the 
greater  risk: — Would  you  rather  test  a  man 
of  a  morose  and  savage  nature,  which  is  the 
source  of  ten  thousand  acts  of  injustice,  by 
making  bargains  with  him  at  a  risk  to  yourself, 
[650]  or  by  having  him  as  a  companion  at  the 
festival  of  Dionysus?  Or  would  you,  if  you 
wanted  to  apply  a  touchstone  to  a  man  who  is 
prone  to  love,  entrust  your  wife,  or  your  sons, 
or  daughters  to  him,  perilling  your  dearest  in 
terests  in  order  to  have  a  view  of  the  condition 
of  his  soul  ?  I  might  mention  numberless  cases, 
in  which  the  advantage  would  be  manifest  of 
getting  to  know  a  character  in  sport,  and  with 
out  paying  dearly  for  experience.  And  I  do 
not  believe  that  either  a  Cretan,  or  any 
other  man,  will  doubt  that  such  a  test  is  a  fair 
test,  and  safer,  cheaper,  and  speedier  than  any 
other.  • 

Cle.  That  is  certainly  true. 

Ath.  And  this  knowledge  of  the  natures  and 
habits  of  men's  souls  will  be  of  the  greatest 
use  in  that  art  which  has  the  management  of 
them;  and  that  art,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  is 
politics. 

Cle.  Exactly  so. 
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[652]  Athenian  Stranger.  ANB  now  we  fiave 
to  consider  whether  the  insight  into  human  na 
ture  Is  the  only  benefit  derived  from  well- 
ordered  potations,  or  whether  there  are  not 
other  advantages  great  and  much  to  be  desired. 
The  argument  seems  to  imply  that  there  are. 
But  how  and  in  what  way  these  are  to  be  at 
tained,  will  have  to  be  considered  attentively, 
or  we  may  be  entangled  in  error. 

Cleinias.  Proceed. 

Ath.  Let  me  once  more  recall  our  doctrine 
of  right  education;  which,  [653]  if  I  am  not 
mistaken,  depends  on  the  due  regulation  of 
convivial  intercourse. 

Cle.  You  talk  rather  grandly. 

Ath.  Pleasure  and  pain  I  maintain  to  be  the 
first  perceptions  of  children,  and  I  say  that  they 
are  the  forms  under  which  virtue  and  vice 
are  originally  present  to  them.  As  to  wisdom 
and  true  and  fixed  opinions,  happy  is  the  man 
who  acquires  them,  even  when  declining  in 
years;  and  we  may  say  that  he  who  possesses 
them,  and  the  blessings  which  are  contained 
in  them,  is  a  perfect  man.  Now  I  mean  by  edu 
cation  that  training  which  is  given  by  suitable 
habits  to  the  first  instincts  of  virtue  in  chil 
dren; — when  pleasure,  and  friendship,  and 
pain,  and  hatred,  are  rightly  implanted  in  souls 
not  yet  capable  of  understanding  the  nature  of 
them,  and  who  find  them,  after  they  have  at 
tained  reason,  to  be  in  harmony  with  her.  This 
harmony  of  the  soul,  taken  as  a  whole,  is  vir 
tue;  but  the  particular  training  in  respect  of 
pleasure  and  pain,  which  leads  you  always  to 
hate  what  you  ought  to  hate,  and  love  what 
you  ought  to  love  from  the  beginning  of  life  to 
the  end,  may  be  separated  off;  and,  in  my  view, 
will  be  rightly  called  education. 

Cle.  I  think.  Stranger,  that  you  are  quite 
right  in  all  that  you  have  said  and  are  saying 
about  education. 

Ath.  I  am  glad  to  hear  that  you  agree  with 
me;  for,  indeed,  the  discipline  of  pleasure  and 
pain  which,  when  rightly  ordered,  is  a  princi 
ple  of  education,  has  been  often  relaxed  and 
corrupted  in  human  life.  And  the  Gods,  pity 
ing  the  toils  which  our  race  is  born  to  undergo, 
have  appointed  holy  festivals,  wherein  men 
alternate  rest  with  labour;  and  have  given  them 
the  Muses  and  Apollo,  the  leader  of  the  Muses, 
and  Dionysus,  to  be  companions  in  their  revels, 
that  they  may  improve  their  education  by  tak 
ing  part  in  the  festivals  of  the  Gods,  and  with 
their  help.  I  should  like  to  know  whether  a 


common  saying  is  in  onr  opinion  true  to  na 
ture  or  not.  For  men  say  that  the  young  of  all 
creatures  cannot  be  quiet  in  their  bodies  or  in 
their  voices;  they  are  always  wanting  to  move 
and  cry  out;  some  leaping  and  skipping,  and 
overflowing  with  sportiveness  and  delight  at 
something,  others  utter  ing  all  sorts  of  cries.  But, 
whereas  the  aeimals  have  no  perception  of 
order  or  disorder  in  their  movements,  that  is, 
of  rhythm  or  harmony,  as  they  are  called,  to  us* 
the  Gods,  who,  as  we  say,  have  been  appointed 
to  be  our  companions  in  the  dance,  [654]  have 
given  the  pleasurable  sense  of  harmony  and 
rhythm;  and  so  they  stir  us  into  life,  and  we 
follow  them,  joining  hands  together  in  dances 
and  songs;  and  these  they  call  choruses,  which 
is  a  term  naturally  expressive  of  cheerfulness. 
Shall  we  begin,  then,  with  the  acknowledg 
ment  that  education  is  first  given  through 
Apollo  and  the  Muses?  What  do  you  say? 

Cle.  I  assent. 

Ath.  And  the  uneducated  is  he  who  has  not 
been  trained  in  the  chorus,  and  the  educated 
is  he  who  has  been  well  trained? 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  And  the  chorus  is  made  up  of  two  parts, 
dance  and  song? 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  Then  he  who  is  well  educated  will  be 
able  to  sing  and  dance  well? 

Cle.  I  suppose  that  he  will. 

Ath.  Let  us  see;  what  are  we  saying? 

Cle.  What? 

Ath.  He  sings  well  and  dances  well;  now 
must  we  add  that  he  sings  what  is  good  and 
dances  what  is  good? 

Cle.  Let  us  make  the  addition. 

Ath.  We  will  suppose  that  he  knows  the 
good  to  be  good,  and  the  bad  to  be  bad,  and 
makes  use  of  them  accordingly:  which  now  is 
the  better  trained  in  dancing  and  music — he 
who  is  able  to  move  his  body  and  to  use  his 
voice  in  what  is  understood  to  be  the  right 
manner,  but  has  no  delight  in  good  or  hatred 
of  evil;  or  he  who  is  incorrect  in  gesture  and 
voice,  but  is  right  in  his  sense  of  pleasure  and 
pain,  and  welcomes  what  is  good,  and  is  of 
fended  at  what  is  evil  ? 

Cle.  There  is  a  great  difference,  Stranger,  in 
the  two  kinds  of  education. 

Ath.  If  we  three  know  what  is  good  in  song 
and  dance,  then  we  truly  know  also  who  is  edu 
cated  and  who  is  uneducated;  but  if  not,  then 
we  certainly  shall  not  know  wherein  lies  the 
safeguard  of  education,  and  whether  there  is 
any  or  not. 
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Ck.  True. 

Ath.  Let  us  follow  die  scent  like  hounds,  and 
go  In  pursuit  of  beauty  of  figure,  and  melody, 
and  song,  and  dance;  if  these  escape  us,  there 
will  be  no  use  in  talking  about  true  education, 
whether  Hellenic  or  barbarian. 

Cle.  Yes. 

Ath.  And  what  is  beauty  of  figure,  or  beau 
tiful  melody?  When  a  manly  soul  is  in  trouble, 
[655]  anc^  when  a  cowardly  soul  is  in  similar 
case,  are  they  likely  to  use  the  same  figures  and 
gestures,  or  to  give  utterance  to  the  same 
sounds? 

Cle.  How  can  they,  when  the  very  colours  of 
their  faces  differ? 

Atk.  Good,  my  friend;  I  may  observe,  how 
ever,  In  passing,  that  in  music  there  certainly 
are  figures  and  there  are  melodies:  and  music 
is  concerned  with  harmony  and  rhythm,  so  that 
you  may  speak  of  a  melody  or  figure  having 
good  rhythm  or  good  harmony — the  term  is 
correct  enough;  but  to  speak  metaphorically  of 
a  melody  or  figure  having  a  "good  colour,"  as 
the  masters  of  choruses  do,  is  not  allowable,  al 
though  you  can  speak  of  the  melodies  or  figures 
of  the  brave  and  the  coward,  praising  the  one 
and  censuring  the  other.  And  not  to  be  tedious, 
let  us  say  that  the  figures  and  melodies  which 
are  expressive  of  virtue  of  soul  or  body,  or  of 
images  of  virtue,  are  without  exception  good, 
and  those  which  are  expressive  of  vice  are  the 
reverse  of  good. 

Cle.  Your  suggestion  is  excellent;  and  let 
us  answer  that  these  things  are  so. 

Ath.  Once  more,  are  all  of  us  equally  de 
lighted  with  every  sort  of  dance? 

Cle.  Far  otherwise. 

Ath.  What,  then,  leads  us  astray?  Are  beauti 
ful  things  not  the  same  to  us  all,  or  are  they 
the  same  in  themselves,  but  not  in  our  opinion 
of  them?  For  no  one  will  admit  that  forms  of 
vice  in  the  dance  are  more  beautiful  than  forms 
of  virtue,  or  that  he  himself  delights  in  the 
forms  of  vice,  and  others  in  a  muse  of  another 
character.  And  yet  most  persons  say,  that  the 
excellence  of  music  is  to  give  pleasure  to  our 
souls.  But  this  is  intolerable  and  blasphemous; 
there  is,  however,  a  much  more  plausible  ac 
count  of  the  delusion. 

Cle.  What? 

Ath.  The  adaptation  of  art  to  the  characters 
of  men.  Choric  movements  are  imitations  of 
manners  occurring  in  various  actions,  fortunes, 
dispositions — each  particular  is  imitated,  and 
those  to  whom  the  words,  or  songs,  or  dances 
are  suited,  either  by  nature  or  habit  or  both, 


cannot  help  feeling  pleasure  in  them  and  ap 
plauding  them,  and  calling  them  beautiful. 
But  those  whose  natures,  or  ways,  or  habits  are 
unsuited  to  them,  cannot  delight  in  them  or 
applaud  them,  and  they  call  them  base.  There 
are  others,  again,  whose  natures  are  right  and 
their  habits  wrong,  or  whose  habits  are  right 
and  their  natures  wrong,  and  they  praise  one 
thing,  but  are  pleased  at  another.  [656]  For 
they  say  that  all  these  imitations  are  pleasant, 
but  not  good.  And  in  the  presence  of  those 
whom  they  think  wise,  they  are  ashamed  of 
dancing  and  singing  in  the  baser  manner,  or  of 
deliberately  lending  any  countenance  to  such 
proceedings;  and  yet,  they  have  a  secret  pleas 
ure  in  them. 

Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  And  is  any  harm  done  to  the  lover  of 
vicious  dances  or  songs,  or  any  good  done  to 
the  approver  of  the  opposite  sort  of  pleasure? 

Cle.  I  think  that  there  is. 

Ath.  "I  think"  is  not  the  word,  but  I  would 
say,  rather,  "I  am  certain."  For  must  they  not 
have  the  same  effect  as  when  a  man  associates 
with  bad  characters,  whom  he  likes  and  ap 
proves  rather  than  dislikes,  and  only  censures 
playfully  because  he  has  a  suspicion  of  his  own 
badness?  In  that  case,  he  who  takes  pleasure  in 
them  will  surely  become  like  those  in  whom  he 
takes  pleasure,  even  though  he  be  ashamed  to 
praise  them.  And  what  greater  good  or  evil  can 
any  destiny  ever  make  us  undergo? 

Cle.  I  know  of  none. 

Ath.  Then  in  a  city  which  has  good  laws,  or 
in  future  ages  is  to  have  them,  bearing  in  mind 
the  instruction  and  amusement  which  are 
given  by  music,  can  we  suppose  that  the  poets 
are  to  be  allowed  to  teach  in  the  dance  any 
thing  which  they  themselves  like,  in  the  way 
of  rhythm,  or  melody,  or  words,  to  the  young 
children  of  any  well-conditioned  parents?  Is  the 
poet  to  train  his  choruses  as  he  pleases,  without 
reference  to  virtue  or  vice? 

Cle.  That  is  surely  quite  unreasonable,  and 
is  not  to  be  thought  of. 

Ath.  And  yet  he  may  do  this  in  almost  any 
state  with  the  exception  of  Egypt. 

Cle.  And  what  are  the  laws  about  music  and 
dancing  in  Egypt? 

Ath.  You  will  wonder  when  I  tell  you:  Long 
ago  they  appear  to  have  recognized  the  very 
principle  of  which  we  are  now  speaking — that 
their  young  citizens  must  be  habituated  to 
forms  and  strains  of  virtue.  These  they  fixed, 
and  exhibited  the  patterns  of  them  in  their 
temples;  and  no  painter  or  artist  is  allowed  to 
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innovate  upon  them,  or  to  leave  the  traditional 
forms  and  invent  new  ones.  To  this  day,  no 
alteration  is  allowed  either  in  these  arts,  or  in 
music  at  all.  And  you  will  find  that  their  works 
of  art  are  painted  or  moulded  in  the  same  forms 
which  they  had  ten  thousand  years  ago; — this 
is  literally  true  and  no  exaggeration — their 
ancient  paintings  and  sculptures  are  not  a  whit 
better  or  worse  than  the  work  of  to-day,  [6$j] 
but  are  made  with  just  the  same  skill. 

Cle.  How  extraordinary! 

Ath.  I  should  rather  say,  How  statesmanlike, 
now  worthy  of  a  legislator!  I  know  that  other 
things  in  Egypt  are  not  so  well.  But  what  I  am 
telling  you  about  music  is  true  and  deserving 
of  consideration,  because  showing  that  a  law 
giver  may  institute  melodies  which  have  a 
natural  truth  and  correctness  without  any  fear 
of  failure.  To  do  this,  however,  must  be  the 
work  of  God,  or  of  a  divine  person;  in  Egypt 
they  have  a  tradition  that  their  ancient  chants 
which  have  been  preserved  for  so  many  ages 
are  the  composition  of  the  Goddess  Isis.  And 
therefore,  as  I  was  saying,  if  a  person  can  only 
find  in  any  way  the  natural  melodies,  he  may 
confidently  embody  them  in  a  fixed  and  legal 
form.  For  the  love  of  novelty  which  arises  out 
of  pleasure  in  the  new  and  weariness  of  the 
old,  has  not  strength  enough  to  corrupt  the  con 
secrated  song  and  dance,  under  the  plea  that 
they  have  become  antiquated.  At  any  rate,  they 
are  far  from  being  corrupted  in  Egypt. 

Cle.  Your  arguments  seem  to  prove  your 
point. 

Ath.  May  we  not  confidently  say  that  the 
true  use  of  music  and  of  choral  festivities  is  as 
follows:  We  rejoice  when  we  think  that  we 
prosper,  and  again  we  think  that  we  prosper 
when  we  rejoice? 

Cle.  Exactly. 

Ath.  And  when  rejoicing  in  our  good  for 
tune,  we  are  unable  to  be  still? 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  Our  young  men  break  forth  into  danc 
ing  and  singing,  and  we  who  are  their  elders 
deem  that  we  are  fulfilling  our  part  in  life 
when  we  look  on  at  them.  Having  lost  our  agil 
ity,  we  delight  in  their  sports  and  merry-mak 
ing,  because  we  love  to  think  of  our  former 
selves;  and  gladly  institute  contests  for  those 
who  are  able  to  awaken  in  us  the  memory  of 
our  youth. 

Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  Is  it  altogether  unmeaning  to  say,  as 
the  common  people  do  about  festivals,  that  he 
should  be  adjudged  the  wisest  of  men,  and  the 


winner  of  the  palm,  who  gives  us  the  greatest 
amount  of  pleasure  and  mirth?  For  on  such 
occasions,  and  when  mirth  is  the  order  of  the 
day,  ought  not  he  to  be  honoured  most,  and, 
as  I  was  saying,  bear  the  palm,  [658]  who  gives 
most  mirth  to  the  greatest  number?  Now  is 
this  a  true  way  of  speaking  or  of  acting? 

Cle.  Possibly. 

Ath.  But,  my  dear  friend,  let  us  distinguish 
between  different  cases,  and  not  be  hasty  in 
forming  a  judgment:  One  way  of  considering 
the  question  will  be  to  imagine  a  festival  at 
which  there  are  entertainments  of  all  sorts, 
including  gymnastic,  musical,  and  equestrian 
contests:  the  citizens  are  assembled;  prizes  are 
offered,  and  proclamation  is  made  that  any  one 
who  likes  may  enter  the  lists,  and  that  he  is  to 
bear  the  palm  who  gives  the  most  pleasure  to 
the  spectators — there  is  to  be  no  regulation 
about  the  manner  how;  but  he  who  is  most 
successful  in  giving  pleasure  is  to  be  crowned 
victor,  and  deemed  to  be  the  pleasantest  of  the 
candidates:  What  is  likely  to  be  the  result  of 
such  a  proclamation? 

Cle.  In  what  respect? 

Ath.  There  would  be  various  exhibitions: 
one  man,  like  Homer,  will  exhibit  a  rhapsody, 
another  a  performance  on  the  lute;  one  wil 
have  a  tragedy,  and  another  a  comedy.  Nor 
would  there  be  anything  astonishing  in  some 
one  imagining  that  he  could  gain  the  prize  by 
exhibiting  a  puppet-show.  Suppose  these  com 
petitors  to  meet,  and  not  these  only,  but  innu 
merable  others  as  well — can  you  tell  me  who 
ought  to  be  the  victor? 

Cle.  I  do  not  see  how  any  one  can  answer  you, 
or  pretend  to  know,  unless  he  has  heard  with 
his  own  ears  the  several  competitors;  the  ques 
tion  is  absurd. 

Ath.  Well,  then,  if  neither  of  you  can  answer, 
shall  I  answer  this  question  which  you  deem 
so  absurd? 

Cle.  By  all  means. 

Ath.  If  very  small  children  are  to  determine 
the  question,  they  will  decide  for  the  puppet- 
show. 

Cle.  Of  course. 

Ath.  The  older  children  will  be  advocates  of 
comedy;  educated  women,  and  young  men, 
and  people  in  general,  will  favour  tragedy. 

Cle.  Very  likely. 

Ath.  And  I  believe  that  we  old  men  would 
have  the  greatest  pleasure  in  hearing  a  rhapso- 
dist  recite  well  the  Iliad  and  Odyssey,  or  one 
of  the  Hesiodic  poems,  and  would  award 
the  victory  to  him.  But,  who  would  really 
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be  the  victor? — that  is  the  question. 

Clc.  Yes. 

At  A.  Clearly  you  and  I  will  have  to  declare 
that  those  whom  we  old  men  adjudge  victors 
ought  to  win;  for  our  ways  are  far  and  away 
better  than  any  which  at  present  exist  any 
where  in  the  world. 

Clc.  Certainly. 

Ath.  Thus  far  I  too  should  agree  with  the 
many,  that  the  excellence  of  music  is  to  be 
measured  by  pleasure.  But  the  pleasure  must 
not  be  that  of  chance  persons;  the  fairest  music 
is  that  which  delights  the  best  and  best  edu 
cated,  [659]  and  especially  that  which  delights 
the  one  man  who  is  pre-eminent  in  virtue  and 
education.  And  therefore  the  judges  must  be 
men  of  character,  for  they  will  require  both 
wisdom  and  courage;  the  true  judge  must  not 
draw  his  inspiration  from  the  theatre,  nor 
ought  he  to  be  unnerved  by  the  clamour  of  the 
many  and  his  own  incapacity;  nor  again,  know 
ing  the  truth,  ought  he  through  cowardice  and 
unmanliness  carelessly  to  deliver  a  lying  judg 
ment,  with  the  very  same  lips  which  have  just 
appealed  to  the  Gods  before  he  judged.  He  is 
sitting  not  as  the  disciple  of  the  theatre,  but,  in 
his  proper  place,  as  their  instructor,  and  he 
ought  to  be  the  enemy  of  all  pandering  to  the 
pleasure  of  the  spectators.  The  ancient  and 
common  custom  of  Hellas,  which  still  prevails 
in  Italy  and  Sicily,  did  certainly  leave  the  judg 
ment  to  the  body  of  spectators,  who  deter 
mined  the  victor  by  show  of  hands.  But  this 
custom  has  been  the  destruction  of  the  poets; 
for  they  are  now  in  the  habit  of  composing 
with  a  view  to  please  the  bad  taste  of  their 
judges,  and  the  result  is  that  the  spectators  in 
struct  themselves; — and  also  it  has  been  the 
ruin  of  the  theatre;  they  ought  to  be  having 
characters  put  before  them  better  than  their 
own,  and  so  receiving  a  higher  pleasure,  but 
now  by  their  own  act  the  opposite  result  fol 
lows.  What  inference  is  to  be  drawn  from  all 
this?  Shall  I  tell  you? 

Cfe.What? 

Ath.  The  inference  at  which  we  arrive  for 
the  third  or  fourth  time  is,  that  education  is  the 
constraining  and  directing  of  youth  towards 
that  right  reason,  which  the  law  affirms,  and 
which  the  experience  of  the  eldest  and  best  has 
agreed  to  be  truly  right.  In  order,  then,  that  the 
soul  of  the  child  may  not  be  habituated  to  feel 
joy  and  sorrow  in  a  manner  at  variance  with 
the  law,  and  those  who  obey  the  law,  but  may 
rather  follow  the  law  and  rejoice  and  sorrow  at 
the  same  things  as  the  aged — in  order,  I  say,  to 


produce  this  effect,  chants  appear  to  have  been 
invented,  which  really  enchant,  and  are  de 
signed  to  implant  that  harmony  of  which  we 
speak.  And,  because  the  mind  of  the  child  is 
incapable  of  enduring  serious  training,  they  are 
called  plays  and  songs,  and  are  performed  in 
play;  just  as  when  men  are  sick  and  ailing  in 
their  bodies,  their  attendants  give  them  whole 
some  diet  in  pleasant  meats  and  drinks,  [660] 
but  unwholesome  diet  in  disagreeable  things, 
in  order  that  they  may  learn,  as  they  ought, 
to  like  the  one,  and  to  dislike  the  other.  And 
similarly  the  true  legislator  will  persuade,  and, 
if  he  cannot  persuade,  will  compel  the  poet  to 
express,  as  he  ought,  by  fair  and  noble  words, 
in  his  rhythms,  the  figures,  and  in  his  melodies, 
the  music  of  temperate  and  brave  and  in  every 
way  good  men. 

Cle.  But  do  you  really  imagine,  Stranger, 
that  this  is  the  way  in  which  poets  generally 
compose  in  States  at  the  present  day?  As  far  as 
I  can  observe,  except  among  us  and  among  the 
Lacedaemonians,  there  are  no  regulations  like 
those  of  which  you  speak;  in  other  places  novel 
ties  are  always  being  introduced  in  dancing  and 
in  music,  generally  not  under  the  authority  of 
any  law,  but  at  the  instigation  of  lawless  pleas 
ures;  and  these  pleasures  are  so  far  from  being 
the  same,  as  you  describe  the  Egyptian  to  be,  or 
having  the  same  principles,  that  they  are  never 
the  same. 

Ath.  Most  true,  Cleinias;  and  I  daresay  that  I 
may  have  expressed  myself  obscurely,  and  so 
led  you  to  imagine  that  I  was  speaking  of  some 
really  existing  state  of  things,  whereas  I  was 
only  saying  what  regulations  I  would  like  to 
have  about  music;  and  hence  there  occurred  a 
misapprehension  on  your  part.  For  when  evils 
are  far  gone  and  irremediable,  the  task  of  cen 
suring  them  is  never  pleasant,  although  at 
times  necessary.  But  as  we  do  not  really  differ, 
will  you  let  me  ask  you  whether  you  consider 
such  institutions  to  be  more  prevalent  among 
the  Cretans  and  Lacedaemonians  than  among 
the  other  Hellenes? 

Cle.  Certainly  they  are. 

Ath.  And  if  they  were  extended  to  the  other 
Hellenes,  would  it  be  an  improvement  on  the 
present  state  of  things? 

Cle.  A  very  great  improvement,  if  the  cus 
toms  which  prevail  among  them  were  such  as 
prevail  among  us  and  the  Lacedaemonians, 
and  such  as  you  were  just  now  saying  ought  to 
prevail. 

Ath.  Let  us  see  whether  we  understand  one 
another: — Are  not  the  principles  of  education 
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and  music  which  prevail  among  you  as  follows: 
you  compel  your  poets  to  say  that  the  good 
man,  if  he  be  temperate  and  just.  Is  fortunate 
and  happy;  and  this  whether  he  be  great  and 
strong  or  small  and  weak,  and  whether  he  be 
rich  or  poor;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  if  he  have 
a  wealth  passing  that  of  Cinyras  or  Midas,  and 
be  unjust,  he  is  wretched  and  lives  in  misery? 
As  the  poet  says,  and  with  truth:  I  sing  not,  I 
care  not  about  him  who  accomplishes  all  noble 
things,  not  having  justice;  let  him  who  "draws 
near  and  stretches  out  his  hand  against  his 
enemies  be  a  just  man."  But  if  he  be  unjust, 
[66 1 ]  I  would  not  have  him  "look  calmly  upon 
bloody  death,"  nor  "surpass  in  swiftness  the 
Thracian  Boreas";  and  let  no  other  thing  that 
is  called  good  ever  be  his.  For  the  goods  of 
which  the  many  speak  are  not  really  good:  first 
in  the  catalogue  is  placed  health,  beauty  next, 
wealth  third;  and  then  innumerable  others,  as 
for  example  to  have  a  keen  eye  or  a  quick  ear, 
and  in  general  to  have  all  the  senses  perfect;  or, 
again,  to  be  a  tyrant  and  do  as  you  like;  and  the 
final  consummation  of  happiness  is  to  have  ac 
quired  all  these  things,  and  when  you  have  ac 
quired  them  to  become  at  once  immortal.  But 
you  and  I  say,  that  while  to  the  just  and  holy  all 
these  things  are  the  best  of  possessions,  to  the  un- 
j  us  t  they  are  all,  including  even  health,  the  great 
est  of  evils.  For  in  truth,  to  have  sight,  and  hear 
ing,  and  the  use  of  the  senses,  or  to  live  at  all 
without  justice  and  virtue,  even  though  a  man 
be  rich  in  all  the  so-called  goods  of  fortune,  is 
the  greatest  of  evils,  if  life  be  immortal;  but  not 
so  great,  if  the  bad  man  lives  only  a  very  short 
time.  These  are  the  truths  which,  if  I  am  not 
mistaken,  you  will  persuade  or  compel  your 
poets  to  utter  with  suitable  accompaniments  of 
harmony  and  rhythm,  and  in  these  they  must 
train  up  your  youth.  Am  I  not  right?  For  I 
plainly  declare  that  evils  as  they  are  termed  are 
goods  to  the  unjust,  and  only  evils  to  the  just, 
and  that  goods  are  truly  good  to  the  good,  but 
evil  to  the  evil.  Let  me  ask  again,  Are  you  and 
I  agreed  about  this? 

Cle .  I  think  that  we  pardy  agree  and  partly 
do  not. 

Ath.  When  a  man  has  health  and  wealth  and 
a  tyranny  which  lasts,  and  when  he  is  pre 
eminent  in  strength  and  courage,  and  has  the 
gift  of  immortality,  and  none  of  the  so-called 
evils  which  counter-balance  these  goods,  but 
only  the  injustice  and  insolence  of  his  own  na 
ture — of  such  an  one  you  are,  I  suspect,  unwill 
ing  to  believe  that  he  is  miserable  rather  than 
iappy. 


Cle.  That  Is  quite  true. 

Ath.  Once  more:  Suppose  that  he  be  valiant 
and  strong,  and  handsome  and  rich,  and  does 
throughout  his  whole  life  whatever  he  likes, 
[662]  still,  if  he  be  unrighteous  and  insolent, 
would  not  both  of  you  agree  that  he  will  of 
necessity  live  basely?  You  will  surely  grant  so 
much? 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  And  an  evil  life  too? 

Cle.  I  am  not  equally  disposed  to  grant  that. 

Ath.  Will  he  not  live  painfully  and  to  his 
own  disadvantage? 

Cle.  How  can  I  possibly  say  so? 

Ath.  How!  Then  may  Heaven  make  us  to  be 
of  one  mind,  for  now  we  are  of  two.  To  me, 
dear  Cleinias,  the  truth  of  what  I  am  saying  is 
as  plain  as  the  fact  that  Crete  is  an  island.  And, 
if  I  were  a  lawgiver,  I  would  try  to  make  the 
poets  and  all  the  citizens  speak  in  this  strain; 
and  I  would  inflict  the  heaviest  penalties  on  any 
one  in  all  the  land  who  should  dare  to  say  that 
there  are  bad  men  who  lead  pleasant  lives,  or 
that  the  profitable  and  gainful  is  one  thing,  and 
the  just  another;  and  there  are  many  other  mat 
ters  about  which  I  should  make  my  citizens 
speak  in  a  manner  different  from  the  Cretans 
and  Lacedaemonians  of  this  age,  and  I  may 
say,  indeed,  from  the  world  in  general.  For  tell 
me,  my  good  friends,  by  Zeus  and  Apollo  tell 
me,  if  I  were  to  ask  these  same  Gods  who  were 
your  legislators — Is  not  the  most  just  life  also 
the  pleasantest?  or  are  there  two  lives,  one  of 
which  is  the  justest  and  the  other  the  pleas 
antest? — and  they  were  to  reply  that  there  are 
two;  and  thereupon  I  proceeded  to  ask,  (that 
would  be  the  right  way  of  pursuing  the  en 
quiry),  Which  are  the  happier — those  who 
lead  the  justest,  or  those  who  lead  the  pleasant 
est  life?  and  they  replied,  Those  who  lead  the 
pleasantest — that  would  be  a  very  strange  an 
swer,  which  I  should  not  like  to  put  into  the 
mouth  of  the  Gods.  The  words  will  come  with 
more  propriety  from  the  lips  of  fathers  and  leg 
islators,  and  therefore  I  will  repeat  my  former 
questions  to  one  of  them,  and  suppose  him  to 
say  again  that  he  who  leads  the  pleasantest  life 
is  the  happiest.  And  to  that  I  rejoin: — O  my 
father,  did  you  not  wish  me  to  live  as  happily 
as  possible?  And  yet  you  also  never  ceased  tell 
ing  me  that  I  should  live  as  justly  as  possible. 
Now,  here  the  giver  of  the  rule,  whether  he  be 
legislator  or  father,  will  be  in  a  dilemma,  and 
will  in  vain  endeavour  to  be  consistent  with, 
himself.  But  if  he  were  to  declare  that  the 
justest  life  is  also  the  happiest,  every  one  hear- 
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ing  him  would  enquire,,  /66j/  If  I  am  not  mis 
taken,  what  is  that  good  and  noble  principle 
in  life  which  the  law  approves,  and  which  is 
superior  to  pleasure.  For  what  good  can  the 
just  man  have  which  is  separated  from  pleas 
ure?  Shall  we  say  that  glory  and  fame,  coming 
from  Gods  and  men,  though  good  and  noble, 
are  nevertheless  unpleasant,  and  infamy  pleas 
ant?  Certainly  not,  sweet  legislator.  Or  shall 
we  say  that  the  not-doing  of  wrong  and  there 
being  no  wrong  done  is  good  and  honourable, 
although  there  is  no  pleasure  in  it,  and  that 
the  doing  wrong  is  pleasant,  but  evil  and  base? 

Cle.  Impossible. 

Ath.  The  view  which  identifies  the  pleasant 
and  the  just  and  the  good  and  the  noble  has  an 
excellent  moral  and  religious  tendency.  And 
the  opposite  view  is  most  at  variance  with  the 
designs  of  the  legislator,  and  is,  in  his  opinion, 
infamous;  for  no  one,  if  he  can  help,  will  be 
persuaded  to  do  that  which  gives  him  more 
pain  than  pleasure.  But  as  distant  prospects  are 
apt  to  make  us  dizzy,  especially  in  childhood, 
the  legislator  will  try  to  purge  away  the  dark 
ness  and  exhibit  the  truth;  he  will  persuade  the 
citizens,  in  some  way  or  other,  by  customs  and 
praises  and  words,  that  just  and  unjust  are 
shadows  only,  and  that  injustice,  which  seems 
opposed  to  justice,  when  contemplated  by  the 
unjust  and  evil  man  appears  pleasant  and  the 
just  most  unpleasant;  but  that  from  the  just 
man's  point  of  view,  the  very  opposite  is  the 
appearance  of  both  of  them. 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  And  which  may  be  supposed  to  be  the 
truer  judgment — that  of  the  inferior  or  of  the 
better  soul? 

Cle.  Surely,  that  of  the  better  soul. 

Ath.  Then  the  unjust  life  must  not  only  be 
more  base  and  depraved,  but  also  more  un 
pleasant  than  the  just  and  holy  life? 

Cle.  That  seems  to  be  implied  in  the  present 
argument. 

Ath .  And  even  supposing  this  were  otherwise, 
and  not  as  the  argument  has  proven,  still  the 
lawgiver,  who  is  worth  anything,  if  he  ever 
ventures  to  tell  a  lie  to  the  young  for  their  good, 
could  not  invent  a  more  useful  lie  than  this,  or 
one  which  will  have  a  better  effect  in  making 
them  do  what  is  right,  not  on  compulsion  but 
voluntarily. 

Cle.  Truth,  Stranger,  is  a  noble  thing  and  a 
lasting,  but  a  thing  of  which  men  are  hard  to 
be  persuaded. 

Ath.  And  yet  the  story  of  the  Sidonian  Cad 
mus,  which  is  so  improbable,  has  been  readily 


believed,  and  also  innumerable  other  tales. 

Cle.  What  is  that  story? 

Ath.  The  story  of  armed  men  springing  up 
after  the  sowing  of  teeth,  which  the  legislator 
may  take  as  a  proof  that  he  can  persuade  the 
minds  of  the  young  of  anything;  [664]  so  that 
he  has  only  to  reflect  and  find  out  what  belief 
will  be  of  the  greatest  public  advantage,  and 
then  use  all  his  efforts  to  make  the  whole  com 
munity  utter  one  and  the  same  word  in  their 
songs  and  tales  and  discoursesall  their  life  long. 
But  if  you  do  not  agree  with  me,  there  is  no 
reason  why  you  should  not  argue  on  the  other 
side. 

Cle .  I  do  not  see  that  any  argument  can  fairly 
be  raised  by  either  of  us  against  what  you  are 
now  saying. 

Ath.  The  next  suggestion  which  I  have  to 
offer  is,  that  all  our  three  choruses  shall  sing 
to  the  young  and  tender  souls  of  children,  re 
citing  in  their  strains  all  the  noble  thoughts 
of  which  we  have  already  spoken,  or  are  about 
to  speak;  and  the  sum  of  them  shall  be,  that 
the  life  which  is  by  the  Gods  deemed  to  be  the 
happiest  is  also  the  best; — we  shall  affirm  this 
to  be  a  most  certain  truth;  and  the  minds  of 
our  young  disciples  will  be  more  likely  to  re 
ceive  these  words  of  ours  than  any  others  which 
we  might  address  to  them. 

Cle.  I  assent  to  what  you  say. 

Ath.  First  will  enter  in  their  natural  order 
the  sacred  choir  composed  of  children,  which 
is  to  sing  lustily  the  heaven-taught  lay  to  the 
whole  city.  Next  will  follow  the  choir  of  young 
men  under  the  age  of  thirty,  who  will  call  upon 
the  God  Paean  to  testify  to  the  truth  of  their 
words,  and  will  pray  him  to  be  gracious  to  the 
youth  and  to  turn  their  hearts.  Thirdly,  the 
choir  of  elder  men,  who  are  from  thirty  to 
sixty  years  of  age,  will  also  sing.  There  remain 
those  who  are  too  old  to  sing,  and  they  will 
tell  stories,  illustrating  the  same  virtues,  as 
with  the  voice  of  an  oracle. 

Cle.  Who  are  those  who  compose  the  third 
choir,  Stranger?  for  I  do  not  clearly  under 
stand  what  you  mean  to  say  about  them. 

Ath.  And  yet  almost  all  that  I  have  been  say 
ing  has  been  said  with  a  view  to  them. 

Cle.  Will  you  try  to  be  a  little  plainer? 

Ath.  I  was  speaking  at  the  commencement 
of  our  discourse,  as  you  will  remember,  of  the 
fiery  nature  of  young  creatures:  I  said  that  they 
were  unable  to  keep  quiet  either  in  limb  or 
voice,  and  that  they  called  out  and  jumped 
about  in  a  disorderly  manner;  and  that  no  other 
animal  attained  to  any  perception  of  order, 
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[665]  but  man  only.  Now  the  order  of  motion 
is  called  rhythm,  and  the  order  of  the  voice,  in 
which  high  and  low  are  duly  mingled,  is  called 
harmony;  and  both  together  are  termed  choric 
song.  And  I  said  that  the  Gods  had  pity  on  us, 
and  gave  us  Apollo  and  the  Muses  to  be  our 
playfellows  and  leaders  in  the  dance;  and 
Dionysus,  as  I  dare  say  that  you  will  remember, 
was  the  third. 

Cle.  I  quite  remember. 

Ath.  Thus  far  I  have  spoken  of  the  chorus 
of  Apollo  and  the  Muses,  and  I  have  still  to 
speak  of  the  remaining  chorus,  which  is  that 
of  Dionysus. 

Cle.  How  is  that  arranged?  There  is  some 
thing  strange,  at  any  rate  on  first  hearing,  in  a 
Dionysiac  chorus  of  old  men,  if  you  really 
mean  that  those  who  are  above  thirty,  and  may 
be  fifty,  or  from  fifty  to  sixty  years  of  age,  are 
to  dance  in  his  honour. 

Ath.  Very  true;  and  therefore  it  must  be 
shown  that  there  is  good  reason  for  the  pro 
posal. 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  Are  we  agreed  thus  far? 

Cle.  About  what? 

Ath.  That  every  man  and  boy,  slave  and  free, 
both  sexes,  and  the  whole  city,  should  never 
cease  charming  themselves  with  the  strains  of 
which  we  have  spoken;  and  that  there  should 
be  every  sort  of  change  and  variation  of  them 
in  order  to  take  away  the  effect  of  sameness,  so 
that  the  singers  may  always  receive  pleasure 
from  their  hymns,  and  may  never  weary  of 
them? 

Cle.  Every  one  will  agree. 

Ath.  Where,  then,  will  that  best  part  of  our 
city  which,  by  reason  of  age  and  intelligence, 
has  the  greatest  influence,  sing  these  fairest 
of  strains,  which  are  to  do  so  much  good?  Shall 
we  be  so  foolish  as  to  let  them  off  who  would 
give  us  the  most  beautiful  and  also  the  most  use 
ful  of  songs? 

Cle.  But,  says  the  argument,  we  cannot  let 
them  off. 

Ath.  Then  how  can  we  carry  out  our  pur 
pose  with  decorum?  Will  this  be  the  way? 

Cle.  What? 

Ath.  When  a  man  is  advancing  in  years,  he 
is  afraid  and  reluctant  to  sing; — he  has  no 
pleasure  in  his  own  performances;  and  if  com 
pulsion  is  used,  he  will  be  more  and  more 
ashamed,  the  older  and  more  discreet  he  grows; 
— is  not  this  true? 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  Well,  and  will  he  not  be  yet  more 


ashamed  if  he  has  to  stand  up  and  sing  in  the 
theatre  to  a  mixed  audience? — and  if  more 
over  when  he  is  required  to  do  so,  like  the  other 
choirs  who  contend  for  prizes,  and  have  been 
trained  under  a  singing  master,  he  is  pinched 
and  hungry,  [666]  he  will  certainly  have  a  feel 
ing  of  shame  and  discomfort  which  will  make 
him  very  unwilling  to  exhibit. 

Cle.  No  doubt. 

Ath.  How,  then,  shall  we  reassure  him,  and 
get  him  to  sing?  Shall  we  begin  by  enacting 
that  boys  shall  not  taste  wine  at  all  until  they 
are  eighteen  years  of  age;  we  will  tell  them 
that  fire  must  not  be  poured  upon  fire,  whether 
in  the  body  or  in  the  soul,  until  they  begin  to 
go  to  work — this  is  a  precaution  which  has  to 
be  taken  against  the  excitableness  of  youth; — 
afterwards  they  may  taste  wine  in  modera 
tion  up  to  the  age  of  thirty,  but  while  a 
man  is  young  he  should  abstain  altogether 
from  intoxication  and  from  excess  of  wine; 
when,  at  length,  he  has  reached  forty  years, 
after  dinner  at  a  public  mess,  he  may  invite 
not  only  the  other  Gods,  but  Dionysus  above 
all,  to  the  mystery  and  festivity  of  the  elder 
men,  making  use  of  the  wine  which  he  has 
given  men  to  lighten  the  sourness  of  old 
age;  that  in  age  we  may  renew  our  youth,  and 
forget  our  sorrows;  and  also  in  order  that  the 
nature  of  the  soul,  like  iron  melted  in  the  fire, 
may  become  softer  and  so  more  impressible. 
In  the  first  place,  will  not  any  one  who  is 
thus  mellowed  be  more  ready  and  less 
ashamed  to  sing — I  do  not  say  before  a  large 
audience,  but  before  a  moderate  company;  nor 
yet  among  strangers,  but  among  his  familiars, 
and,  as  we  have  often  said,  to  chant,  and  to 
enchant? 

Cle.  He  will  be  far  more  ready. 

Ath.  There  will  be  no  impropriety  in  our  us 
ing  such  a  method  of  persuading  them  to  join 
with  us  in  song. 

Cle.  None  at  all. 

Ath.  And  what  strain  will  they  sing,  and 
what  muse  will  they  hymn?  The  strain  should 
clearly  be  one  suitable  to  them. 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  And  what  strain  is  suitable  for  heroes? 
Shall  they  sing  a  choric  strain? 

Cle.  Truly,  Stranger,  we  of  Crete  and  Lace- 
daemon  know  no  strain  other  than  that  which 
we  have  learnt  and  been  accustomed  to  sing  in 
our  chorus. 

Ath.  I  dare  say;  for  you  have  never  acquired 
the  knowledge  of  the  most  beautiful  kind  of 
song,  in  your  military  way  of  life,  which  is 
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modelled  after  the  camp,  and  Is  not  like  that 
of  dwellers  in  cities;  and  you  have  your  young 
men  herding  and  feeding  together  like  young 
colts.  No  one  takes  his  own  individual  colt 
and  drags  him  away  from  his  fellows  against 
his  will,  raging  and  foaming,  and  gives  him  a 
groom  to  attend  to  him  alone,  and  trains  and 
rubs  him  down  privately,  and  gives  him  the 
qualities  in  education  which  will  make  him 
not  only  a  good  soldier,  but  also  a  governor  of 
a  state  and  of  cities.  Such  an  one,  as  we  said 
at  first,  would  be  a  greater  warrior  than  he  of 
whom  Tyrtaeus  sings;  [66 j]  and  he  would 
honour  courage  everywhere,  but  always  as  the 
fourth,  and  not  as  the  first  part  of  virtue,  either 
in  individuals  or  states. 

Cle.  Once  more,  Stranger,  I  must  complain 
that  you  depreciate  our  lawgivers. 

Ath.  Not  intentionally,  if  at  all,  my  good 
friend;  but  whither  the  argument  leads,  thither 
let  us  follow;  for  if  there  be  indeed  some  strain 
of  song  more  beautiful  than  that  of  the  choruses 
or  the  public  theatres,  I  should  like  to  impart 
it  to  those  who,  as  we  say,  are  ashamed  of  these, 
and  want  to  have  the  best. 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  When  things  have  an  accompanying 
charm,  either  the  best  thing  in  them  is  this 
very  charm,  or  there  is  some  Tightness  or  util 
ity  possessed  by  them; — for  example,  I  should 
say  that  eating  and  drinking,  and  the  use  of 
food  in  general,  have  an  accompanying  charm 
which  we  call  pleasure;  but  that  this  Tightness 
and  utility  is  just  thehealthfulness  of  the  things 
served  up  to  us,  which  is  their  true  Tightness. 

Cle.  Just  so. 

Ath.  Thus,  too,  I  should  say  that  learning 
has  a  certain  accompanying  charm  which  is  the 
pleasure;  but  that  the  right  and  the  profitable, 
the  good  and  the  noble,  are  qualities  which  the 
truth  gives  to  it. 

Cle.  Exactly. 

Ath.  And  so  in  the  imitative  arts — if  they 
succeed  in  making  likenesses,  and  are  accom 
panied  by  pleasure,  may  not  their  works  be 
said  to  have  a  charm? 

Cle.  Yes. 

Ath.  But  equal  proportions,  whether  of  qual 
ity  or  quantity,  and  not  pleasure,  speaking  gen 
erally,  would  give  them  truth  or  Tightness. 

Cle.  Yes. 

Ath.  Then  that  only  can  be  rightly  judged  by 
the  standard  of  pleasure,  which  makes  or  fur 
nishes  no  utility  or  truth  or  likeness,  nor  on  the 
other  hand  is  productive  of  any  hurtful  quality, 
but  exists  solely  for  the  sake  of  the  accompany 


ing  charm;  and  the  term  "pleasure"  is  most 
appropriately  applied  to  it  when  these  other 
qualities  are  absent, 

Cle.  You  are  speaking  of  harmless  pleasure, 
are  you  not? 

Ath.  Yes;  and  this  I  term  amusement,  when 
doing  neither  harm  nor  good  in  any  degree 
worth  speaking  of. 

Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  Then,  if  such  be  our  principles,  we 
must  assert  that  imitation  is  not  to  be  judged 
of  by  pleasure  and  false  opinion;  and  this  is 
true  of  all  equality,  for  the  equal  is  not  equal 
or  the  symmetrical  symmetrical,  because  some 
body  thinks  or  likes  something,  but  they  are  to 
be  judged  of  by  the  standard  of  truth,  and  by 
no  other  whatever. 

Cle.  Quite  true. 

[668]  Ath.  Do  we  not  regard  all  music  as 
representative  and  imitative? 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  Then,  when  any  one  says  that  music  is 
to  be  judged  of  by  pleasure,  his  doctrine  can 
not  be  admitted;  and  if  there  be  any  music  of 
which  pleasure  is  the  criterion,  such  music  is 
not  to  be  sought  out  or  deemed  to  have  any  real 
excellence,  but  only  that  other  kind  of  music 
which  is  an  imitation  of  the  good. 

Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  And  those  who  seek  for  the  best  kind 
of  song  and  music  ought  not  to  seek  for  that 
which  is  pleasant,  but  for  that  which  is  true; 
and  the  truth  of  imitation  consists,  as  we  were 
saying,  in  rendering  the  thing  imitated  accord 
ing  to  quantity  and  quality. 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  And  every  one  will  admit  that  musical 
compositions  are  all  imitative  and  representa 
tive.  Will  not  poets  and  spectators  and  actors 
all  agree  in  this? 

Cle.  They  will. 

Ath.  Surely  then  he  who  would  judge  cor 
rectly  must  know  what  each  composition  is;  for 
if  he  does  not  know  what  is  the  character  and 
meaning  of  the  piece,  and  what  it  represents, 
he  will  never  discern  whether  the  intention  is 
true  or  false. 

Cle.  Certainly  not. 

Ath.  And  will  he  who  does  not  know  what 
is  true  be  able  to  distinguish  what  is  good  and 
bad?  My  statement  is  not  very  clear;  but  per 
haps  you  will  understand  me  better  if  I  put  the 
matter  in  another  way. 

C/<?.How? 

Ath.  There  are  ten  thousand  likenesses  of 
objects  of  sight? 
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Cle.  Yes. 

Ath.  And  can  he  who  does  not  know  what 
the  exact  object  is  which  Is  imitated,  ever  know 
whether  the  resemblance  is  truthfully  execut 
ed?  I  mean,  for  example,  whether  a  statue  has 
the  proportions  of  a  body,  and  the  true  situation 
of  the  parts;  what  those  proportions  are,  and 
how  the  parts  fit  into  one  another  in  due  order; 
also  their  colours  and  conformations,  or  wheth 
er  this  is  all  confused  in  the  execution:  do  you 
think  that  any  one  can  know  about  this,  who 
does  not  know  what  the  animal  is  which  has 
been  imitated  ? 

Cle.  Impossible. 

Ath.  But  even  i£  we  know  that  the  thing 
pictured  or  sculptured  is  a  man,  who  has  re 
ceived  at  the  hand  of  the  artist  all  his  proper 
parts  and  colours  and  shapes,  [669]  must  we 
not  also  know  whether  the  work  is  beautiful  or 
in  any  respect  deficient  in  beauty? 

Cle.  If  this  were  not  required,  Stranger,  we 
should  all  of  us  be  judges  of  beauty. 

Ath.  Very  true;  and  may  we  not  say  that  in 
everything  imitated,  whether  in  drawing,  mu 
sic,  or  any  other  art,  he  who  is  to  be  a  com 
petent  judge  must  possess  three  things; — he 
must  know,  in  the  first  place,  of  what  the  imi 
tation  is;  secondly,  he  must  know  that  it  is  true; 
and  thirdly,  that  it  has  been  well  executed  in 
words  and  melodies  and  rhythms? 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  Then  let  us  not  faint  in  discussing  the 
peculiar  difficulty  of  music.  Music  is  more  cele 
brated  than  any  other  kind  of  imitation,  and 
therefore  requires  the  greatest  care  of  them  all. 
For  if  a  man  makes  a  mistake  here,  he  may  do 
himself  the  greatest  injury  by  welcoming  evil 
dispositions,  and  the  mistake  may  be  very  dif 
ficult  to  discern,  because  the  poets  are  artists 
very  inferior  in  character  to  the  Muses  them 
selves,  who  would  never  fall  into  the  monstrous 
error  of  assigning  to  the  words  of  men  the  ges 
tures  and  songs  of  women;  nor  after  combin 
ing  the  melodies  with  the  gestures  of  freemen 
would  they  add  on  the  rhythms  of  slaves  and 
men  of  the  baser  sort;  nor,  beginning  with  the 
rhythms  and  gestures  of  freemen,  would  they 
assign  to  them  a  melody  or  words  which  are  of 
an  opposite  character;  nor  would  they  mix  up 
the  voices  and  sounds  of  animals  and  of  men 
and  instruments,  and  every  other  sort  of  noise, 
as  if  they  were  all  one.  But  human  poets  are 
fond  of  introducing  this  sort  of  inconsistent 
mixture,  and  so  make  themselves  ridiculous  in 
the  eyes  of  those  who,  as  Orpheus  says,  "are 
ripe  for  true  pleasure."  The  experienced  see  all 


this  confusion,  and  yet  the  poets  go  on  and 
make  still  further  havoc  by  separating  the 
rhythm  and  the  figure  of  the  dance  from  the 
melody,  setting  bare  words  to  metre,  and  also 
separating  the  melody  and  the  rhythm  front  the 
words,  using  the  lyre  or  the  flute  alone.  For 
when  there  are  no  words,  it  is  very  difficult  to 
recognize  the  meaning  of  the  harmony  and 
rhythm,  or  to  see  that  any  worthy  object  is  imi 
tated  by  them.  And  we  must  acknowledge  that 
all  this  sort  of  thing,  which  aims  only  at  swift 
ness  and  smoothness  and  a  brutish  noise,  and 
uses  the  flute  and  the  lyre  not  as  the  mere  ac 
companiments  of  the  dance  and  song,  [6jo]  is 
exceedingly  coarse  and  tasteless.  The  use  of 
either  instrument,  when  unaccompanied,  leads 
to  every  sort  of  irregularity  and  trickery.  This 
is  all  rational  enough.  But  we  are  considering 
not  how  our  choristers,  who  are  from  thirty  to 
fifty  years  of  age,  and  may  be  over  fifty,  are 
not  to  use  the  Muses,  but  how  they  are  to  use 
them.  And  the  considerations  which  we  have 
urged  seem  to  show  in  what  way  these  fifty- 
year-old  choristers  who  are  to  sing,  may  be  ex 
pected  to  be  better  trained.  For  they  need  to 
have  a  quick  perception  and  knowledge  of  har 
monies  and  rhythms;  otherwise,  how  can  they 
ever  know  whether  a  melody  would  be  rightly 
sung  to  the  Dorian  mode,  or  to  the  rhythm 
which  the  poet  has  assigned  to  it? 

Cle.  Clearly  they  cannot. 

Ath.  The  many  are  ridiculous  in  imagining 
that  they  know  what  is  in  proper  harmony  and 
rhythm,  and  what  is  not,  when  they  can  only 
be  made  to  sing  and  step  in  rhythm  by  force;  it 
never  occurs  to  them  that  they  are  ignorant  of 
what  they  are  doing.  Now  every  melody  is  right 
when  it  has  suitable  harmony  and  rhythm,  and 
wrong  when  unsuitable. 

Cle.  That  is  most  certain. 

Ath.  But  can  a  man  who  does  not  know  a 
thing,  as  we  were  saying,  know  that  the  thing 
is  right? 

Cle.  Impossible. 

Ath.  Then  now,  as  would  appear,  we  are 
making  the  discovery  that  our  newly-appointed 
choristers,  whom  we  hereby  invite  and,  al 
though  they  are  their  own  masters,  compel  to 
sing,  must  be  educated  to  such  an  extent  as  to 
be  able  to  follow  the  steps  of  the  rhythm  and 
the  notes  of  the  song,  that  they  may  know  the 
harmonies  and  rhythms,  and  be  able  to  select 
what  are  suitable  for  men  of  their  age  and  char 
acter  to  sing;  and  may  sing  them,  and  have  in 
nocent  pleasure  from  their  own  performance, 
and  also  lead  younger  men  to  welcome  with 
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dutiful  delight  good  dispositions.  Having  such 
training,  they  will  attain  a  more  accurate  knowl 
edge  than  falls  to  the  lot  of  the  common  people, 
or  even  of  the  poets  themselves.  For  the  poet 
need  not  know  the  third  point,  viz.,  whether  the 
imitation  is  good  or  not,  though  he  can  hardly 
help  knowing  the  laws  of  melody  and  rhythm. 
[6ji]  But  the  aged  chorus  must  know  all  the 
three,  that  they  may  choose  the  best,  and  that 
which  is  nearest  to  the  best;  for  otherwise  they 
will  never  be  able  to  charm  the  souls  of  young 
men  in  the  way  of  virtue.  And  now  the  original 
design  of  the  argument  which  was  intended  to 
bring  eloquent  aid  to  the  Chorus  of  Dionysus, 
has  been  accomplished  to  the  best  of  our  ability, 
and  let  us  see  whether  we  were  right: — I  should 
imagine  that  a  drinking  assembly  is  likely  to 
become  more  and  more  tumultuous  as  the 
drinking  goes  on:  this,  as  we  were  saying  at 
first,  will  certainly  be  the  case. 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Atk.  Every  man  has  a  more  than  natural  ele 
vation;  his  heart  is  glad  within  him,  and  he 
will  say  anything  and  will  be  restrained  by  no 
body  at  such  a  time;  he  fancies  that  he  is  able 
to  rule  over  himself  and  all  mankind. 

Cle.  Quite  true. 

Ath.  Were  we  not  saying  that  on  such  occa 
sions  the  souls  of  the  drinkers  become  like  iron 
heated  in  the  fire,  and  grow  softer  and  younger, 
and  are  easily  moulded  by  him  who  knows 
how  to  educate  and  fashion  them,  just  as  when 
they  were  young,  and  that  this  fashioner  of 
them  is  the  same  who  prescribed  for  them  in 
the  days  of  their  youth, viz.,  the  good  legislator; 
and  that  he  ought  to  enact  laws  of  the  banquet, 
which,  when  a  man  is  confident,  bold,  and  im 
pudent,  and  unwilling  to  wait  his  turn  and  have 
his  share  of  silence  and  speech,  and  drinking 
and  music,  will  change  his  character  into  the 
opposite — such  laws  as  will  infuse  into  him  a 
just  and  noble  fear,  which  will  take  up  arms  at 
the  approach  of  insolence,  being  that  divine 
fear  which  we  have  called  reverence  and  shame  ? 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  And  the  guardians  of  these  laws  and 
fellow-workers  with  them  are  the  calm  and  so 
ber  generals  of  the  drinkers;  and  without  their 
help  there  is  greater  difficulty  in  fighting  against 
drink  than  in  fighting  against  enemies  when 
the  commander  of  an  army  is  not  himself  calm; 
and  he  who  is  unwilling  to  obey  them  and  the 
commanders  of  Dionysiac  feasts  who  are  more 
than  sixty  years  of  age,  shall  suffer  a  disgrace 
as  great  as  he  who  disobeys  military  leaders,  or 
even  greater. 


Cle.  Right. 

Ath.  If,  then,  drinking  and  amusement  were 
regulated  in  this  way,  would  not  the  compan 
ions  of  our  revels  be  improved?  they  would 
part  better  friends  than  they  were,  [672]  and 
not,  as  now,  enemies.  Their  whole  intercourse 
would  be  regulated  by  law  and  observant  of  it* 
and  the  sober  would  be  the  leaders  of  the 
drunken. 

Cle.  1  think  so  too,  if  drinking  were  regu 
lated  as  you  propose. 

Ath.  Let  us  not  then  simply  censure  the  gift 
of  Dionysus  as  bad  and  unfit  to  be  received  into 
the  State.  For  wine  has  many  excellences,  and 
one  pre-eminent  one,  about  which  there  is  a 
difficulty  in  speaking  to  the  many,  from  a  fear 
of  their  misconceiving  and  misunderstanding 
what  is  said. 

Cle.  To  what  do  you  refer? 

Ath.  There  is  a  tradition  or  story,  which  has 
somehow  crept  about  the  world,  that  Dionysus 
was  robbed  of  his  wits  by  his  stepmother  Here, 
and  that  out  of  revenge  he  inspires  Bacchic 
furies  and  dancing  madnesses  in  others;  for 
which  reason  he  gave  men  wine.  Such  tradi 
tions  concerning  the  Gods  I  leave  to  those  who 
think  that  they  may  be  safely  uttered;1  I  only 
know  that  no  animal  at  birth  is  mature  or  per 
fect  in  intelligence;  and  in  the  intermediate 
period,  in  which  he  has  not  yet  acquired  his 
own  proper  sense,  he  rages  and  roars  without 
rhyme  or  reason;  and  when  he  has  once  got  on 
his  legs  he  jumps  about  without  rhyme  or  rea 
son;  and  this,  as  you  will  remember,  has  been 
already  said  by  us  to  be  the  origin  of  music  and 
gymnastic.2 

Cle.  To  be  sure,  I  remember. 

Ath.  And  did  we  not  say  that  the  sense  of 
harmony  and  rhythm  sprang  from  this  begin 
ning  among  men,  and  that  Apollo  and  the 
Muses  and  Dionysus  were  the  Gods  whom  we 
had  to  thank  for  them? 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  The  other  story  implied  that  wine  was 
given  man  out  of  revenge,  and  in  order  to  make 
him  mad;  but  our  present  doctrine,  on  the  con 
trary,  is,  that  wine  was  given  him  as  a  balm, 
and  in  order  to  implant  modesty  in  the  soul, 
and  health  and  strength  in  the  body. 

Cle.  That,  Stranger,  is  precisely  what  was  said. 

Ath.  Then  half  the  subject  may  now  be  con 
sidered  to  have  been  discussed;  shall  we  pro 
ceed  to  the  consideration  of  the  other  half? 

1  Cf.  Euthyphro,  6  ft;  Republic,  ii.  378;  iii.  388, 
408. 
•0.653. 
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Cle.  What  Is  the  other  half,  and  how  do  you 
divide  the  subject? 

Ath.  The  whole  choral  art  Is  also  In  our 
view  the  whole  of  education;  and  of  this  art, 
rhythms  and  harmonies  form  the  part  which 
has  to  do  with  the  voice. 

Cle.  Yes. 

Ath.  The  movement  o£  the  body  has  rhythm 
In  common  with  the  movement  of  the  voice, 
but  gesture  is  peculiar  to  it,  whereas  song  Is 
simply  the  movement  of  the  voice. 

Cle.  Most  true. 

[6j^]  Ath.  And  the  sound  of  the  voice 
which  reaches  and  educates  the  soul,  we  have 
ventured  to  term  music. 

Cle.  We  were  right. 

Ath.  And  the  movement  of  the  body,  when 
regarded  as  an  amusement,  we  termed  danc 
ing;  but  when  extended  and  pursued  with  a 
view  to  the  excellence  of  the  body,  this  scien 
tific  training  may  be  called  gymnastic. 

Cle.  Exactly. 

Ath.  Music,  which  was  one  half  of  the  choral 
art,  may  be  said  to  have  been  completely  dis 
cussed.  Shall  we  proceed  to  the  other  half  or 
not?  What  would  you  like? 

Cle.  My  good  friend,  when  you  are  talking 
with  a  Cretan  and  Lacedaemonian,  and  we 
have  discussed  music  and  not  gymnastic,  what 
answer  are  either  of  us  likely  to  make  to  such 
an  enquiry? 

Ath.  An  answer  is  contained  in  your  ques 
tion;  and  I  understand  and  accept  what  you 
say  not  only  as  an  answer,  but  also  as  a  com 
mand  to  proceed  with  gymnastic. 

Cle.  You  quite  understand  me;  do  as  you 
say. 

Ath.  I  will;  and  there  will  not  be  any  diffi 
culty  in  speaking  intelligibly  to  you  about  a 
subject  with  which  both  of  you  are  far  more 
familiar  than  with  music. 

Cle.  There  will  not. 

Ath.  Is  not  the  origin  of  gymnastics,  too,  to 
be  sought  in  the  tendency  to  rapid  motion 
which  exists  in  all  animals;  man,  as  we  were 
saying,  having  attained  the  sense  of  rhythm, 
created  and  invented  dancing;  and  melody 
arousing  and  awakening  rhythm,  both  united 
formed  the  choral  art? 

Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  And  one  part  of  this  subject  has  been 
already  discussed  by  us,  and  there  still  remains 
another  to  be  discussed?1 

Cle.  Exactly. 

Ath.  I  have  first  a  final  word  to  add  to  my 

1CLviL  813,  814, 


discourse  about  drink,  if  you  will  allow  me  to 
do  so. 

Cle.  What  more  have  you  to  say? 

Ath. I  should  say  that  If  a  city  seriously  means 
to  adopt  the  practice  of  drinking  under  due 
regulation  and  with  a  view  to  the  enforcement 
of  temperance,  and  in  like  manner,  and  on  the 
same  principle,  will  allow  of  other  pleasures, 
designing  to  gain  the  victory  over  them — in 
this  way  all  of  them  may  be  used.  But  if  the 
State  makes  drinking  an  amusement  only,  and 
whoever  likes  may  drink  whenever  he  likes, 
[674]  and  with  whom  he  likes,  and  add  to  this 
any  other  indulgences,  I  shall  never  agree  or 
allow  that  this  city  or  this  man  should  practise 
drinking.  I  would  go  further  than  the  Cretans 
and  Lacedaemonians,  and  am  disposed  rather 
to  the  law  of  the  Carthaginians,  that  no  one 
while  he  Is  on  a  campaign  should  be  allowed 
to  taste  wine  at  all,  but  that  he  should  drink 
water  during  all  that  time,  and  that  in  the  city 
no  slave,  male  or  female,  should  ever  drink 
wine;  and  that  no  magistrates  should  drink 
during  their  year  of  office,  nor  should  pilots  of 
vessels  or  judges  while  on  duty  taste  wine  at  all, 
nor  any  one  who  is  going  to  hold  a  consultation 
about  any  matter  of  Importance;  nor  in  the  day 
time  at  all,  unless  in  consequence  of  exercise  or 
as  medicine;  nor  again  at  night,  when  any  one, 
either  man  or  woman,  is  minded  to  get  chil 
dren.  There  are  numberless  other  cases  also  in 
which  those  who  have  good  sense  and  good 
laws  ought  not  to  drink  wine,  so  that  if  what 
I  say  is  true,  no  city  will  need  many  vineyards. 
Their  husbandry  and  their  way  of  life  In  gen 
eral  will  follow  an  appointed  order,  and  their 
cultivation  of  the  vine  will  be  the  most  limited 
and  the  least  common  of  their  employments. 
And  this,  Stranger,  shall  be  the  crown  of  my 
discourse  about  wine,  if  you  agree. 

Cle.  Excellent:  we  agree. 

BOOK  III 

[6j6]  Athenian  Stranger.  ENOUGH  of  this.  And 
what,  then,  is  to  be  regarded  as  the  origin  of 
government?  Will  not  a  man  be  able  to  judge 
of  it  best  from  a  point  of  view  in  which  he  may 
behold  the  progress  of  states  and  their  transi 
tions  to  good  or  evil? 

Cleinias.  What  do  you  mean? 

Ath.  I  mean  that  he  might  watch  them  from 
the  point  of  view  of  time,  and  observe  the 
changes  which  take  place  in  them  during  in 
finite  ages. 

Cle.  How  so? 
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Ath.  Why,  do  you  think  that  you  can  reckon 
the  time  which  has  elapsed  since  cities  first  ex 
isted  and  men  were  citizens  of  them? 

Cle.  Hardly. 

Ath.  But  you  are  sure  that  it  must  be  vast  and 
Incalculable? 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  And  have  not  thousands  and  thousands 
of  cities  come  Into  being  during  this  period 
and  as  many  perished?  And  has  not  each  of 
them  had  every  form  of  government  many  times 
over,  now  growing  larger,  now  smaller,  and 
again  improving  or  declining? 

Cle.  To  be  sure. 

Ath.  Let  us  endeavour  to  ascertain  the  cause 
of  these  changes;  for  that  will  probably  explain 
the  first  origin  and  development  of  forms  of 
government. 

Cle.  Very  good.  You  shall  endeavour  to  im 
part  your  thoughts  to  us,  and  we  will  make  an 
effort  to  understand  you. 

7*6777  Ath.  Do  you  believe  that  there  is  any 
truth  in  ancient  traditions? 

Cle.  What  traditions? 

Ath.  The  traditions  about  the  many  destruc 
tions  of  mankind  which  have  been  occasioned 
by  deluges  and  pestilences,  and  In  many  other 
ways,  and  of  the  survival  of  a  remnant? 

Cle.  Every  one  is  disposed  to  believe  them. 

Ath.  Let  us  consider  one  of  them,  that  which 
was  caused  by  the  famous  deluge. 

Cle.  What  are  we  to  observe  about  It? 

Ath.  I  mean  to  say  that  those  who  then  es 
caped  would  only  be  hill  shepherds — small 
sparks  of  the  human  race  preserved  on  the  tops 
of  mountains. 

Cle.  Clearly. 

Ath.  Such  survivors  would  necessarily  be  un 
acquainted  with  the  arts  and  the  various  de 
vices  which  are  suggested  to  the  dwellers  in 
cities  by  Interest  or  ambition,  and  with  all  the 
wrongs  which  they  contrive  against  one  an 
other. 

Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  Let  us  suppose,  then,  that  the  cities  in 
the  plain  and  on  the  sea-coast  were  utterly  de 
stroyed  at  that  time. 

Cle.  Very  good. 

Ath.  Would  not  all  implements  have  then 
perished  and  every  other  excellent  Invention  of 
political  or  any  other  sort  of  wisdom  have  ut 
terly  disappeared? 

Cle.  Why,  yes,  my  friend;  and  if  things  had 
always  continued  as  they  are  at  present  ordered, 
how  could  any  discovery  have  ever  been  made 
even  in  the  least  particular?  For  it  is  evident 


that  the  arts  were  unknown  during  ten  thou 
sand  times  ten  thousand  years.  And  no  more 
than  a  thousand  or  two  thousand  years  have 
elapsed  since  the  discoveries  of  Daedalus, 
Orpheus  and  Palamedes — since  Marsyas  and 
Olympus  Invented  music,  and  Amphion  the 
}yre — not  to  speak  of  numberless  other  inven 
tions  which  are  but  of  yesterday. 

Ath.  Have  you  forgotten,  Cleinias,  the  name 
of  a  friend  who  is  really  of  yesterday? 

Cle.  I  suppose  that  you  mean  Epimenides.1 

Ath.  The  same,  my  friend;  he  does  indeed 
far  overleap  the  heads  of  all  mankind  by  his 
invention;  for  he  carried  out  in  practice,  as  you 
declare,  what  of  old  Hesiod  only  preached. 

Cle.  Yes,  according  to  our  tradition. 

Ath.  After  the  great  destruction,  may  we  not 
suppose  that  the  state  of  man  was  something 
of  this  sort: — In  the  beginning  of  things  there 
was  a  fearful  Illimitable  desert  and  a  vast  ex 
panse  of  land;  a  herd  or  two  of  oxen  would  be 
the  only  survivors  of  the  animal  world;  [6j8] 
and  there  might  be  a  few  goats,  these  too 
hardly  enough  to  maintain  the  shepherds  who 
tended  them? 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  And  of  cities  or  governments  or  legisla 
tion,  about  which  we  are  now  talking,  do  you 
suppose  that  they  could  have  any  recollection 
at  all? 

Cle.  None  whatever. 

Ath.  And  out  of  this  state  of  things  has  there 
not  sprung  all  that  we  now  are  and  have:  cit 
ies  and  governments,  and  arts  and  laws,  and  a 
great  deal  of  vice  and  a  great  deal  of  virtue? 

Cle.  What  do  you  mean? 

Ath.  Why,  my  good  friend,  how  can  we  pos 
sibly  suppose  that  those  who  knew  nothing  of 
all  the  good  and  evil  of  cities  could  have  at 
tained  their  full  development,  whether  of  virtue 
or  of  vice? 

Cle.  I  understand  your  meaning,  and  you  are 
quite  right. 

Ath.  But,  as  time  advanced  and  the  race  mul 
tiplied,  the  world  came  to  be  what  the  world  is. 

Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  Doubtless  the  change  was  not  made  all 
In  a  moment,  but  little  by  little,  during  a  very 
long  period  of  time. 

Cle.  A  highly  probable  supposition. 

Ath.  At  first,  they  would  have  a  natural  fear 
ringing  in  their  ears  which  would  prevent  their 
descending  from  the  heights  into  the  plain. 

Cle.  Of  course. 

Ath. Tins  fewness  of  the  survivor  sat  that  time 
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would  have  made  them  all  the  more  desirous  of 
seeing  one  another;  but  then  the  means  of  trav 
elling  either  by  land  or  sea  had  been  almost  en 
tirely  lost,  as  I  may  say,  with  the  loss  of  the  arts, 
and  there  was  great  difficulty  in  getting  at  one 
another;  for  iron  and  brass  and  all  metals  were 
jumbled  together  and  had  disappeared  in  the 
chaos;  nor  was  there  any  possibility  of  extract 
ing  ore  from  them;  and  they  had  scarcely  any 
means  of  felling  timber.  Even  if  you  suppose 
that  some  implements  might  have  been  pre 
served  in  the  mountains,  they  must  quickly  have 
worn  out  and  vanished,  and  there  would  be  no 
more  of  them  until  the  art  of  metallurgy  had 
again  revived. 

Cle.  There  could  not  have  been. 
Ath.  In  how  many  generations  would  this  be 
attained  ? 

Cle.  Clearly,  not  for  many  generations. 
Ath.  During  this  period,  and  for  some  time 
afterwards,  all  the  arts  which  require  iron  and 
brass  and  the  like  would  disappear. 
Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  Faction  and  war  would  also  have  died 
out  in  those  days,  and  for  many  reasons. 
Cle.  How  would  that  be? 
Ath.  In  the  first  place,  the  desolation  of  these 
primitive  men  would  create  in  them  a  feeling 
of  affection  and  good- will  towards  one  another; 
and,  secondly,  they  would  have  no  occasion  to 
quarrel  about  their  subsistence,  [6jg]  for  they 
would  have  pasture  in  abundance,  except  just 
at  first,  and  in  some  particular  cases;  and  from 
their  pasture-land  they  would  obtain  the  greater 
part  of  their  food  in  a  primitive  age,  having 
plenty  of  milk  and  flesh;  moreover  they  would 
procure  other  food  by  the  chase,  not  to  be  de 
spised  either  in  quantity  or  quality.  They  would 
also  have  abundance  of  clothing,  and  bedding, 
and  dwellings,  and  utensils  either  capable  of 
standing  on  the  fire  or  not;  for  the  plastic  and 
weaving  arts  do  not  require  any  use  of  iron: 
and  God  has  given  these  two  arts  to  man  in  or 
der  to  provide  him  with  all  such  things,  that, 
when  reduced  to  the  last  extremity,  the  human 
race  may  still  grow  and  increase.  Hence  in  those 
days  mankind  were  not  very  poor;  nor  was 
poverty  a  cause  of  difference  among  them;  and 
rich  they  could  not  have  been,  having  neither 
gold  nor  silver: — such  at  that  time  was  their 
condition.  And  the  community  which  has  nei 
ther  poverty  nor  riches  will  always  have  the 
noblest  principles;  in  it  there  is  no  insolence  or 
injustice,  nor,  again,  are  there  any  contentions 
or  envy  ings.  And  therefore  they  were  good,  and 
also  because  they  were  what  is  called  simple- 


minded;  and  when  they  were  told  about  good 
and  evil,  they  in  their  simplicity  believed  what 
they  heard  to  be  very  truth  and  practised  it.  No 
one  had  the  wit  to  suspect  another  of  a  false 
hood,  as  men  do  now;  but  what  they  heard 
about  Gods  and  men  they  believed  to  be  true, 
and  lived  accordingly;  and  therefore  they  were 
in  all  respects  such  as  we  have  described  them. 

Cle.  That  quite  accords  with  my  views,  and 
with  those  of  my  friend  here. 

Ath.  Would  not  many  generations  living  on 
in  a  simple  manner,  although  ruder,  perhaps, 
and  more  ignorant  of  the  arts  generally,  and  in 
particular  of  those  of  land  or  naval  warfare, 
and  likewise  of  other  arts,  termed  in  cities  legal 
practices  and  party  conflicts,  and  including  all 
conceivable  ways  of  hurting  one  another  in 
word  and  deed; — although  inferior  to  those 
who  lived  before  the  deluge,  or  to  the  men  o£ 
our  day  in  these  respects,  would  they  not,  I  say, 
be  simpler  and  more  manly,  and  also  more 
temperate  and  altogether  more  just?  The  rea 
son  has  been  already  explained. 

Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  I  should  wish  you  to  understand  that 
what  has  preceded  and  what  is  about  to  follow, 
has  been,  and  will  be  said,  with  the  intention 
of  explaining  what  need  the  men  of  that  time 
had  of  laws,  [680]  and  who  was  their  lawgiver. 

Cle.  And  thus  far  what  you  have  said  has 
been  very  well  said. 

Ath.  They  could  hardly  have  wanted  law 
givers  as  yet;  nothing  of  that  sort  was  likely  to 
have  existed  in  their  days,  for  they  had  no  let 
ters  at  this  early  period;  they  lived  by  habit  and 
the  customs  of  their  ancestors,  as  they  are  called. 

Cle.  Probably. 

Ath.  But  there  was  already  existing  a  form  o£ 
government  which,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  is 
generally  termed  a  lordship,  and  this  still  re 
mains  in  many  places,  both  among  Hellenes 
and  barbarians,1  and  is  the  government  which 
is  declared  by  Homer  to  have  prevailed  among 
the  Cyclopes: 

They  have  neither  councils  nor  judgments,  but 
they  dwell  in  hollow  caves  on  the  tops  of  high 
mountains,  and  every  one  gives  law  to  his  wife  and 
children,  and  they  do  not  busy  themselves  about 
one  another? 

Cle.  That  seems  to  be  a  charming  poet  of 
yours;  I  have  read  some  other  verses  of  hiss 
which  are  very  clever;  but  I  do  not  know  much 
of  him,  for  foreign  poets  are  very  little  read 
among  the  Cretans. 

1  Cf.  Aristotle,  Politics,  i.  2,  1252  *  17-27. 
3  Odyssey,  ix.  1 12,  £f. 
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Megillus.  But  they  are  in  Lacedaemon,  and 
he  appears  to  be  the  prince  of  them  all ;  the  man 
ner  of  life,  however,  which  he  describes  is  not 
Spartan,  but  rather  Ionian,  and  he  seems  quite 
to  confirm  what  you  are  saying,  when  he  traces 
up  the  ancient  state  of  mankind  by  the  help  of 
tradition  to  barbarism. 

Ath.  Yes,  he  does  confirm  it;  and  we  may  ac 
cept  his  witness  to  the  fact  that  such  forms  of 
government  sometimes  arise, 

Cle.  We  may. 

Ath.  And  were  not  such  states  composed  of 
men  who  had  been  dispersed  in  single  habita 
tions  and  families  by  the  poverty  which  at 
tended  the  devastations;  and  did  not  the  eldest 
then  rule  among  them,  because  with  them  gov 
ernment  originated  in  the  authority  of  a  father 
and  a  mother,  whom,  like  a  flock  of  birds,  they 
followed,  forming  one  troop  under  the  patri 
archal  rule  and  sovereignty  of  their  parents, 
which  of  ail  sovereignties  is  the  most  just? 

Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  After  this  they  came  together  in  greater 
numbers,  and  increased  the  size  of  their  cities, 
and  betook  themselves  to  husbandry,  first  of  all 
at  the  foot  of  the  mountains,  [68 1]  and  made 
enclosures  of  loose  walls  and  works  of  defence, 
in  order  to  keep  off  wild  beasts;  thus  creating  a 
single  large  and  common  habitation. 

Cle.  Yes;  at  least  we  may  suppose  so. 

Ath.  There  is  another  thing  which  would 
probably  happen. 

Cle.  What? 

Ath.  When  these  larger  habitations  grew  up 
out  of  the  lesser  original  ones,  each  of  the  lesser 
ones  would  survive  in  the  larger;  every  family 
would  be  under  the  rule  of  the  eldest,  and,  ow 
ing  to  their  separation  from  one  another,  would 
have  peculiar  customs  in  things  divine  and  hu 
man,  which  they  would  have  received  from 
their  several  parents  who  had  educated  them; 
and  these  customs  would  incline  them  to  or 
der,  when  the  parents  had  the  element  of  order 
in  their  nature,  and  to  courage,  when  they  had 
the  element  of  courage.  And  they  would  natu 
rally  stamp  upon  their  children,  and  upon  their 
children's  children,  their  own  likings;  and,  as 
we  are  saying,  they  would  find  their  way  into 
the  larger  society,  having  already  their  own 
peculiar  laws. 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  And  every  man  surely  likes  his  own  laws 
best,  and  the  laws  of  others  not  so  well. 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  Then  now  we  seem  to  have  stumbled 
upon  the  beginnings  of  legislation. 


Cle.  Exactly. 

Ath.  The  next  step  will  be  that  these  persons 
who  have  met  together,  will  select  some  arbi 
ters,  who  will  review  the  laws  of  all  of  them, 
and  will  publicly  present  such  as  they  approve 
to  the  chiefs  who  lead  the  tribes,  and  who  are 
in  a  manner  their  kings,  allowing  them  to 
choose  those  which  they  think  best.  These  per 
sons  will  themselves  be  called  legislators,  and 
will  appoint  the  magistrates,  framing  some  sort 
of  aristocracy,  or  perhaps  monarchy,  out  of  the 
dynasties  or  lordships,  and  in  this  altered  state 
of  the  government  they  will  live. 

Cle .  Yes,  that  would  be  the  natural  order  of 
things. 

Ath.  Then,  now  let  us  speak  of  a  third  form 
of  government,  in  which  all  other  forms  and 
conditions  of  polities  and  cities  concur. 

Cle.  What  is  that? 

Ath.  The  form  which  in  fact  Homer  indi 
cates  as  following  the  second.  This  third  form 
arose  when,  as  he  says,  Dardanus  founded  Dar- 
dania: 

For  not  as  yet  had  the  holy  Ilium  been  built  on 
the  plain  to  be  a  city  of  speaking  men;  but  they 
were  still  dwelling  at  the  foot  of  many-fountained 
Ida? 

For  indeed,  [682]  in  these  verses,  and  in  what 
he  said  of  the  Cyclopes,  he  speaks  the  words  of 
God  and  nature;  for  poets  are  a  divine  race  and 
often  in  their  strains,  by  the  aid  of  the  Muses 
and  the  Graces,  they  attain  truth. 

Cle.  Yes. 

Ath.  Then  now  let  us  proceed  with  the  rest 
of  our  tale,  which  will  probably  be  found  to  il 
lustrate  in  some  degree  our  proposed  design: — 
Shall  we  do  so? 

Cle.  By  all  means. 

Ath.  Ilium  was  built,  when  they  had  descend 
ed  from  the  mountain,  in  a  large  and  fair 
plain,  on  a  sort  of  low  hill,  watered  by  many 
rivers  descending  from  Ida. 

Cle.  Such  is  the  tradition. 

Ath.  And  we  must  suppose  this  event  to  have 
taken  place  many  ages  after  the  deluge? 

Ath.  A  marvellous  forgetfulness  of  the  for 
mer  destruction  would  appear  to  have  come 
over  them,  when  they  placed  their  town  right 
under  numerous  streams  flowing  from  the 
heights,  trusting  for  their  security  to  not  very 
high  hills,  either. 

Cle.  There  must  have  been  a  long  interval, 
clearly. 

Ath.  And,  as  population  increased,  many 
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other  cities  would  begin  to  be  inhabited. 

Cle.  Doubtless. 

Ath.  Those  cities  made  war  against  Troy — 
by  sea  as  well  as  land — for  at  that  time  men 
were  ceasing  to  be  afraid  of  the  sea. 

Cle.  Clearly. 

Ath.  The  Achaeans  remained  ten  years,  and 
overthrew  Troy. 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  And  during  the  ten  years  in  which  the 
Achaeans  were  besieging  Ilium,  the  homes  of 
the  besiegers  were  falling  into  an  evil  plight. 
Their  youth  revolted;  and  when  the  soldiers 
returned  to  their  own  cities  and  families,  they 
did  not  receive  them  properly,  and  as  they 
ought  to  have  done,  and  numerous  deaths,  mur 
ders,  exiles,  were  the  consequence.  The  exiles 
came  again,  under  a  new  name,  no  longer 
Achaeans,  but  Dorians — a  name  which  they 
derived  from  Dorieus;  for  it  was  he  who  gath 
ered  them  together.  The  rest  of  the  story  is  told 
by  you  Lacedaemonians  as  part  of  the  history 
of  Sparta. 

Meg.  To  be  sure. 

Ath.  Thus,  after  digressing  from  the  original 
subject  of  laws  into  music  and  drinking-bouts, 
die  argument  has,  providentially,  come  back  to 
the  same  point,  and  presents  to  us  another  han 
dle.  For  we  have  reached  the  settlement  of 
Lacedaemon;  [683]  which,  as  you  truly  say,  is 
in  laws  and  in  institutions  the  sister  of  Crete. 
And  we  are  all  the  better  for  the  digression,  be 
cause  we  have  gone  through  various  govern 
ments  and  settlements,  and  have  been  present 
at  the  foundation  of  a  first,  second,  and  third 
state,  succeeding  one  another  in  infinite  time. 
And  now  there  appears  on  the  horizon  a  fourth 
state  or  nation  which  was  once  in  process  of 
settlement  and  has  continued  settled  to  this  day. 
If,  out  of  all  this,  we  are  able  to  discern  what  is 
well  or  ill  settled,  and  what  laws  are  the  salva 
tion  and  what  are  the  destruction  of  cities,  and 
what  changes  would  make  a  state  happy,  O 
Megillusand  Cleinias,we  may  now  begin  again, 
unless  we  have  some  fault  to  find  with  the  pre 
vious  discussion. 

Meg.  If  some  God,  Stranger,  would  promise 
us  that  our  new  enquiry  about  legislation  would 
be  as  good  and  full  as  the  present,  I  would  go  a 
great  way  to  hear  such  another,  and  would 
think  that  a  day  as  long  as  this — and  we  are 
now  approaching  the  longest  day  of  the  year — 
was  too  short  for  the  discussion. 

Ath.  Then  I  suppose  that  we  must  consider 
this  subject? 

Meg.  Certainly. 


Ath.  Let  us  place  ourselves  in  thought  at  the 
moment  when  Lacedaemon  and  Argos  and 
Messene  and  the  rest  of  the  Peloponnesus  were 
all  in  complete  subjection,  Megilliis,  to  your  an 
cestors;  for  afterwards,  as  the  legend  informs 
us,  they  divided  their  army  into  three  portions, 
and  settled  three  cities,  Argos,  Messene,  Lace 
daemon. 

Meg.  True. 

Ath.  Temenus  was  the  king  of  Argos,  Cres- 
phontes  of  Messene,  Procles  and  Eurysthenes 
of  Lacedaemon. 

Meg.  Certainly. 

Ath.  To  these  kings  all  the  men  of  that  day 
made  oath  that  they  would  assist  them,  if  any 
one  subverted  their  kingdom. 

Meg.  True. 

Ath.  But  can  a  kingship  be  destroyed,  or  was 
any  other  form  of  government  ever  destroyed, 
by  any  but  the  rulers  themselves?  No  indeed, 
by  Zeus.  Have  we  already  forgotten  what  was 
said  a  little  while  ago? * 

Meg.  No. 

Ath.  And  may  we  not  now  further  confirm 
what  was  then  mentioned?  For  we  have  come 
upon  facts  which  have  brought  us  back  again 
to  the  same  principle;  so  that,  in  resuming  the 
discussion,  we  shall  not  be  enquiring  about  an 
empty  theory,  [684]  but  about  events  which 
actually  happened.  The  case  was  as  follows: — 
Three  royal  heroes  made  oath  to  three  cities 
which  were  under  a  kingly  government,  and 
the  cities  to  the  kings,  that  both  rulers  and  sub 
jects  should  govern  and  be  governed  according 
to  the  laws  which  were  common  to  all  of  them: 
the  rulers  promised  that  as  time  and  the  race 
went  forward  they  would  not  make  their  rule 
more  arbitrary;  and  the  subjects  said  that,  if  the 
rulers  observed  these  conditions,  they  would 
never  subvert  or  permit  others  to  subvert  those 
kingdoms;  the  kings  were  to  assist  kings  and 
peoples  when  injured,  and  the  peoples  were  to 
assist  peoples  and  kings  in  like  manner.  Is  not 
this  the  fact? 

Meg.  Yes. 

Ath.  And  the  three  states  to  whom  these  laws 
were  given,  whether  their  kings  or  any  others 
were  the  authors  of  them,  had  therefore  the 
greatest  security  for  the  maintenance  of  their 
constitutions? 

Meg.  What  security? 

Ath.  That  the  other  two  states  were  always 
to  come  to  the  rescue  against  a  rebellious  third. 

Meg.  True. 

Ath.  Many  persons  say  that  legislators  ought 
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to  impose  such  laws  as  the  mass  of  the  people 
will  be  ready  to  receive;  but  this  is  just  as  if  one 
were  to  command  gymnastic  masters  or  physi 
cians  to  treat  or  cure  their  pupils  or  patients  In 
an  agreeable  manner. 

Meg.  Exactly, 

Ath.  Whereas  the  physician  may  often  be 
too  happy  if  he  can  restore  health,  and  make 
the  body  whole,  without  any  very  great  inflic 
tion  of  pain, 

Meg.  Certainly. 

Ath.  There  was  also  another  advantage  pos 
sessed  by  the  men  of  that  day,  which  greatly 
lightened  the  task  of  passing  laws.1 

Meg.  What  advantage? 

Ath.  The  legislators  of  that  day,  when  they 
equalized  property,  escaped  the  great  accusa 
tion  which  generally  arises  in  legislation,  if  a 
person  attempts  to  disturb  the  possession  of 
land,  or  to  abolish  debts,  because  he  sees  that 
without  this  reform  there  can  never  be  any  real 
equality.  Now,  in  general,  when  the  legislator 
attempts  to  make  a  new  settlement  of  such 
matters,  every  one  meets  him  with  the  cry,  that 
"he  is  not  to  disturb  vested  interests" — declar 
ing  with  imprecations  that  he  is  introducing 
agrarian  laws  and  cancelling  of  debts,  until  a 
man  is  at  his  wits5  end;  whereas  no  one  could 
quarrel  with  the  Dorians  for  distributing  the 
land — there  was  nothing  to  hinder  them;  and 
as  for  debts,  they  had  none  which  were  consid 
erable  or  of  old  standing. 

Meg.  Very  true. 

Ath.  But  then,  my  good  friends,  why  did  the 
settlement  and  legislation  of  their  country  turn 
out  so  badly? 

[685]  Meg.  How  do  you  mean;  and  why  do 
you  blame  them? 

Ath.  There  were  three  kingdoms,  and  of 
these,  two  quickly  corrupted  their  original  con 
stitution  and  laws,  and  the  only  one  which  re 
mained  was  the  Spartan. 

Meg.  The  question  which  you  ask  is  not  easily 
answered. 

Ath.  And  yet  must  be  answered  when  we  are 
enquiring  about  laws,  this  being  our  old  man's 
sober  game  of  play,  whereby  we  beguile  the 
way,  as  I  was  saying  when  we  first  set  out  on 
our  journey.2 

Meg.  Certainly;  and  we  must  find  out  why 
this  was. 

Ath.  What  laws  are  more  worthy  of  our  at 
tention  than  those  which  have  regulated  such 
cities?  or  what  setdements  of  states  are  greater 
or  more  famous? 

1  Civ.  736.  2Cf.  1.625. 


Meg.  I  know  of  none. 

Ath.  Can  we  doubt  that  your  ancestors  in 
tended  these  institutions  not  only  for  the  pro 
tection  of  Peloponnesus,  but  of  all  the  Hellenes, 
in  case  they  were  attacked  by  the  barbarian? 
For  the  inhabitants  of  the  region  about  Ilium, 
when  they  provoked  by  their  insolence  the  Tro 
jan  war,  relied  upon  the  power  of  the  Assyrians 
and  the  Empire  of  Ninus,  which  still  existed 
and  had  a  great  prestige;  the  people  of  those 
days  fearing  the  united  Assyrian  Empire  just 
as  we  now  fear  the  Great  King.  And  the  second 
capture  of  Troy  was  a  serious  offence  against 
them,  because  Troy  was  a  portion  of  the  Assyr 
ian  Empire.  To  meet  the  danger  the  single 
army  was  distributed  between  three  cities  by 
the  royal  brothers,  sons  of  Heracles — a  fair  de 
vice,  as  it  seemed,  and  a  far  better  arrangement 
than  the  expedition  against  Troy.  For,  firstly, 
the  people  of  that  day  had,  as  they  thought,  in 
the  Heraclidae  better  leaders  than  the  Pelopi- 
dae;  in  the  next  place,  they  considered  that 
their  army  was  superior  in  valour  to  that  which 
went  against  Troy;  for,  although  the  latter  con 
quered  the  Trojans,  they  were  themselves 
conquered  by  the  Heraclidae — Achaeans  by 
Dorians.  May  we  not  suppose  that  this 
was  the  intention  with  which  the  men  of 
those  days  framed  the  constitutions  of  their 
states? 

Meg.  Quite  true. 

[686]  Ath.  And  would  not  men  who  had 
shared  with  one  another  many  dangers,  and 
were  governed  by  a  single  race  of  royal  broth 
ers,  and  had  taken  the  advice  of  oracles,  and  in 
particular  of  the  Delphian  Apollo,  be  likely  to 
think  that  such  states  would  be  firmly  and  last 
ingly  established? 

M eg.  Of  course  they  would. 

Ath.  Yet  these  institutions,  of  which  such 
great  expectations  were  entertained,  seem  to 
have  all  rapidly  vanished  away;  with  the  ex 
ception,  as  I  was  saying,  of  that  small  part  of 
them  which  existed  in  your  land.  And  this  third 
part  has  never  to  this  day  ceased  warring 
against  the  two  others;  whereas,  if  the  original 
idea  had  been  carried  out,  and  they  had  agreed 
to  be  one,  their  power  would  have  been  invinci 
ble  in  war, 

Meg.  No  doubt. 

Ath.  But  what  was  the  ruin  of  this  glorious 
confederacy?  Here  is  a  subject  well  worthy  of 
consideration. 

Meg.  Certainly,  no  one  will  ever  find  more 
striking  instances  of  laws  or  governments  be 
ing  the  salvation  or  destruction  of  great  and 
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noble  Interests,  than  are  here  presented  to  his 
view. 

Ath.  Then  now  we  seem  to  have  happily  ar 
rived  at  a  real  and  important  question. 

Meg.  Very  true, 

Ath.  Did  you  never  remark,  sage  friend,  that 
ail  men,  and  we  ourselves  at  this  moment,  of 
ten  fancy  that  they  see  some  beautiful  thing 
which  might  have  effected  wonders  if  any  one 
had  only  known  how  to  make  a  right  use  of  it 
in  some  way;  and  yet  this  mode  of  looking  at 
things  may  turn  out  after  all  to  be  a  mistake, 
and  not  according  to  nature,  either  in  our  own 
case  or  in  any  other? 

Meg.  To  what  are  you  referring,  and  what 
do  you  mean? 

Ath.  I  was  thinking  of  my  own  admiration 
of  the  aforesaid  Heracleid  expedition,  which 
was  so  noble,  and  might  have  had  such  won 
derful  results  for  the  Hellenes,  if  only  rightly 
used;  and  I  was  just  laughing  at  myself. 

Meg.  But  were  you  not  right  and  wise  in 
speaking  as  you  did,  and  we  in  assenting  to 
you? 

Ath.  Perhaps;  and  yet  I  cannot  help  observ 
ing  that  any  one  who  sees  anything  great  or 
powerful,  immediately  has  the  feeling  that — 
"If  the  owner  only  knew  how  to  use  his  great 
and  noble  possession,  how  happy  would  he  be, 
and  what  great  results  would  he  achieve!" 

[68j]  Meg.  And  would  he  not  be  justified? 

Ath.  Reflect;  in  what  point  of  view  does  this 
sort  of  praise  appear  just:  First,  in  reference  to 
the  question  in  hand: — If  the  then  command 
ers  had  known  how  to  arrange  their  army  prop 
erly,  how  would  they  have  attained  success? 
Would  not  this  have  been  the  way?  They 
would  have  bound  them  all  firmly  together  and 
preserved  them  for  ever,  giving  them  freedom 
and  dominion  at  pleasure,  combined  with  the 
power  of  doing  in  the  whole  world,  Hellenic 
and  barbarian,  whatever  they  and  their  de 
scendants  desired.  What  other  aim,  would  they 
have  had? 

Meg.  Very  good. 

Ath.  Suppose  any  one  were  in  the  same  way 
to  express  his  admiration  at  the  sight  of  great 
wealth  or  family  honour,  or  the  like,  he  would 
praise  them  under  the  idea  that  through  them 
he  would  attain  either  all  or  the  greater  and 
chief  part  of  what  he  desires. 

Meg.  He  would. 

Ath.  Well,  now,  and  does  not  the  argument 
show  that  there  is  one  common  desire  of  all 
mankind  ? 

Meg.  What  is  it? 


Ath.  The  desire  which  a  man  has,  that  all 
things,  if  possible — at  any  rate,  things  human 
— may  come  to  pass  in  accordance  with  his 
sours  desire. 

Meg.  Certainly. 

Atk.  And  having  this  desire  always,  and  at 
every  time  of  life,  in  }  outh,  in  manhood,  in  age, 
he  cannot  help  always  praying  for  the  fulfil 
ment  of  it. 

Meg.  No  doubt. 

Ath.  And  we  join  in  the  prayers  of  our 
friends,  and  ask  for  them  what  they  ask  for 
themselves. 

Meg.  We  do. 

Ath.  Dear  is  the  son  to  the  father — the  young 
er  to  the  elder, 

Meg.  Of  course. 

Ath.  And  yet  the  son  often  prays  to  obtain 
things  which  the  father  prays  that  he  may  not 
obtain. 

Meg.  When  the  son  is  young  and  foolish, 
you  mean? 

Ath.  Yes;  or  when  the  father,  in  the  dotage 
of  age  or  the  heat  of  youth,  having  no  sense  of 
right  and  justice,  prays  with  fervour,  under  the 
influence  of  feelings  akin  to  those  of  Theseus 
when  he  cursed  the  unfortunate  Hippolytus, 
do  you  imagine  that  the  son,  having  a  sense  of 
right  and  justice,  will  join  in  his  father's  pray 
ers? 

Meg.  I  understand  you  to  mean  that  a  man 
should  not  desire  or  be  in  a  hurry  to  have  all 
things  according  to  his  wish,  for  his  wish  may 
be  at  variance  with  his  reason.  But  every  state 
and  every  individual  ought  to  pray  and  strive 
for  wisdom.  [688] 

Ath.  Yes;  and  I  remember,  and  you  will  re 
member,  what  I  said  at  first,  that  a  statesman 
and  legislator  ought  to  ordain  laws  with  a  view 
to  wisdom;  while  you  were  arguing  that  the 
good  lawgiver  ought  to  order  all  with  a  view  to 
war.  And  to  this  I  replied  that  there  were  four 
virtues,  but  that  upon  your  view  one  of  them 
only  was  the  aim  of  legislation;  whereas  you 
ought  to  regard  all  virtue,  and  especially  that 
which  comes  first,  and  is  the  leader  of  all  the 
rest — I  mean  wisdom  and  mind  and  opinion, 
having  affection  and  desire  in  their  train.  And 
now  the  argument  returns  to  the  same  point, 
and  I  say  once  more,  in  jest  if  you  like,  or  in 
earnest  if  you  like,  that  the  prayer  of  a  fool  is 
full  of  danger,  being  likely  to  end  in  the  op 
posite  of  what  he  desires.  And  if  you  would 
rather  receive  my  words  in  earnest,  I  am  will 
ing  that  you  should;  and  you  will  find,  I  sus 
pect,  as  I  have  said  already,  that  not  cowardice 
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was  the  cause  of  the  ruin  of  the  Dorian  kings 
and  of  their  whole  design,  nor  ignorance  of 
military  matters,  either  on  the  part  of  the  rulers 
or  of  their  subjects;  but  their  misfortunes  were 
due  to  their  general  degeneracy,  and  especially 
to  their  Ignorance  of  the  most  important  hu 
man  affairs.  That  was  then,  and  Is  still,  and  al 
ways  will  be  the  case,  as  I  will  endeavour,  if 
you  will  allow  me,  to  make  out  and  demon 
strate  as  well  as  I  am  able  to  you  who  are  my 
friends,  In  the  course  of  the  argument. 

Cle.  Pray  go  on,  Stranger; — compliments  are 
troublesome,  but  we  will  show,  not  in  word  but 
in  deed,  how  greatly  we  prize  your  words,  for 
we  will  give  them  our  best  attention;  and  that 
Is  the  way  in  which  a  freeman  best  shows  his 
approval  or  disapproval. 

Meg.  Excellent,  Cleinias;  let  us  do  as  you  say. 

Cle.  By  all  means,  if  Heaven  wills.  Go  on. 

Ath.  Well,  then,  proceed  ing  In  the  same  train 
of  thought,  I  say  that  the  greatest  ignorance 
was  the  ruin  of  the  Dorian  power,  and  that 
now,  as  then,  Ignorance  Is  ruin.  And  if  this  be 
true,  the  legislator  must  endeavour  to  implant 
wisdom  In  states,  and  banish  ignorance  to  the 
utmost  of  his  power. 

Cle .  That  is  evident. 

[689]  Ath.  Then  now  consider  what  is  real 
ly  the  greatest  ignorance.  I  should  like  to  know 
whether  you  and  Megillus  would  agree  with 
me  in  what  I  am  about  to  say;  for  my  opinion 

Cle.  What? 

Ath.  That  the  greatest  ignorance  is  when  a 
man  hates  that  which  he  nevertheless  thinks  to 
be  good  and  noble,  and  loves  and  embraces  that 
which  he  knows  to  be  unrighteous  and  evil. 
This  disagreement  between  the  sense  of  pleas 
ure  and  the  judgment  of  reason  in  the  soul  is, 
in  my  opinion,  the  worst  ignorance;  and  also 
the  greatest,  because  affecting  the  great  mass  of 
the  human  soul;  for  the  principle  which  feels 
pleasure  and  pain  in  the  individual  is  like  the 
mass  or  populace  in  a  state.  And  when  the  soul 
Is  opposed  to  knowledge,  or  opinion,  or  reason, 
which  are  her  natural  lords,  that  I  call  folly, 
just  as  in  the  state,  when  the  multitude  refuses 
to  obey  their  rulers  and  the  laws;  or,  again,  in 
the  individual,  when  fair  reasonings  have  their 
habitation  in  the  soul  and  yet  do  no  good,  but 
rather  the  reverse  of  good.  All  these  cases  I 
term  the  worst  ignorance,  whether  in  individ 
uals  or  in  states.  You  will  understand,  Stranger, 
that  I  am  speaking  of  something  which  is  very 
different  from  the  ignorance  of  handicrafts 
men. 


C/<?.Yes,my  friend,  we  understand  and  agree. 
Ath.  Let  us,  then,  In  the  first  place  declare 
and  affirm  that  the  citizen  who  does  not  know 
these  things  ought  never  to  have  any  kind  of 
authority  entrusted  to  him:  he  must  be  stig 
matized  as  Ignorant,  even  though  he  be  versed 
In  calculation  and  skilled  in  all  sorts  of  accom 
plishments,  and  feats  of  mental  dexterity;  and 
the  opposite  are  to  be  called  wise,  even  al 
though,  In  the  words  of  the  proverb,  they  know 
neither  how  to  read  nor  how  to  swim;  and  to 
them,  as  to  men  of  sense,  authority  Is  to  be  com 
mitted.  For,  O  my  friends,  how  can  there  be  the 
least  shadow  of  wisdom  when  there  is  no  har 
mony?  There  is  none;  but  the  noblest  and  great 
est  of  harmonies  may  be  truly  said  to  be  the 
greatest  wisdom;  and  of  this  he  is  a  partaker 
who  lives  according  to  reason;  whereas  he  who 
is  devoid  of  reason  is  the  destroyer  of  his  house 
and  the  very  opposite  of  a  saviour  of  the  state: 
he  is  utterly  Ignorant  of  political  wisdom.  Let 
this,  then,  as  I  was  saying,  be  laid  down  by  us. 
Cle.  Let  it  be  so  laid  down. 
Ath.  I  suppose  that  there  must  be  rulers  and 
subjects  in  states? 
Cle.  Certainly. 

^6907  Ath.  And  what  are  the  principles  on 
which  men  rule  and  obey  in  cities,  whether 
great  or  small;  and  similarly  in  families?  What 
are  they,  and  how  many  in  number?  Is  there 
not  one  claim  of  authority  which  is  always  just 
— that  of  fathers  and  mothers  and  in  general  of 
progenitors  to  rule  over  their  offspring? 
Cle.  There  is. 

Ath.  Next  follows  the  principle  that  the  no 
ble  should  rule  over  the  ignoble;  and,  thirdly, 
that  the  elder  should  rule  and  the  younger  obey? 
Cle.  To  be  sure. 

Ath.  And,  fourthly,  that  slaves  should  be 
ruled,  and  their  masters  rule? 
Cle.  Of  course. 

Ath.  Fifthly,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  comes  the 
principle  that  the  stronger  shall  rule,  and  the 
weaker  be  ruled? 

Cle.  That  is  a  rule  not  to  be  disobeyed. 
Ath.  Yes,  and  a  rule  which  prevails  very 
widely  among  all  creatures,  and  is  according  to 
nature,  as  the  Theban  poet  Pindar  once  said; 
and  the  sixth  principle,  and  the  greatest  of  all, 
is,  that  the  wise  should  lead  and  command, 
and  the  ignorant  follow  and  obey;  and  yet,  O 
thou  most  wise  Pindar,  as  I  should  reply  to 
him,  this  surely  is  not  contrary  to  nature,  but 
according  to  nature,  being  the  rule  of  law  over 
willing  subjects,  and  not  a  rule  of  compulsion. 
Cle.  Most  true. 
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A th.  There  is  a  seventh  kind  of  rule  which  is 
awarded  by  lot,  and  is  dear  to  the  Gods  and  a 
token  of  good  fortune:  he  on  whom  the  lot  falls 
is  a  ruler,  and  he  who  fails  in  obtaining  the  lot 
goes  away  and  is  the  subject;  and  this  we  af 
firm  to  be  quite  just. 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  "Then  now,"  as  we  say  playfully  to  any 
of  those  who  lightly  undertake  the  making  of 
laws,  "you  see,  legislator,  the  principles  of  gov 
ernment,  how  many  they  are,  and  that  they  are 
naturally  opposed  to  each  other.  There  we  have 
discovered  a  fountain-head  of  seditions,  to 
which  you  must  attend.  And,  first,  we  will  ask 
you  to  consider  with  us,  how  and  in  what  re 
spect  the  kings  of  Argos  and  Messene  violated 
these  our  maxims,  and  ruined  themselves  and 
the  great  and  famous  Hellenic  power  of  the 
olden  time.  Was  it  because  they  did  not  know 
how  wisely  Hesiod  spoke  when  he  said  that 
the  half  is  often  more  than  the  whole?  His 
meaning  was,  that  when  to  take  the  whole 
would  be  dangerous,  and  to  take  the  half  would 
be  the  safe  and  moderate  course,  then  the  mod 
erate  or  better  was  more  than  the  immoderate 
or  worse." 

Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  And  may  we  suppose  this  immoderate 
spirit  to  be  more  fatal  when  found  among  kings 
than  when  among  peoples? 

[6gi]  Cle.  The  probability  is  that  ignorance 
will  be  a  disorder  especially  prevalent  among 
kings,  because  they  lead  a  proud  and  luxurious 
life. 

Ath.  Is  it  not  palpablethat  the  chief  aim  of  the 
kings  of  that  time  was  to  get  the  better  of  the 
established  laws,  and  that  they  were  not  in  har 
mony  with  the  principles  which  they  had  agreed 
to  observe  by  word  and  oath?  This  want  of 
harmony  may  have  had  the  appearance  of  wis 
dom,  but  was  really,  as  we  assert,  the  greatest 
ignorance,  and  utterly  overthrew  the  whole  em 
pire  by  dissonance  and  harsh  discord. 

Cle.  Very  likely. 

Ath.  Good;  and  what  measures  ought  the 
legislator  to  have  then  taken  in  order  to  avert 
this  calamity?  Truly  there  is  no  great  wisdom 
in  knowing,  and  no  great  difficulty  in  telling, 
after  the  evil  has  happened;  but  to  have  fore 
seen  the  remedy  at  the  time  would  have  taken 
a  much  wiser  head  than  ours. 

Meg.  What  do  you  mean? 

Ath.  Any  one  who  looks  at  what  has  occurred 
with  you  Lacedaemonians,  Megillus,  may  eas 
ily  know  and  may  easily  say  what  ought  to  have 
been  done  at  that  time. 


Meg.  Speak  a  little  more  clearly. 

Ath.  Nothing  can  be  clearer  than  the  obser 
vation  which  I  am  about  to  make. 

Meg.  What  is  it? 

Ath.  That  if  any  one  gives  too  great  a  power 
to  anything,  too  large  a  sail  to  a  vessel,  too  much 
food  to  the  body,  too  much  authority  to  the 
mind,  and  does  not  observe  the  mean,  every 
thing  is  overthrown,  and,  in  the  wantonness  of 
excess  runs  in  the  one  case  to  disorders,  and  in 
the  other  to  injustice,  which  is  the  child  of  ex 
cess.  I  mean  to  say,  my  dear  friends,  that  there 
is  no  soul  of  man,  young  and  irresponsible,  who 
will  be  able  to  sustain  the  temptation  of  arbi 
trary  power — no  one  who  will  not,  under  such 
circumstances,  become  filled  with  folly,  that 
worst  of  diseases,  and  be  hated  by  his  nearest 
and  dearest  friends:  when  this  happens,  his 
kingdom  is  undermined,  and  all  his  power  van 
ishes  from  him.  And  great  legislators  who 
know  the  mean  should  take  heed  of  the  dan 
ger.  As  far  as  we  can  guess  at  this  distance  of 
time,  what  happened  was  as  follows: — 

Meg.  What? 

Ath.  A  God,  who  watched  over  Sparta,  see 
ing  into  the  future,  gave  you  two  families  of 
kings  instead  of  one;  and  thus  brought  you 
more  within  the  limits  of  moderation.  In  the 
next  place,  some  human  wisdom  mingled  with 
divine  power,  observing  that  the  constitution 
of  your  government  was  still  feverish  and  ex 
cited,  tempered  your  inborn  strength  and  pride 
of  birth  with  the  moderation  which  comes  of 
age,  [6g2]  making  the  power  of  your  twenty- 
eight  elders  equal  with  that  of  the  kings  in  the 
most  important  matters.  But  your  third  sav 
iour,  perceiving  that  your  government  was  still 
swelling  and  foaming,  and  desirous  to  impose 
a  curb  upon  it,  instituted  the  Ephors,  whose 
power  he  made  to  resemble  that  of  magistrates 
elected  by  lot;  and  by  this  arrangement  the 
kingly  office,  being  compounded  of  the  right 
elements  and  duly  moderated,  was  preserved, 
and  was  the  means  of  preserving  all  the  rest. 
Since,  if  there  had  been  only  the  original  legis 
lators,  Temenus,  Cresphontes,  and  their  con 
temporaries,  as  far  as  they  were  concerned  not 
even  the  portion  of  Aristodemus  would  have 
been  preserved;  for  they  had  no  proper  experi 
ence  in  legislation,  or  they  would  surely  not 
have  imagined  that  oaths  would  moderate  a 
youthful  spirit  invested  with  a  power  which 
might  be  converted  into  a  tyranny.  Now  that 
God  has  instructed  us  what  sort  of  government 
would  have  been  or  will  be  lasting,  there  is  no 
wisdom,  as  I  have  already  said,  in  judging  after 
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the  event;  there  is  no  difficulty  in  learning  from 
an  example  which  has  already  occurred.  But  if 
any  one  could  have  foreseen  all  this  at  the  time, 
and  had  been  able  to  moderate  the  government 
of  the  three  kingdoms  and  unite  them  into  one, 
he  might  have  saved  all  the  excellent  institu 
tions  which  were  then  conceived;  and  no  Per 
sian  or  any  other  armament  would  have  dared 
to  attack  us,  or  would  have  regarded  Hellas  as 
a  power  to  be  despised. 

Cle,  True. 

Ath.  There  was  small  credit  to  us,  Clelnias, 
in  defeating  them;  and  the  discredit  was,  not 
that  the  conquerors  did  not  win  glorious  vic 
tories  both  by  land  and  sea,  but  what,  in  my 
opinion,  brought  discredit  was,  first  of  all,  the 
circumstance  that  of  the  three  cities  one  only 
fought  on  behalf  of  Hellas,  and  the  two  others 
were  so  utterly  good  for  nothing  that  the  one 
was  waging  a  mighty  war  against  Lacedaemon, 
and  was  thus  preventing  her  from  rendering 
assistance,  while  the  city  of  Argos,  which  had 
the  precedence  at  the  time  of  the  distribution, 
when  asked  to  aid  in  repelling  the  barbarian, 
would  not  answer  to  the  call,  or  give  aid.  Many 
things  might  be  told  about  Hellas  in  connec 
tion  with  that  war  which  are  far  from  honour 
able;  nor,  indeed,  can  we  rightly  say  that  Hellas 
repelled  the  invader;  for  the  truth  is,  that  un 
less  the  Athenians  and  Lacedaemonians,  /6pj/ 
acting  in  concert,  had  warded  off  the  impend 
ing  yoke,  all  the  tribes  of  Hellas  would  have 
been  fused  in  a  chaos  of  Hellenes  mingling 
with  one  another,  of  barbarians  mingling  with 
Hellenes,  and  Hellenes  with  barbarians;  just  as 
nations  who  are  now  subject  to  the  Persian 
power,  owing  to  unnatural  separations  and 
combinations  of  them,  are  dispersed  and  scat 
tered,  and  live  miserably.  These,  Cleinias  and 
Megillus,  are  the  reproaches  which  we  have  to 
make  against  statesmen  and  legislators,  as  they 
are  called,  past  and  present,  if  we  would  ana 
lyse  the  causes  of  their  failure,  and  find  out 
what  else  might  have  been  done.  We  said,  for 
instance,  just  now,  that  there  ought  to  be  no 
great  and  unmixed  powers;  and  this  was  under 
the  idea  that  a  state  ought  to  be  free  and  wise 
and  harmonious,  and  that  a  legislator  ought  to 
legislate  with  a  view  to  this  end.  Nor  is  there 
any  reason  to  be  surprised  at  our  continually 
proposing  aims  for  the  legislator  which  appear 
not  to  be  always  the  same;  but  we  should  con 
sider  when  we  say  that  temperance  is  to  be  the 
aim,  or  wisdom  is  to  be  the  aim,  or  friendship 
is  to  be  the  aim,  that  all  these  aims  are  really 
the  same;  and  if  so,  a  variety  in  the  modes  of 


expression  ought  not  to  disturb  us. 

Cle.  Let  us  resume  the  argument  in  that 
spirit.  And  now,  speaking  of  friendship  and 
wisdom  and  freedom,  I  wish  that  you  would 
tell  me  at  what,  in  your  opinion,  the  legislator 
should  aim. 

Ath.  Hear  me,  then:  there  are  two  mother 
forms  of  states  from  which  the  rest  may  be  truly 
said  to  be  derived;  and  one  of  them  may  be 
called  monarchy  and  the  other  democracy:  the 
Persians  have  the  highest  form  of  the  one,  and 
we  of  the  other;  almost  all  the  rest,  as  I  was  say 
ing,  are  variations  of  these.  Now,  if  you  are  to 
have  liberty  and  the  combination  of  friendship 
with  wisdom,  you  must  have  both  these  forms 
of  government  in  a  measure;  the  argument  em 
phatically  declares  that  no  city  can  be  well  gov 
erned  which  is  not  made  up  of  both.1 

Cle.  Impossible. 

Ath.  Neither  the  one,  if  it  be  exclusively  and 
excessively  attached  to  monarchy,  nor  the  oth 
er,  if  it  be  similarly  attached  to  freedom,  ob 
serves  moderation;  but  your  states,  the  Lacon- 
ian  and  Cretan,  have  more  of  it;  and  the  same 
was  the  case  with  the  Athenians  and  Persians 
of  old  time,  but  now  they  have  less.  Shall  I  tell 
you  why  ? 

[694]  Cle.  By  all  means,  if  it  will  tend  to  elu 
cidate  our  subject. 

Ath.  Hear,  then: — There  was  a  time  when 
the  Persians  had  more  of  the  state  which  is  a 
mean  between  slavery  and  freedom.  In  the 
reign  of  Cyrus  they  were  freemen  and  also  lords 
of  many  others:  the  rulers  gave  a  share  of  free 
dom  to  the  subjects,  and  being  treated  as  equals, 
the  soldiers  were  on  better  terms  with  their 
generals,  and  showed  themselves  more  ready  in 
the  hour  of  danger.  And  if  there  was  any  wise 
man  among  them,  who  was  able  to  give  good 
counsel,  he  imparted  his  wisdom  to  the  public; 
for  the  king  was  not  jealous,  but  allowed  him 
full  liberty  of  speech,  and  gave  honour  to  those 
who  could  advise  him  in  any  matter.  And  the 
nation  waxed  in  all  respects,  because  there  was 
freedom  and  friendship  and  communion  of 
mind  among  them. 

Cle.  That  certainly  appears  to  have  been  the 
case. 

Ath.  How,  then,  was  this  advantage  lost  un 
der  Cambyses,  and  again  recovered  under  Da 
rius?  Shall  I  try  to  divine? 

Cle.  The  enquiry,  no  doubt,  has  a  bearing 
upon  our  subject. 

Ath.  I  imagine  that  Cyrus,  though  a  great 
and  patriotic  general,  had  never  given  his  mind 
1  Cf .  vi.  756;  Aristotle,  Politics,  il  6, 1266  a  1-7. 
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to  education,  and  never  attended  to  the  order 
of  his  household. 

Cle.  What  makes  you  say  so  ? 

Ath.  I  think  that  from  his  youth  upwards  he 
was  a  soldier,  and  entrusted  the  education  of 
his  children  to  the  women;  and  they  brought 
them  up  from  their  childhood  as  the  favourites 
of  fortune,  who  were  blessed  already,  and 
needed  no  more  blessings.  They  thought  that 
they  were  happy  enough,  and  that  no  one 
should  be  allowed  to  oppose  them  in  any  way, 
and  they  compelled  every  one  to  praise  all  that 
they  said  or  did.  This  was  how  they  brought 
them  up. 

Cle.  A  splendid  education  truly! 

Ath.  Such  an  one  as  women  were  likely  to 
give  them,  and  especially  princesses  who  had 
recendy  grown  rich,  and  in  the  absence  of  the 
men,  too,  who  were  occupied  in  wars  and  dan 
gers,  and  had  no  time  to  look  after  them. 

Cle.  What  would  you  expect? 

Ath.  Their  father  had  possessions  of  cattle 
and  sheep,  and  many  herds  of  men  and  other 
animals;  [695]  but  he  did  not  consider  that 
those  to  whom  he  was  about  to  make  them  over 
were  not  trained  in  his  own  calling,  which  was 
Persian;  for  the  Persians  are  shepherds — sons 
of  a  rugged  land,  which  is  a  stern  mother,  and 
well  fitted  to  produce  a  sturdy  race  able  to  live 
in  the  open  air  and  go  without  sleep,  and  also 
to  fight,  if  fighting  is  required.1  He  did  not  ob 
serve  that  his  sons  were  trained  differently; 
through  the  so-called  blessing  of  being  royal 
they  were  educated  in  the  Median  fashion  by 
women  and  eunuchs,  which  led  to  their  be 
coming  such  as  people  do  become  when  they 
are  brought  up  unreproved.  And  so,  after  the 
death  of  Cyrus,  his  sons,  in  the  fulness  of  luxury 
and  licence,  took  the  kingdom,  and  first  one 
slew  the  other  because  he  could  not  endure  a 
rival;  and,  afterwards,  the  slayer  himself,  mad 
with  wine  and  brutality,  lost  his  kingdom 
through  the  Medes  and  the  Eunuch,  as  they 
called  him,  who  despised  the  folly  of  Cambyses. 

Cle.  So  runs  the  tale,  and  such  probably  were 
the  facts. 

Ath.  Yes;  and  the  tradition  says,  that  the  em 
pire  came  back  to  the  Persians,  through  Darius 
and  the  seven  chiefs. 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  Let  us  note  the  rest  of  the  story.  Ob 
serve,  that  Darius  was  not  the  son  of  a  king, 
and  had  not  received  a  luxurious  education. 
When  he  came  to  the  throne,  being  one  of  the 
seven,  he  divided  the  country  into  seven  por- 

1C£  Aristotle,  Politics,  vii,  2, 1324  *  10-15. 


tions,  and  of  this  arrangement  there  are  some 
shadowy  traces  still  remaining;  he  made  laws 
upon  the  principle  of  introducing  universal 
equality  in  the  order  of  the  state,  and  he  em 
bodied  in  his  laws  the  settlement  of  the  tribute 
which  Cyrus  promised — thus  creating  a  feel 
ing  of  friendship  and  community  among  all 
the  Persians,  and  attaching  the  people  to  him 
with  money  and  gifts.  Hence  his  armies  cheer 
fully  acquired  for  him  countries  as  large  as 
those  which  Cyrus  had  left  behind  him.  Darius 
was  succeeded  by  his  son  Xerxes;  and  he  again 
was  brought  up  in  the  royal  and  luxurious  fash 
ion.  Might  we  not  most  justly  say:  "O  Darius, 
how  came  you  to  bring  up  Xerxes  in  the  same 
way  in  which  Cyrus  brought  up  Cambyses,  and 
not  to  see  his  fatal  mistake?"  For  Xerxes,  being 
the  creation  of  the  same  education,  met  with 
much  the  same  fortune  as  Cambyses;  and  from 
that  time  until  now  there  has  never  been  a  real 
ly  great  king  among  the  Persians,  although 
they  are  all  called  Great.  And  their  degeneracy 
is  not  to  be  attributed  to  chance,  as  I  maintain; 
the  reason  is  rather  the  evil  life  which  is  gen 
erally  led  by  the  sons  of  very  rich  and  royal 
persons;  [696]  for  never  will  boy  or  man,  young 
or  old,  excel  in  virtue,  who  has  been  thus  edu 
cated.  And  this,  I  say,  is  what  the  legislator  has 
to  consider,  and  what  at  the  present  moment 
has  to  be  considered  by  us.  Justly  may  you,  O 
Lacedaemonians,  be  praised,  in  that  you  do  not 
give  special  honour  or  a  special  education  to 
wealth  rather  than  to  poverty,  or  to  a  royal 
rather  than  to  a  private  station,  where  the  di 
vine  and  inspired  lawgiver  has  not  originally 
commanded  them  to  be  given.  For  no  man 
ought  to  have  pre-eminent  honour  in  a  state  be 
cause  he  surpasses  others  in  wealth,  any  more 
than  because  he  is  swift  of  foot  or  fair  or  strong, 
unless  he  have  some  virtue  in  him;  nor  even  if 
he  have  virtue,  unless  he  have  this  particular 
virtue  of  temperance. 

Meg.  What  do  you  mean,  Stranger? 

Ath.  I  suppose  that  courage  is  a  part  of  vir 
tue? 

Meg.  To  be  sure. 

Ath.  Then,  now  hear  and  judge  for  yourself: 
— Would  you  like  to  have  for  a  fellow-lodger 
or  neighbour  a  very  courageous  man,  who  had 
no  control  over  himself? 

Meg.  Heaven  forbid! 

Ath.  Or  an  artist,  who  was  clever  in  his  pn> 
fession,  but  a  rogue? 

Meg.  Certainly  not. 

Ath.  And  surely  justice  does  not  grow  apart 
from  temperance? 
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Meg.  Impossible. 

Ath.  Any  more  than  our  pattern  wise  man, 
whom  we  exhibited  as  having  his  pleasures  and 
paies  in  accordance  with  and  corresponding  to 
true  reason,  can  be  intemperate?  * 
Meg.  No. 

Ath.  There  is  a  further  consideration  relat 
ing  to  the  due  and  undue  award  of  honours  in 
states. 

Meg.  What  is  it? 

Ath.  I  should  like  to  know  whether  temper 
ance  without  the  other  virtues,  existing  alone 
in  the  soul  of  man,  is  rightly  to  be  praised  or 
bkmed? 

Meg.  I  cannot  tell. 

Ath.  And  that  is  the  best  answer;  for  which 
ever  alternative  you  had  chosen,  I  think  that 
you  would  have  gone  wrong. 
Meg.  I  am  fortunate. 

Ath.  Very  good;  a  quality,  which  is  a  mere 
appendage  of  things  which  can  be  praised  or 
blamed,  does  not  deserve  an  expression  of  opin 
ion,  but  is  best  passed  over  in  silence. 
Meg.  You  are  speaking  of  temperance? 
Ath.  Yes;  but  of  the  other  virtues,  that  which 
having  this  appendage  is  also  most  beneficial, 
will  be  most  deserving  of  honour,  and  next  that 
which  is  beneficial  in  the  next  degree;  and  so 
each  of  them  will  be  rightly  honoured  accord 
ing  to  a  regular  order. 
Meg.  True. 

[697]  Ath.  And  ought  not  the  legislator  to 
determine  these  classes? 
Meg.  Certainly  he  should. 
Ath.  Suppose  that  we  leave  to  him  the  ar 
rangement  of  details.  But  the  general  division 
of  laws  according  to  their  importance  into  a 
first  and  second  and  third  class,  we  who  are 
lovers  of  law  may  make  ourselves. 
Meg.  Very  good. 

Ath.  We  maintain,  then,  that  a  State  which 
would  be  safe  and  happy,  as  far  as  the  nature  of 
man  allows,  must  and  ought  to  distribute  hon 
our  and  dishonour  in  the  right  way.  And  the 
right  way  is  to  place  the  goods  of  the  soul  first 
and  highest  in  the  scale,  always  assuming  tem 
perance  to  be  the  condition  of  them;  and  to  as 
sign  the  second  place  to  the  goods  of  the  body; 
and  the  third  place  to  money  and  property.  And 
if  any  legislator  or  state  departs  from  this  rule 
by  giving  money  the  place  of  honour,  or  in  any 
way  preferring  that  which  is  really  last,  may 
we  not  say,  that  he  or  the  state  is  doing  an  un 
holy  and  unpatriotic  thing? 
Meg.  Yes;  let  that  be  plainly  declared. 
aCf.689. 


Ath.  The  consideration  of  the  Persian  gov 
ernments  led  us  thus  far  to  enlarge.  We  re 
marked  that  the  Persians  grew  worse  and 
worse.  And  we  affirm  the  reason  of  this  to  have 
been,  that  they  too  much  diminished  the  free 
dom  of  the  people,  and  introduced  too  much  of 
despotism,  and  so  destroyed  friendship  and 
community  of  feeling.  And  when  there  is  an 
end  of  these,  no  longer  do  the  governors  gov 
ern  on  behalf  of  their  subjects  or  of  the  people, 
but  on  behalf  of  themselves;  and  if  they  think 
that  they  can  gain  ever  so  small  an  advantage 
for  themselves,  they  devastate  cities,  and  send 
fire  and  desolation  among  friendly  races.  And 
as  they  hate  ruthlessly  and  horribly,  so  are  they 
hated;  and  when  they  want  the  people  to  fight 
for  them,  they  find  no  community  of  feeling  or 
willingness  to  risk  their  lives  on  their  behalf; 
their  untold  myriads  are  useless  to  them  on  the 
field  of  battle,  and  they  think  that  their  salva 
tion  depends  on  the  employment  of  merce 
naries  and  strangers  whom  they  hire,  as  if  they 
were  in  want  of  more  men.  And  they  cannot 
help  being  stupid,  since  they  proclaim  by  their 
actions  that  the  ordinary  distinctions  of  right 
and  wrong  which  are  made  in  a  state  are  a  trifle, 
[698]  when  compared  with  gold  and  silver. 

Meg.  Quite  true. 

Ath.  And  now  enough  of  the  Persians,  and 
their  present  maladministration  of  their  gov 
ernment,  which  is  owing  to  the  excess  of  slav 
ery  and  despotism  among  them. 

Meg.  Good. 

Ath.  Next,  we  must  pass  in  review  the  gov 
ernment  of  Attica  in  like  manner,  and  from 
this  show  that  entire  freedom  and  the  absence 
of  all  superior  authority  is  not  by  any  means  so 
good  as  government  by  others  when  properly 
limited,  which  was  our  ancient  Athenian  con 
stitution  at  the  time  when  the  Persians  made 
their  attack  on  Hellas,  or,  speaking  more  cor 
rectly,  on  the  whole  continent  of  Europe.  There 
were  four  classes,  arranged  according  to  a  prop 
erty  census,  and  reverence  was  our  queen  and 
mistress,  and  made  us  willing  to  live  in  obedi 
ence  to  the  laws  which  then  prevailed.  Also  the 
vastness  of  the  Persian  armament,  both  by  sea 
and  on  land,  caused  a  helpless  terror,  which 
made  us  more  and  more  the  servants  of  our 
rulers  and  of  the  laws;  and  for  all  these  reasons 
an  exceeding  harmony  prevailed  among  us. 
About  ten  years  before  the  naval  engagement 
at  Salamis,  Datis  came,  leading  a  Persian  host 
by  command  of  Darius,  which  was  expressly 
directed  against  the  Athenians  and  Eretrians, 
having  orders  to  carry  them  away  captive;  and 
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these  orders  he  was  to  execute  under  pain  of 
death. Now  Datls  and  his  myriads  soon  became 
complete  masters  of  Eretria,  and  he  sent  a  fear 
ful  report  to  Athens  that  no  Eretrlan  had  es 
caped  him;  for  the  soldiers  of  Datis  had  joined 
hands  and  netted  the  whole  of  Eretria.  And  this 
report,  whether  well  or  ill  founded,  was  terri 
ble  to  all  the  Hellenes,  and  above  all  to  the 
Athenians,  and  they  dispatched  embassies  in  all 
directions,  but  no  one  was  willing  to  come  to 
their  relief,  with  the  exception  of  the  Lacedae 
monians;  and  they,  either  because  they  were  de 
tained  by  the  Messenian  war,  which  was  then 
going  on,  or  for  some  other  reason  of  which  we 
are  not  told,  came  a  day  too  late  for  the  battle 
of  Marathon.  After  a  while,  the  news  arrived 
of  mighty  preparations  being  made,  and  in 
numerable  threats  came  from  the  king.  Then, 
as  time  went  on,  a  rumour  reached  us  that  Dar 
ius  had  died,  and  that  his  son,  who  was  young 
and  hot-headed,  [699]  had  come  to  the  throne 
and  was  persisting  in  his  design.  The  Athe 
nians  were  under  the  impression  that  the  whole 
expedition  was  directed  against  them,  in  con 
sequence  of  the  battle  of  Marathon;  and  hear 
ing  of  the  bridge  over  the  Hellespont,  and  the 
canal  of  Athos,  and  the  host  of  ships,  consider 
ing  that  there  was  no  salvation  for  them  either 
by  land  or  by  sea,  for  there  was  no  one  to  help 
them,  and  remembering  that  in  the  first  expe 
dition,  when  the  Persians  destroyed  Eretria, 
no  one  came  to  their  help,  or  would  risk  the 
danger  of  an  alliance  with  them,  they  thought 
that  this  would  happen  again,  at  least  on  land; 
nor,  when  they  looked  to  the  sea,  could  they 
descry  any  hope  of  salvation;  for  they  were  at 
tacked  by  a  thousand  vessels  and  more.  One 
chance  of  safety  remained,  slight  indeed  and 
desperate,  but  their  only  one.  They  saw  that  on 
the  former  occasion  they  had  gained  a  seeming 
ly  impossible  victory,  and  borne  up  by  this  hope, 
they  found  that  their  only  refuge  was  in  them 
selves  and  in  the  Gods.  All  these  things  created 
in  them  the  spirit  of  friendship;  there  was  the 
fear  of  the  moment,  and  there  was  that  higher 
fear,  which  they  had  acquired  by  obedience  to 
their  ancient  laws,  and  which  I  have  several 
times  in  the  preceding  discourse  called  rever 
ence,  of  which  the  good  man  ought  to  be  a 
willing  servant,  and  of  which  the  coward 
is  independent  and  fearless.  If  this  fear  had 
not  possessed  them,  they  would  never  have 
met  the  enemy,  or  defended  their  temples 
and  sepulchres  and  their  country,  and  every 
thing  that  was  near  and  dear  to  them,  as 
they  did;  but  little  by  little  they  would  have 


been  all  scattered  and  dispersed. 

Meg.  Your  words,  Athenian,  are  quite  true, 
and  worthy  of  yourself  and  of  your  country. 

Ath.  They  are  true,  Megillus;  and  to  you, 
who  have  inherited  the  virtues  of  your  ances 
tors,  I  may  properly  speak  of  the  actions  of  that 
day.  And  I  would  wish  you  and  Cleinias  to  con 
sider  whether  my  words  have  not  also  a  bear 
ing  on  legislation;  for  I  am  not  discoursing  on 
ly  for  the  pleasure  of  talking,  but  for  the  argu 
ments  sake.  Please  to  remark  that  the  experi 
ence  both  of  ourselves  and  the  Persians  was,  in 
a  certain  sense,  the  same;  for  as  they  led  their 
people  into  utter  servitude,  so  we  too  led  ours 
into  all  freedom.  And  now,  how  shall  we  pro 
ceed?  for  I  would  like  you  to  observe  that  our 
previous  arguments  have  a  good  deal  to  say  for 
themselves. 

[joo]  Meg.  True;  but  I  wish  that  you  would 
give  us  a  fuller  explanation. 

Ath.  I  will.  Under  the  ancient  laws,  my 
friends,  the  people  was  not  as  now  the  master, 
but  rather  the  willing  servant  of  the  laws. 

Meg.  What  laws  do  you  mean? 

Ath.  In  the  first  place, let  us  speak  of  the  laws 
about  music — that  is  to  say,  such  music  as  then 
existed — in  order  that  we  may  trace  the  growth 
of  the  excess  of  freedom  from  the  beginning. 
Now  music  was  early  divided  among  us  into 
certain  kinds  and  manners.  One  sort  consisted 
of  prayers  to  the  Gods,  which  were  called 
hymns;  and  there  was  another  and  opposite 
sort  called  lamentations,  and  another  termed 
paeans,  and  another,  celebrating  the  birth  of 
Dionysus,  called,  I  believe,  "dithyrambs."  And 
they  used  the  actual  word  "laws,"  or  vo/ioi,  for 
another  kind  of  song;  and  to  this  they  added 
the  term  "citharoedic."  All  these  and  others 
were  duly  distinguished,  nor  were  the  perform 
ers  allowed  to  confuse  one  style  of  music  with 
another.  And  the  authority  which  determined 
and  gave  judgment,  and  punished  the  disobedi 
ent,  was  not  expressed  in  a  hiss,  nor  in  the  most 
unmusical  shouts  of  the  multitude,  as  in  our 
days,  nor  in  applause  and  clapping  of  hands. 
But  the  directors  of  public  instruction  insisted 
that  the  spectators  should  listen  in  silence  to  the 
end;  and  boys  and  their  tutors,  and  the  multi 
tude  in  general,  were  kept  quiet  by  a  hint  from 
a  stick.  Such  was  the  good  order  which  the 
multitude  were  willing  to  observe;  they  would 
never  have  dared  to  give  judgment  by  noisy 
cries.  And  then,  as  time  went  on,  the  poets 
themselves  introduced  the  reign  of  vulgar  and 
lawless  innovation.  They  were  men  of  genius, 
but  they  had  no  perception  of  what  is  just  and 
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lawful  in  music;  raging  like  Bacchanals  and 
possessed  with  inordinate  delights — mingling 
lamentations  with  hymns,  and  paeans  with 
dithyrambs;  imitating  the  sounds  of  the  flute 
on  the  lyre,  and  making  one  general  confusion; 
ignorantly  affirming  that  music  has  no  truth, 
and,  whether  good  or  bad,  can  only  be  judged 
of  rightly  by  the  pleasure  of  the  hearer.1  And 
by  composing  such  licentious  works,  and  add 
ing  to  diem  words  as  licentious,  they  have  in 
spired  the  multitude  with  lawlessness  and  bold 
ness,  and  made  them  fancy  that  they  can  judge 
for  themselves  about  melody  and  song.  [701] 
And  in  this  way  the  theatres  from  being  mute 
have  become  vocal,  as  though  they  had  under 
standing  of  good  and  bad  in  music  and  poetry; 
and  instead  of  an  aristocracy,  an  evil  sort  of 
theatrocracy  has  grown  up.2  For  if  the  democ 
racy  which  judged  had  only  consisted  of  edu 
cated  persons,  no  fatal  harm  would  have  been 
done;  but  in  music  there  first  arose  the  univer 
sal  conceit  of  omniscience  and  general  lawless 
ness  ; — freedom  came  following  afterwards,  and 
men,  fancying  that  they  knew  what  they  did 
not  know,  had  no  longer  any  fear,  and  the  ab 
sence  of  fear  begets  shamelessness.  For  what  is 
this  shamelessness,  which  is  so  evil  a  thing,  but 
the  insolent  refusal  to  regard  the  opinion  of  the 
better  by  reason  of  an  over-daring  sort  of  lib 
erty? 

Meg.  Very  true. 

Ath.  Consequent  upon  this  freedom  comes 
the  other  freedom,  of  disobedience  to  rulers;  * 
and  then  the  attempt  to  escape  the  control  and 
exhortation  of  father,  mother,  elders,  and  when 
near  the  end,  the  control  of  the  laws  also;  and 
at  the  very  end  there  is  the  contempt  of  oaths 
and  pledges,  and  no  regard  at  all  for  the  Gods 
— herein  they  exhibit  and  imitate  the  old  so- 
called  Titanic  nature,  and  come  to  the  same 
point  as  the  Titans  when  they  rebelled  against 
God,  leading  a  life  of  endless  evils.  But  why 
have  I  said  all  this?  I  ask, because  the  argument 
ought  to  be  pulled  up  from  time  to  time,  and 
not  be  allowed  to  run  away,  but  held  with  bit 
and  bridle,  and  then  we  shall  not,  as  the  proverb 
says,  fall  off  our  ass.  Let  us  then  once  more  ask 
the  question,  To  what  end  has  all  this  been 
said? 

Meg.  Very  good. 

Ath.  This,  then,  has  been  said  for  the  sake — 

Meg.  Of  what? 

Ath.  We  were  maintaining  that  the  lawgiver 

1  Cf .  Republic,  iii.  397,  £f. 

*  Cf.  Aristotle,  Politics,  vlii.  6. 

*  C£  Republic,  iv.  424. 


ought  to  have  three  things  in  view:  first,  that 
the  city  for  which  he  legislates  should  be  free; 
and  secondly,  be  at  unity  with  herself;  and 
thirdly,  should  have  understanding; — these 
were  our  principles,  were  they  not? 

Meg.  Certainly. 

Ath.  With  a  view  to  this  we  selected  two 
kinds  of  government,  the  one  the  most  despotic, 
and  the  other  the  most  free;  and  now  we  are 
considering  which  of  them  is  the  right  form: 
we  took  a  mean  in  both  cases,  of  despotism  in 
the  one,  and  of  liberty  in  the  other,  and  we  saw 
that  in  a  mean  they  attained  their  perfection; 
but  that  when  they  were  carried  to  the  extreme 
of  either,  slavery  or  licence,  neither  party  were 
the  gainers. 

//oay  Meg.  Very  true. 

Ath.  And  that  was  our  reason  for  consider 
ing  the  settlement  of  the  Dorian  army,  and  of 
the  city  built  by  Dardanus  at  the  foot  of  the 
mountains,  and  the  removal  of  cities  to  the  sea 
shore,  and  of  our  mention  of  the  first  men,  who 
were  the  survivors  of  the  deluge.  And  all  that 
was  previously  said  about  music  and  drinking, 
and  what  preceded,  was  said  with  the  view  of 
seeing  how  a  state  might  be  best  administered, 
and  how  an  individual  might  best  order  his 
own  life.  And  now,  Megillus  and  Cleinias,  how 
can  we  put  to  the  proof  the  value  of  our  words? 

Cle.  Stranger,  I  think  that  I  see  how  a  proof 
of  their  value  may  be  obtained.  This  discus 
sion  of  ours  appears  to  me  to  have  been  singu 
larly  fortunate,  and  just  what  I  at  this  moment 
want;  most  auspiciously  have  you  and  my  friend 
Megillus  come  in  my  way.  For  I  will  tell  you 
what  has  happened  to  me;  and  I  regard  the  co 
incidence  as  a  sort  of  omen.  The  greater  part  of 
Crete  is  going  to  send  out  a  colony,  and  they 
have  entrusted  the  management  of  the  affair  to 
the  Cnosians;  and  the  Cnosian  government  to 
me  and  nine  others.  And  they  desire  us  to  give 
them  any  laws  which  we  please,  whether  taken 
from  the  Cretan  model  or  from  any  other;  and 
they  do  not  mind  about  their  being  foreign  if 
they  are  better.  Grant  me  then  this  favour, 
which  will  also  be  a  gain  to  yourselves: — Let 
us  make  a  selection  from  what  has  been  said, 
and  then  let  us  imagine  a  State  of  which  we 
will  suppose  ourselves  to  be  the  original  found 
ers.  Thus  we  shall  proceed  with  our  enquiry, 
and,  at  the  same  time,  I  may  have  the  use  of 
the  framework  which  you  are  constructing,  for 
the  city  which  is  in  contemplation. 

Ath.  Good  news,  Cleinias;  if  Megillus  has  no 
objection,  you  may  be  sure  that  I  will  do  all  in 
my  power  to  please  you. 
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Cle.  Thank  you. 
Meg.  And  so  will  I. 

Cle.  Excellent;  and  now  let  us  begin  to  frame 
the  State. 

BOOK  IV 

[704]  Athenian  Stranger.  And  now,  what  will 
this  city  be?  I  do  not  mean  to  ask  what  is  or 
will  hereafter  be  the  name  of  the  pkce;  that 
may  be  determined  by  the  accident  of  locality 
or  of  the  original  settlement — &  river  or  foun 
tain,  or  some  local  deity  may  give  the  sanction 
of  a  name  to  the  newly-founded  city;  but  I  do 
want  to  know  what  the  situation  is,  whether 
maritime  or  inland. 

Cleinias.  I  should  imagine.  Stranger,  that  the 
city  of  which  we  are  speaking  is  about  eighty 
stadia  distant  from  the  sea. 

Ath.  And  are  there  harbours  on  the  seaboard? 

Cle.  Excellent  harbours,  Stranger;  there  could 
not  be  better. 

Ath.  Alas!  what  a  prospect!  And  is  the  sur 
rounding  country  productive,  or  in  need  of  im 
portations  ? 

Cle.  Hardly  in  need  of  anything. 

Ath.  And  is  there  any  neighbouring  State? 

Cle.  None  whatever,  and  that  is  the  reason 
for  selecting  the  place;  in  days  of  old,  there  was 
a  migration  of  the  inhabitants,  and  the  region 
has  been  deserted  from  time  immemorial. 

Ath.  And  has  the  place  a  fair  proportion  of 
hill,  and  plain,  and  wood? 

Cle.  Like  the  rest  of  Crete  in  that. 

Ath.  You  mean  to  say  that  there  is  more  rock 
than  plain? 

Cle.  Exactly. 

Ath.  Then  there  is  some  hope  that  your  citi 
zens  may  be  virtuous:  had  you  been  on  the  sea, 
and  well  provided  with  harbours,  and  an  im 
porting  rather  than  a  producing  country,  some 
mighty  saviour  would  have  been  needed,  and 
lawgivers  more  than  mortal,  if  you  were  ever 
to  have  a  chance  of  preserving  your  state  from 
degeneracy  and  discordance  of  manners.1  But 
there  is  comfort  in  the  eighty  stadia;  although 
the  sea  is  too  near,  especially  if,  as  you  say,  the 
harbours  are  so  good.  [705]  Still  we  may  be 
content.  The  sea  is  pleasant  enough  as  a  daily 
companion,  but  has  indeed  also  a  bitter  and 
brackish  quality;  filling  the  streets  with  mer 
chants  and  shopkeepers,  and  begetting  in  the 
souls  of  men  uncertain  and  unfaithful  ways — 
making  the  state  unfriendly  and  unfaithful 
both  to  her  own  citizens,  and  also  toother  na- 

1  Cf.  Aristotle,  Politics,  vii.  6,  1327  a  11-32. 


tions.  There  is  a  consolation,  therefore,  in  the 
country  producing  all  things  at  home;  and  yet, 
owing  to  the  ruggedness  of  the  soil,  not  provid 
ing  anything  in  great  abundance.  Had  there 
been  abundance,  there  might  have  been  a  great 
export  trade,  and  a  great  return  of  gold  and 
silver;  which,  as  we  may  safely  affirm,  has  the 
most  fatal  results  on  a  State  whose  aim  is  the 
attainment  of  just  and  noble  sentiments:  this 
was  said  by  us,  if  you  remember,  in  the  previ 
ous  discussion.2 

Cle.  I  remember,  and  am  of  opinion  that  we 
both  were  and  are  in  the  right. 

Ath.  Well,  but  let  me  ask,  how  is  the  country 
supplied  with  timber  for  ship-building? 

Cle.  There  is  no  fir  of  any  consequence,  nor 
pine,  and  not  much  cypress;  and  you  will  find 
very  little  stone-pine  or  plane-wood,  which  ship 
wrights  always  require  for  the  interior  of  ships. 

Ath.  These  are  also  natural  advantages. 

Cle.  Why  so? 

Ath.  Because  no  city  ought  to  be  easily  able 
to  imitate  its  enemies  in  what  is  mischievous. 

Cle.  How  does  that  bear  upon  any  of  the  mat 
ters  of  which  we  have  been  speaking? 

Ath.  Remember,  my  good  friend,  what  I  said 
at  first s  about  the  Cretan  laws,  that  they  look 
to  one  thing  only,  and  this,  as  you  both  agreed, 
was  war;  and  I  replied  that  such  laws,  in  so  far 
as  they  tended  to  promote  virtue,  were  good; 
but  in  that  they  regarded  a  part  only,  and  not 
the  whole  of  virtue,  I  disapproved  of  them. 
And  now  I  hope  that  you  in  your  turn  will  fol 
low  and  watch  me  if  I  legislate  with  a  view  to 
anything  but  virtue,  or  with  a  view  to  a  part  of 
virtue  only.  For  I  consider  that  the  true  lawgiv 
er,  like  an  archer,  aims  only  at  that  on  which 
some  eternal  beauty  is  always  attending,  [jo6] 
and  dismisses  everything  else,  whether  wealth 
or  any  other  benefit,  when  separated  from  vir 
tue.  I  was  saying  that  the  imitation  of  enemies 
was  a  bad  thing;  and  I  was  thinking  of  a  case 
in  which  a  maritime  people  are  harassed  by  en 
emies,  as  the  Athenians  were  by  Minos  (I  do 
not  speak  from  any  desire  to  recall  past  griev 
ances);  but  he,  as  we  know,  was  a  great  naval 
potentate,  who  compelled  the  inhabitants  of 
Attica  to  pay  him  a  cruel  tribute;  and  in  those 
days  they  had  no  ships  of  war  as  they  now  have, 
nor  was  the  country  filled  with  ship-timber, 
and  therefore  they  could  not  readily  build  them. 
Hence  they  could  not  learn  how  to  imitate  their 
enemy  at  sea,  and  in  this  way,  becoming  sailors 
themselves,  directly  repel  their  enemies.  Better 

2  Cf .  Hi.  679. 
*Cf.  1.625. 


678 


DIALOGUES  OF  PLATO 


for  them  to  have  lost  many  times  over  die  seven 
youths,  than  that  heavy-armed  and  stationary 
troops  should  have  been  turned  into  sailors, 
and  accustomed  to  be  often  leaping  on  shore, 
and  again  to  come  running  back  to  their  ships; 
or  should  have  fancied  that  there  was  no  dis 
grace  in  not  awaiting  the  attack  of  an  enemy 
and  dying  boldly;  and  that  there  were  good 
reasons,  and  plenty  of  them,  for  a  man  throw 
ing  away  his  arms,  and  betaking  himself  to 
flight — which  is  not  dishonourable,  as  people 
say,  at  certain  times.  This  is  the  language  of 
naval  warfare,  and  is  anything  but  worthy  of 
extraordinary  praise.  For  we  should  not  teach 
bad  habits,  least  of  all  to  the  best  part  of  the 
citizens.  You  may  learn  the  evil  of  such  a  prac 
tice  from  Homer,  by  whom  Odysseus  is  intro 
duced,  rebuking  Agamemnon  because  he  de 
sires  to  draw  down  the  ships  to  the  sea  at  a  time 
when  the  Achaeans  are  hard  pressed  by  the 
Trojans — he  gets  angry  with  him,  and  says: 

Who,  at  a  time  when  the  battle  is  in  full  cry,  bid- 
dest  to  drag  the  well-benched  ships  into  the  sea, 
that  the  prayers  of  the  Trojans  may  be  accomplished 
yet  more,  and  high  ruin  jail  upon  us.  For  the 
Achaeans  will  not  maintain  the  battle,  when  the 
ships  are  drawn  into  the  sea,  but  they  will  loo\  be 
hind  and  will  cease  from  strife;  in  that  the  counsel 
which  you  give  will  prove  injurious,  [joj] 

You  see  that  he  quite  knew  triremes  on  the  sea, 
in  the  neighbourhood  of  fighting  men,  to  be  an 
evil; — lions  might  be  trained  in  that  way  to  fly 
from  a  herd  of  deer.  Moreover,  naval  powers 
which  owe  their  safety  to  ships,  do  not  give  hon 
our  to  that  sort  of  warlike  excellence  which  is 
most  deserving  of  it.  For  he  who  owes  his  safety 
to  the  pilot  and  the  captain,  and  the  oarsman, 
and  all  sorts  of  rather  inferior  persons,  cannot 
rightly  give  honour  to  whom  honour  is  due. 
But  how  can  a  state  be  in  a  right  condition 
which  cannot  justly  award  honour? 

Cle.  It  is  hardly  possible,  I  admit;  and  yet, 
Stranger,  we  Cretans  are  in  the  habit  of  saying 
that  the  batde  of  Salamis  was  the  salvation  of 
Hellas. 

Ath.  Why,  yes;  and  that  is  an  opinion  which 
is  widely  spread  both  among  Hellenes  and  bar 
barians.  But  Megillus  and  I  say  rather,  that  the 
battle  of  Marathon  was  the  beginning,  and  the 
batde  of  Plataea  the  completion,  of  the  great 
deliverance,  and  that  these  battles  by  land  made 
the  Hellenes  better;  whereas  the  sea-fights  of 
Salamis  and  Artemisium — for  I  may  as  well 
put  them  both  together — made  them  no  better, 
if  I  may  say  so  without  offence  about  the  battles 
which  helped  to  save  us.  And  in  estimating  the 


goodness  of  a  state,  we  regard  both  the  situa 
tion  of  the  country  and  the  order  of  the  laws, 
considering  that  the  mere  preservation  and  con 
tinuance  of  life  is  not  the  most  honourable  thing 
for  men,  as  the  vulgar  think,  but  the  continu 
ance  of  the  best  life,  while  we  live;  and  that 
again,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  is  a  remark  which 
has  been  made  already.1 
Cle.  Yes. 

Ath.  Then  we  have  only  to  ask  whether  we 
are  taking  the  course  which  we  acknowledge 
to  be  the  best  for  the  settlement  and  legislation 
of  states. 

Cle.  The  best  by  far. 

Ath.  And  now  let  me  proceed  to  another 
question:  Who  are  to  be  the  colonists?  May 
any  one  come  out  of  all  Crete;  and  is  the  idea 
that  the  population  in  the  several  states  is  too 
numerous  for  the  means  of  subsistence?  For  I 
suppose  that  you  are  not  going  to  send  out  a 
general  invitation  to  any  Hellene  who  likes  to 
come.  And  yet  I  observe  that  to  your  country 
settlers  have  come  from  Argos  and  [jo8]  Ae- 
gina  and  other  parts  of  Hellas.  Tell  me,  then, 
whence  do  you  draw  your  recruits  in  the  pres 
ent  enterprise? 

Cle.  They  will  come  from  all  Crete;  and  of 
other  Hellenes,  Peloponnesians  will  be  most  ac 
ceptable.  For,  as  you  truly  observe,  there  are 
Cretans  of  Argive  descent;  and  the  race  of  Cre 
tans  which  has  the  highest  character  at  the 
present  day  is  the  Gortynian,  and  this  has  come 
from  Gortys  in  the  Peloponnesus. 

Ath.  Cities  find  colonization  in  some  respects 
easier  if  the  colonists  are  one  race,  which  like  a 
swarm  of  bees  is  sent  out  from  a  single  country, 
either  when  friends  leave  friends,  owing  to 
some  pressure  of  population  or  other  similar 
necessity,  or  when  a  portion  of  a  state  is  driven 
by  factions  to  emigrate.  And  there  have  been 
whole  cities  which  have  taken  flight  when  ut 
terly  conquered  by  a  superior  power  in  war. 
This,  however,  which  is  in  one  way  an  advan 
tage  to  the  colonist  or  legislator,  in  another 
point  of  view  creates  a  difficulty.  There  is  an 
element  of  friendship  in  the  community  of  race, 
and  language,  and  laws,  and  in  common  tem 
ples  and  rites  of  worship;  but  colonies  which 
are  of  this  homogeneous  sort  are  apt  to  kick 
against  any  laws  or  any  form  of  constitution  dif 
fering  from  that  which  they  had  at  home;  and 
although  the  badness  of  their  own  laws  may 
have  been  the  cause  of  the  factions  which  pre 
vailed  among  them,  yet  from  the  force  of  habit 
they  would  fain  preserve  the  very  customs  which 
1CL  ii.  661. 
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were  their  rain,  and  the  leader  of  the  colony, 
who  is  their  legislator,  finds  them  troublesome 
and  rebellious.  On  the  other  hand,  the  conflux 
of  several  populations  might  be  more  disposed 
to  listen  to  new  laws;  but  then,  to  make  them 
combine  and  pull  together,  as  they  say  of  horses, 
is  a  most  difficult  task,  and  the  work  of  years. 
And  yet  there  is  nothing  which  tends  more  to 
the  improvement  of  mankind  than  legislation 
and  colonization. 

Cle.  No  doubt;  but  I  should  like  to  know  why 
you  say  so. 

Ath.  My  good  friend,  I  am  afraid  that  the 
course  of  my  speculations  is  leading  me  to  say 
something  depreciatory  of  legislators;  but  if  the 
word  be  to  the  purpose,  there  can  be  no  harm. 
And  yet,  why  am  I  disquieted,  for  I  believe  that 
the  same  principle  applies  equally  to  all  human 
things? 

I  jog]  Cle.  To  what  are  you  referring? 

Ath.  I  was  going  to  say  that  man  never  legis 
lates,  but  accidents  of  all  sorts,  which  legislate 
for  us  in  all  sorts  of  ways.  The  violence  of  war 
and  the  hard  necessity  of  poverty  are  constant 
ly  overturning  governments  and  changing  laws. 
And  the  power  of  disease  has  often  caused  in 
novations  in  the  state,  when  there  have  been 
pestilences,  or  when  there  has  been  a  succession 
of  bad  seasons  continuing  during  many  years. 
Any  one  who  sees  all  this,  naturally  rushes  to 
the  conclusion  of  which  I  was  speaking,  that 
no  mortal  legislates  in  anything,  but  that  in  hu 
man  affairs  chance  is  almost  everything.  And 
this  may  be  said  of  the  arts  of  the  sailor,  and  the 
pilot,  and  the  physician,  and  the  general,  and 
may  seem  to  be  well  said;  and  yet  there  is  an 
other  thing  which  may  be  said  with  equal  truth 
of  all  of  them. 

Cle.  What  is  it? 

Ath.  That  God  governs  all  things,  and  that 
chance  and  opportunity  co-operate  with  him 
in  the  government  of  human  affairs.  There  is, 
however,  a  third  and  less  extreme  view,  that  art 
should  be  there  also;  for  I  should  say  that  in  a 
storm  there  must  surely  be  a  great  advantage  in 
having  the  aid  of  the  pilot's  art.  You  would 
agree? 

Cle.  Yes. 

Ath.  And  does  not  a  like  principle  apply  to 
legislation  as  well  as  to  other  things:  even  sup 
posing  all  the  conditions  to  be  favourable  which 
are  needed  for  the  happiness  of  the  state,  yet 
the  true  legislator  must  from  time  to  time  ap 
pear  on  the  scene? 

Cle.  Most  true. 

Ath.  In  each  case  the  artist  would  be  able  to 


pray  rightly  for  certain  conditions,  and  if  these 
were  granted  by  fortune,  he  would  then  only 
require  to  exercise  his  art? 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  And  all  the  other  artists  just  now  men 
tioned,  if  they  were  bidden  to  offer  up  each 
their  special  prayer,  would  do  so? 

Cle.  Of  course. 

Ath.  And  the  legislator  would  do  likewise? 

Cle.  I  believe  that  he  would. 

Ath.  "Come,  legislator,"  we  will  say  to  him; 
"what  are  the  conditions  which  you  require  in 
a  state  before  you  can  organize  it?"  How  ought 
he  to  answer  this  question?  Shall  I  give  his  an 
swer? 

Cle.  Yes. 

Ath.  He  will  say — "Give  me  a  state  which  is 
governed  by  a  tyrant,  and  let  the  tyrant  be  young 
and  have  a  good  memory;  let  him  be  quick  at 
learning,  and  of  a  courageous  and  noble  nature; 
let  him  have  that  quality  which,  as  I  said  be 
fore,  is  the  inseparable  companion  of  all  the 
other  parts  of  virtue,  [jio]  if  there  is  to  be  any 
good  in  them." 

Cle.  I  suppose,  Megillus,  that  this  companion 
virtue  of  which  the  Stranger  speaks,  must  be 
temperance? 

Ath.  Yes,  Cleinias,  temperance  in  the  vulgar 
sense;  not  that  which  in  the  forced  and  exag 
gerated  language  of  some  philosophers  is  called 
prudence,  but  that  which  is  the  natural  gift  of 
children  and  animals,  of  whom  some  live  con 
tinently  and  others  incontinently,  but  when  iso 
lated,  was  as  we  said,  hardly  worth  reckoning 
in  the  catalogue  of  goods.1 1  think  that  you  must 
understand  my  meaning. 

Cle .  Certainly. 

Ath.  Then  our  tyrant  must  have  this  as  well 
as  the  other  qualities,  if  the  state  is  to  acquire 
in  the  best  manner  and  in  the  shortest  time  the 
form  of  government  which  is  most  conducive 
to  happiness;  for  there  neither  is  nor  ever  will 
be  a  better  or  speedier  way  of  establishing  a 
polity  than  by  a  tyranny. 

Cle.  By  what  possible  arguments,  Stranger, 
can  any  man  persuade  himself  of  such  a  mon 
strous  doctrine? 

Ath.  There  is  surely  no  difficulty  in  seeing, 
Cleinias,  what  is  in  accordance  with  the  order 
of  nature? 

Cle.  You  would  assume,  as  you  say,  a  tyrant 
who  was  young,  temperate,  quick  at  learning, 
having  a  good  memory,  courageous,  of  a  noble 
nature? 

Ath.  Yes;  and  you  must  add  fortunate;  and 
1C£.iii696. 
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his  good  fortune  must  be  that  he  is  the  contem 
porary  of  a  great  legislator,  and  that  some 
happy  chance  brings  them  together.  When  this 
has  been  accomplished,  God  has  done  all  that 
he  ever  does  for  a  state  which  he  desires  to  be 
eminently  prosperous;  He  has  done  second  best 
for  a  state  In  which  there  are  two  such  rulers, 
and  third  best  for  a  state  In  which  there  are 
three.  The  difficulty  Increases  with  the  increase, 
and  diminishes  with  the  diminution  of  the 
number. 

Cle ,  You  mean  to  say,  I  suppose,  that  the  best 
government  is  produced  from  a  tyranny,  and 
originates  In  a  good  lawgiver  and  an  orderly 
tyrant,  and  that  the  change  from  such  a  tyran 
ny  into  a  perfect  form  of  government  takes 
place  most  easily;  less  easily  when  from  an  oli 
garchy;  and,  In  the  third  degree,  from  a  democ 
racy:  is  not  that  your  meaning? 

Ath.  Not  so;  I  mean  rather  to  say  that  the 
change  is  best  made  out  of  a  tyranny;  and  sec 
ondly,  out  of  a  monarchy;  and  thirdly,  out  of 
some  sort  of  democracy:  fourth,  in  the  capacity 
for  improvement,  comes  oligarchy,  which  has 
the  greatest  difficulty  in  admitting  of  such 
a  change,  because  the  government  is  In  the 
hands  of  a  number  of  potentates.  I  am  suppos 
ing  that  the  legislator  is  by  nature  of  the  true 
sort,  and  that  his  strength  is  united  with  that  of 
the  chief  men  of  the  state;  and  when  the  rul 
ing  element  Is  numerically  small,  and  at  the 
same  time  very  strong,  [jn]  as  in  a  tyranny, 
there  the  change  is  likely  to  be  easiest  and  most 
rapid. 

Cle.  How?  I  do  not  understand, 

Ath.  And  yet  I  have  repeated  what  I  am 
saying  a  good  many  times;  but  I  suppose  that 
you  have  never  seen  a  city  which  is  under  a 
tyranny? 

Cle.  No,  and  I  cannot  say  that  I  have  any 
great  desire  to  see  one. 

Ath.  And  yet,  where  there  is  a  tyranny,  you 
might  certainly  see  that  of  which  I  am  now 
speaking. 

Cle.  What  do  you  mean  ? 

Ath.  I  mean  that  you  might  see  how,  without 
trouble  and  in  no  very  long  period  of  time,  the 
tyrant,  if  he  wishes,  can  change  the  manners  of 
a  state:  he  has  only  to  go  in  the  direction  of  vir 
tue  or  of  vice,  whichever  he  prefers,  he  him 
self  indicating  by  his  example  the  lines  of  con 
duct,  praising  and  rewarding  some  actions  and 
reproving  others,  and  degrading  those  who  dis 
obey. 

Cle.  But  how  can  we  imagine  that  the  citi 
zens  in  general  will  at  once  follow  the  example 


set  to  them;  and  how  can  he  have  this  power 
both  of  persuading  and  of  compelling  them  ? 

Atk*  Let  no  one,  my  friends,  persuade  us  that 
there  is  any  quicker  and  easier  way  in  which 
states  change  their  laws  than  when  the  rulers 
lead:  such  changes  never  have,  nor  ever  will, 
come  to  pass  in  any  other  way.  The  real  impos 
sibility  or  difficulty  Is  of  another  sort,  and  Is 
rarely  surmounted  in  the  course  of  ages;  but 
when  once  It  is  surmounted,  ten  thousand  or 
rather  all  blessings  follow. 

Cle.  Of  what  are  you  speaking? 

Ath.  The  difficulty  Is  to  find  the  divine  love 
of  temperate  and  just  institutions  existing  in 
any  powerful  forms  of  government,  whether  in 
a  monarchy  or  oligarchy  of  wealth  or  of  birth. 
You  might  as  well  hope  to  reproduce  the  char 
acter  of  Nestor,  who  is  said  to  have  excelled  all 
men  In  the  power  of  speech,  and  yet  more  in  his 
temperance.  This,  however,  according  to  the 
tradition,  was  in  the  times  of  Troy;  in  our  own 
days  there  Is  nothing  of  the  sort;  but  if  such  an 
one  either  has  or  ever  shall  come  into  being,  or 
is  now  among  us,  blessed  is  he  and  blessed  are 
they  who  hear  the  wise  words  that  flow  from 
his  lips.  And  this  may  be  said  of  power  in  gen 
eral:  When  the  supreme  power  in  man  coin 
cides  with  the  greatest  wisdom  and  temperance, 
[ji2,]  then  the  best  laws  and  the  best  constitu 
tion  come  into  being;  but  In  no  other  way.  And 
let  what  I  have  been  saying  be  regarded  as  a 
kind  of  sacred  legend  or  oracle,  and  let  this  be 
our  proof  that,  in  one  point  of  view,  there  may 
be  a  difficulty  for  a  city  to  have  good  laws,  but 
that  there  is  another  point  of  view  in  which 
nothing  can  be  easier  or  sooner  effected,  grant 
ing  our  supposition. 

Cle.  How  do  you  mean? 

Ath.  Let  us  try  to  amuse  ourselves,  old  boys 
as  we  are,  by  moulding  in  words  the  laws  which 
are  suitable  to  your  state.1 

Cle.  Let  us  proceed  without  delay. 

Ath.  Then  let  us  invoke  God  at  the  setdement 
of  our  state;  may  he  hear  and  be  propitious  to 
us,  and  come  and  set  in  order  the  State  and  the 
laws! 

Cle.  May  he  come! 

Ath.  But  what  form  of  polity  are  we  going 
to  give  the  city? 

Cle.  Tell  us  what  you  mean  a  little  more 
clearly.  Do  you  mean  some  form  of  democracy, 
or  oligarchy,  or  aristocracy,  or  monarchy?  For 
we  cannot  suppose  that  you  would  include  tyr 
anny. 

Ath.  Which  of  you  will  first  tell  me  to  which 
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of  these  classes  his  own  government  is  to  be  re 
ferred? 

Megiltus.  Ought  I  to  answer  first,  since  I  am 
the  elder? 

Cle,  Perhaps  you  should. 

Meg.  And  yet,  Stranger,  I  perceive  that  I 
cannot  say,  without  more  thought,  what  I  should 
call  the  government  of  Lacedaemon,  for  it  seems 
to  me  to  be  like  a  tryanny — the  power  of  our 
Ephors  is  marvellously  tyrannical;  and  some 
times  it  appears  to  me  to  be  of  all  cities  the  most 
democratical;  and  who  can  reasonably  deny  that 
it  is  an  aristocracy?  *  We  have  also  a  monarchy 
which  is  held  for  life,  and  is  said  by  all  mankind, 
and  not  by  ourselves  only,  to  be  the  most  an 
cient  of  all  monarchies;  and,  therefore,  when 
asked  on  a  sudden,  I  cannot  precisely  say  which 
form  of  government  the  Spartan  is. 

Cle.  I  am  in  the  same  difficulty,  Megillus;  for 
I  do  not  feel  confident  that  the  polity  of  Cnosus 
is  any  of  these. 

Ath.  The  reason  is,  my  excellent  friends,  that 
you  really  have  polities,  but  the  states  of  which 
we  were  just  now  speaking  are  merely  aggre 
gations  of  men  dwelling  in  cities  who  are  the 
subjects  and  servants  of  a  part  of  their  own 
state,  [713]  and  each  of  them  is  named  after 
the  dominant  power;  they  are  not  polities  at  all. 
But  if  states  are  to  be  named  after  their  rulers, 
the  true  state  ought  to  be  called  by  the  name  of 
the  God  who  rules  over  wise  men. 

Cle.  And  who  is  this  God? 

Ath.  May  I  still  make  use  of  fable  to  some  ex 
tent,  in  the  hope  that  I  may  be  better  able  to 
answer  your  question:  shall  I? 

Cle.  By  all  means. 

Ath.  In  the  primeval  world,  and  a  long  while 
before  the  cities  came  into  being  whose  settle 
ments  we  have  described,  there  is  said  to  have 
been  in  the  time  of  Cronos  a  blessed  rule  and 
life,  of  which  the  best-ordered  of  existing  states 
is  a  copy.2 

Cle.  It  will  be  very  necessary  to  hear  about 
that. 

Ath.  I  quite  agree  with  you;  and  therefore  I 
have  introduced  the  subject. 

Cle.  Most  appropriately;  and  since  the  tale  is 
to  the  point,  you  will  do  well  in  giving  us  the 
whole  story. 

Ath.  I  will  do  as  you  suggest.  There  is  a  tra 
dition  of  the  happy  life  of  mankind  in  days 
when  all  things  were  spontaneous  and  abun 
dant.  And  of  this  the  reason  is  said  to  have  been 
as  follows: — Cronos  knew  what  we  ourselves 

3  Cf.  Statesman,  271. 

1  C£  Aristotle,  Politics,  ii.  6, 1265  *  27-41. 


were  declaring/  that  no  human  nature  invest 
ed  with  supreme  power  is  able  to  order  human 
affairs  and  not  overflow  with  insolence  and 
wrong.  Which  reflection  led  him  to  appoint  not 
men  but  demigods,  who  are  of  a  higher  and 
more  divine  race,  to  be  the  kings  and  rulers  of 
our  cities;  he  did  as  we  do  with  flocks  of  sheep 
and  other  tame  animals.  For  we  do  not  ap 
point  oxen  to  be  the  lords  of  oxen,  or  goats  of 
goats;  but  we  ourselves  are  a  superior  race,  and 
rule  over  them.  In  like  manner  God,  in  his  love 
of  mankind,  placed  over  us  the  demons,  who  are 
a  superior  race,  and  they  with  great  ease  and 
pleasure  to  themselves,  and  no  less  to  us,  taking 
care  of  us  and  givingus  peace  and  reverence  and 
order  and  justice  never  failing,  made  the  tribes 
of  men  happy  and  united.  And  this  tradition, 
which  is  true,  declares  that  cities  of  which  some 
mortal  man  and  not  God  is  the  ruler,  have  no 
escape  from  evils  and  toils.  Still  we  must  do  all 
that  we  can  to  imitate  the  life  which  is  said  to 
have  existed  in  the  days  of  Cronos,  and,  as  far 
as  the  principle  of  immortality  dwells  in  us,  to 
that  we  must  hearken,  both  in  private  and  pub 
lic  life,  and  regulate  our  cities  and  houses  ac 
cording  to  law,  [714]  meaning  by  the  very  term 
"law,"  the  distribution  of  mind.  But  if  either  a 
single  person  or  an  oligarchy  or  a  democracy 
has  a  soul  eager  after  pleasures  and  desires — 
wanting  to  be  filled  with  them,  yet  retaining 
none  of  them,  and  perpetually  afflicted  with  an 
endless  and  insatiable  disorder;  and  this  evil 
spirit,  having  first  trampled  the  laws  under 
foot,  becomes  the  master  either  of  a  state  or  of 
an  individual — then,  as  I  was  saying,  salvation 
is  hopeless.  And  now,  Cleinias,  we  have  to  con 
sider  whether  you  will  or  will  not  accept  this 
tale  of  mine. 

Cle .  Certainly  we  will. 

Ath.  You  are  aware — are  you  not? — that 
there  are  often  said  to  be  as  many  forms  of  laws 
as  there  are  of  governments,  and  of  the  latter 
we  have  already  mentioned4  all  those  which 
are  commonly  recognized.  Now  you  must  re 
gard  this  as  a  matter  of  first-rate  importance. 
For  what  is  to  be  the  standard  of  just  and  un 
just,  is  once  more  the  point  at  issue.  Men  say 
that  the  law  ought  not  to  regard  either  military 
virtue,  or  virtue  in  general,  but  only  the  inter 
ests  and  power  and  preservation  of  the  estab 
lished  form  of  government;  this  is  thought  by 
them  to  be  the  best  way  of  expressing  the  nat 
ural  definition  of  justice. 

Cle.  How? 

8  Cf.  iii.  691. 
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Ath.  Justice  Is  said  by  them  to  be  the  interest 
of  the  stronger.1 

Cle.  Speak  plainer. 

Ath.  I  will: — "Surely,"  they  say,  "the  gov 
erning  power  makes  whatever  laws  have  au 
thority  in  any  state?" 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  "Well,"  they  would  add,  "and  do  you 
suppose  that  tyranny  or  democracy,  or  any  oth 
er  conquering  power,  does  not  make  the  con 
tinuance  of  the  power  which  is  possessed  by 
them  the  first  or  principal  object  of  their  laws?" 

Cle.  How  can  they  have  any  other? 

Ath.  "And  whoever  transgresses  these  laws 
is  punished  as  an  evil-doer  by  the  legislator,  who 
calls  the  laws  just?" 

Cle.  Naturally. 

Ath.  "This,  then,  is  always  the  mode  and 
fashion  in  which  justice  exists." 

Cle.  Certainly,  if  they  are  correct  in  their 
view. 

Ath.  Why,  yes,  this  Is  one  of  those  false  prin 
ciples  of  government  to  which  we  were  refer 
ring.2 

Cle.  Which  do  you  mean? 

Ath.  Those  which  we  were  examining  when 
we  spoke  of  who  ought  to  govern  whom.  Did 
we  not  arrive  at  the  conclusion  that  parents 
ought  to  govern  their  children,  and  the  elder 
the  younger,  and  the  noble  the  ignoble?  And 
there  were  many  other  principles,  if  you  re 
member,  and  they  were  not  always  consistent. 
One  principle  was  this  very  principle  of  might, 
and  we  said  that  Pindar  considered  violence 
natural  and  justified  it. 

/7/57  Cle.  Yes;  I  remember. 

Ath.  Consider,  then,  to  whom  our  state  is  to 
be  entrusted.  For  there  is  a  thing  which  has  oc 
curred  times  without  number  in  states 

Cle.  What  thing? 

Ath.  That  when  there  has  been  a  contest  for 
power,  those  who  gain  the  upper  hand  so  en 
tirely  monopolize  the  government,  as  to  re 
fuse  all  share  to  the  defeated  party  and  their 
descendants — they  live  watching  one  another, 
the  ruling  class  being  in  perpetual  fear  that 
some  one  who  has  a  recollection  of  former 
wrongs  will  come  into  power  and  rise  up  against 
them.  Now,  according  to  our  view,  such  gov 
ernments  are  not  polities  at  all,  nor  are  laws 
right  which  are  passed  for  the  good  of  partic 
ular  classes  and  not  for  the  good  of  the  whole 
state.  States  which  have  such  laws  are  not  poli 
ties  but  parties,  and  their  notions  of  justice  are 
1  Republic  i.  338;  ii.  367. 
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simply  unmeaning.  I  say  this,  because  I  am  go 
ing  to  assert  that  we  must  not  entrust  the  gov 
ernment  In  your  state  to  any  one  because  he  Is 
rich,  or  because  he  possesses  any  other  advan 
tage,  such  as  strength,  or  stature,  or  again  birth: 
but  he  who  is  most  obedient  to  the  laws  of  the 
state,  he  shall  win  the  palm;  and  to  him  who  Is 
victorious  in  the  first  degree  shall  be  given  the 
highest  office  and  chief  ministry  of  the  gods; 
and  the  second  to  him  who  bears  the  second 
palm;  and  on  a  similar  principle  shall  all  the 
other  offices  be  assigned  to  those  who  come  next 
in  order.  And  when  I  call  the  rulers  servants  or 
ministers  of  the  law,  I  give  them  this  name  not 
for  the  sake  of  novelty,  but  because  I  certainly 
believe  that  upon  such  service  or  ministry  de 
pends  the  well-  or  ill-being  of  the  state.  For 
that  state  in  which  the  law  is  subject  and  has 
no  authority,  I  perceive  to  be  on  the  highway  to 
ruin;  but  I  see  that  the  state  in  which  the  law  is 
above  the  rulers,  and  the  rulers  are  the  inferi 
ors  of  the  law,  has  salvation,  and  every  blessing 
which  the  Gods  can  confer. 

Cle,  Truly,  Stranger,  you  see  with  the  keen 
vision  of  age. 

Ath.  Why,  yes;  every  man  when  he  is  young 
has  that  sort  of  vision  dullest,  and  when  he  is 
old  keenest. 
Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  And  now,  what  is  to  be  the  next  step? 
May  we  not  suppose  the  colonists  to  have  ar 
rived,  and  proceed  to  make  our  speech  to  them? 
Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  "Friends,"  we  say  to  them, — "God,  as 
the  old  tradition  declares,  holding  in  his  hand 
the  beginning,  middle,  and  end  of  all  that  is, 
[716]  travels  according  to  his  nature  in  a 
straight  line  towards  the  accomplishment  of 
his  end.  Justice  always  accompanies  him,  and 
is  the  punisher  of  those  who  fall  short  of  the  di 
vine  law.  To  justice,  he  who  would  be  happy 
holds  fast,  and  follows  in  her  company  with  all 
humility  and  order;  but  he  who  is  lifted  up  with 
pride,  or  elated  by  wealth  or  rank,  or  beauty, 
who  is  young  and  foolish,  and  has  a  soul  hot 
with  insolence,  and  thinks  that  he  has  no  need 
of  any  guide  or  ruler,  but  is  able  himself  to  be 
the  guide  of  others,  he,  I  say,  is  left  deserted  of 
God;  and  being  thus  deserted,  he  takes  to  him 
others  who  are  like  himself,  and  dances  about, 
throwing  all  things  into  confusion,  and  many 
think  that  he  is  a  great  man,  but  in  a  short  time 
he  pays  a  penalty  which  justice  cannot  but  ap 
prove,  and  is  utterly  destroyed,  and  his  fam 
ily  and  city  with  him.  Wherefore,  seeing  that 
human  things  are  thus  ordered,  what  should  a 
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wise  man  do  or  think,  or  not  do  or  think?"  ter  to  them,  first,  in  his  property,  secondly,  in 

Lie  Every  man  ought  to  make  up  his  mind      his  person,  and  thirdly,  in  his  soul,  in  return 
that  he  will  be  one  of  the  followers  of  God;      for  the  endless  care  and  travail  which  they  be- 
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stowed  upon  him  of  old,  in  the  days  of  his  in- 


there  can  be  no  doubt  of  that. 

Ath.  Then  what  life  is  agreeable  to  God,  and 
becoming  in  his  followers?  One  only,  expressed 
once  for  all  in  the  old  saying  that  "like  agrees 
with  like,  with  measure  measure,"  but  things 
which  have  no  measure  agree  neither  with 
themselves  nor  with  the  things  which  have. 
Now  God  ought  to  be  to  us  the  measure  of  all 
things,  and  not  man,1  as  men  commonly  say 
(Protagoras):  the  words  are  far  more  true  of 
him.  And  he  who  would  be  dear  to  God  must, 
as  far  as  is  possible,  be  like  him  and  such  as  he 
is.  Wherefore  the  temperate  man  is  the  friend  of 
God,  for  he  is  like  him;  and  the  intemperate 
man  is  unlike  him,  and  different  from  him, 
and  unjust.  And  the  same  applies  to  other 
things;  and  this  is  the  conclusion,  which  is  al 
so  the  noblest  and  truest  of  all  sayings — that 
for  the  good  man  to  offer  sacrifice  to  the  Gods, 
and  hold  converse  with  them  by  means  of  pray 
ers  and  offerings  and  every  kind  of  service,  is 
the  noblest  and  best  of  all  things,  and  also  the 
most  conducive  to  a  happy  life,  and  very  fit  and 
meet.  But  with  the  bad  man,  the  opposite  of 
this  is  true:  for  the  bad  man  has  an  impure  soul, 
whereas  the  good  is  pure;  and  from  one  who  is 
polluted,  neither  a  good  man  nor  God  can  with 
out  impropriety  receive  gifts,  [jij]  Wherefore 
the  unholy  do  only  waste  their  much  service 
upon  the  Gods,  but  when  offered  by  any  holy 
man,  such  service  is  most  acceptable  to  them. 
This  is  the  mark  at  which  we  ought  to  aim. 
But  what  weapons  shall  we  use,  and  how  shall 
we  direct  them  ?  In  the  first  place,  we  affirm  that 
next  after  the  Olympian  Gods  and  the  Gods  of 
the  State,  honour  should  be  given  to  the  Gods 
below;  they  should  receive  everything  in  even 
numbers,  and  of  the  second  choice,  and  ill  omen, 
while  the  odd  numbers,  and  the  first  choice, 
and  the  things  of  lucky  omen,  are  given  to  the 
Gods  above,  by  him  who  would  rightly  hit  the 
mark  of  piety.  Next  to  these  Gods,  a  wise  man 
will  do  service  to  the  demons  or  spirits,  and 
then  to  the  heroes,  and  after  them  will  follow 
the  private  and  ancestral  Gods,  who  are  wor 
shipped  as  the  law  prescribes  in  the  places  which 
are  sacred  to  them.  Next  comes  the  honour  of 
living  parents,  to  whom,  as  is  meet,  we  have  to 
pay  the  first  and  greatest  and  oldest  of  all  debts, 
considering  that  all  which  a  man  has  belongs  to 
those  who  gave  him  birth  and  brought  him  up, 
and  that  he  must  do  all  that  he  can  to  minis- 
1  Cf.  Cratylus,  386  ff.;  Theaetetus,  152. 


fancy,  and  which  he  is  now  to  pay  back  to  them 
when  they  are  old  and  in  the  extremity  of  their 
need.  And  all  his  life  long  he  ought  never  to 
utter,  or  to  have  uttered,  an  unbecoming  word 
to  them;  for  of  light  and  fleeting  words  die  pen 
alty  ^is  most  severe;  Nemesis,  the  messenger  of 
justice,  is  appointed  to  watch  over  all  such 
matters.  When  they  are  angry  and  want  to  sat 
isfy  their  feelings  in  word  or  deed,  he  should 
give  way  to  them;  for  a  father  who  thinks  that 
he  has  been  wronged  by  his  son  may  be  reason 
ably  expected  to  be  very  angry.  At  their  death, 
the  most  moderate  funeral  is  best,  neither  ex 
ceeding  the  customary  expense,  nor  yet  falling 
short  of  the  honour  which  has  been  usually 
shown  by  the  former  generation  to  their  par 
ents.  And  let  a  man  not  forget  to  pay  the  yearly 
tribute  of  respect  to  the  dead,  honouring  them 
chiefly  by  omitting  nothing  that  conduces  to  a 
perpetual  remembrance  of  them,  [ji8]  and 
giving  a  reasonable  portion  of  his  fortune  to 
the  dead.  Doing  this,  and  living  after  this  man 
ner,  we  shall  receive  our  reward  from  the  Gods 
and  those  who  are  above  us  [i.e.,  the  demons]; 
and  we  shall  spend  our  days  for  the  most  part 
in  good  hope.  And  how  a  man  ought  to  order 
what  relates  to  his  descendants  and  his  kindred 
and  friends  and  fellow-citizens,  and  the  rites  of 
hospitality  taught  by  Heaven,  and  the  inter 
course  which  arises  out  of  all  these  duties,  with 
a  view  to  the  embellishment  and  orderly  regu 
lation  of  his  own  life — these  things,  I  say,  the 
laws,  as  we  proceed  with  them,  will  accomplish, 
partly  persuading,  and  partly  when  natures  do 
not  yield  to  the  persuasion  of  custom,  chastis 
ing  them  by  might  and  right,  and  will  thus 
render  our  state,  if  the  Gods  co-operate  with  us, 
prosperous  and  happy.  But  of  what  has  to  be 
said,  and  must  be  said  by  the  legislator  who  is 
of  my  way  of  thinking,  and  yet,  if  said  in  the 
form  of  law,  would  be  out  of  place — of  this  I 
think  that  he  may  give  a  sample  for  the  instruc 
tion  of  himself  and  of  those  for  whom  he  is 
legislating;  and  then  when,  as  far  as  he  is  able, 
he  has  gone  through  all  the  preliminaries,  he 
may  proceed  to  the  work  of  legislation.  Now, 
what  will  be  the  form  of  such  prefaces?  There 
may  be  a  difficulty  in  including  or  describing 
them  all  under  a  single  form,  but  I  think  that 
we  may  get  some  notion  of  them  if  we  can 
guarantee  one  thing. 
Cle.  What  is  that? 
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Ath.  I  should  wish  the  citizens  to  be  as  readily 
persuaded  to  virtue  as  possible;  this  will  surely 
be  the  aim  of  the  legislator  in  all  his  laws. 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  The  proposal  appears  to  me  to  be  of 
some  value;  and  I  think  that  a  person  will  listen 
with  more  gentleness  and  good- will  to  the  pre 
cepts  addressed  to  him  by  the  legislator,  when 
his  soul  Is  not  altogether  unprepared  to  receive 
them.  Even  a  little  done  in  the  way  of  concili 
ation  gains  his  ear,  and  is  always  worth  having. 
For  there  is  no  great  inclination  or  readiness  on 
the  part  of  mankind  to  be  made  as  good,  or  as 
quickly  good,  as  possible.  The  case  of  the  many 
proves  the  wisdom  of  Hesiod,  who  says  that 
the  road  to  wickedness  is  smooth  and  can  be 
travelled  without  perspiring,  because  it  Is  so 
very  short: 

Bui  before  virtue  the  immortal  Gods  have  placed 
the  sweat  of  labour f  and  long  and  steep  is  the  way 
thither,  [719]  and  rugged  at  first;  but  when  you 
have  reached  the  top,  although  difficult  bejore,  it  is 
then  easy. 

Cle.  Yes;  and  he  certainly  speaks  well. 

Ath.  Very  true:  and  now  let  me  tell  you  the 
effect  which  the  preceding  discourse  has  had 
upon  me. 

Cle.  Proceed. 

Ath.  Suppose  that  we  have  a  little  conversa 
tion  with  the  legislator,  and  say  to  him — "O, 
legislator,  speak;  if  you  know  what  we  ought 
to  say  and  do,  you  can  surely  tell." 

Cle.  Of  course  he  can. 

Ath.  "Did  we  not  hear  you  just  now  saying,1 
that  the  legislator  ought  not  to  allow  the  poets 
to  do  what  they  liked?  For  that  they  would  not 
know  in  which  of  their  words  they  went  against 
the  laws,  to  the  hurt  of  the  state." 

Cle.  That  is  true. 

Ath.  May  we  not  fairly  make  answer  to  him 
on  behalf  of  the  poets? 

Cle.  What  answer  shall  we  make  to  him  ? 

Ath.  That  the  poet,  according  to  the  tradition 
which  has  ever  prevailed  among  us,  and  is  ac 
cepted  of  all  men,  when  he  sits  down  on  the 
tripod  of  the  muse,  is  not  In  his  right  mind; 
like  a  fountain,  he  allows  to  flow  out  freely 
whatever  comes  in,  and  his  art  being  imitative, 
he  is  often  compelled  to  represent  men  of  op 
posite  dispositions,  and  thus  to  contradict  him 
self;  neither  can  he  tell  whether  there  is  more 
truth  in  one  thing  that  he  has  said  than  in  an 
other.  But  this  is  not  the  case  in  a  law;  the  legis 
lator  must  give  not  two  rules  about  the  same 


thing,  but  one  only.  Take  an  example  from 
what  you  have  just  been  saying.2  Of  three  kinds 
of  funerals,  there  is  one  which  is  too  extrava 
gant,  another  Is  too  niggardly,  the  third  Is  a 
mean;  and  you  choose  and  approve  and  order 
the  last  without  qualification.  But  If  I  had  an 
extremely  rich  wife,  and  she  bade  me  bury  her 
and  describe  her  burial  In  a  poem,  I  should 
praise  the  extravagant  sort;  and  a  poor  miserly 
man,  who  had  not  much  money  to  spend,  would 
approve  of  the  niggardly;  and  the  man  of  mod 
erate  means,  who  was  himself  moderate,  would 
praise  a  moderate  funeral.  Now  you  in  the  ca 
pacity  of  legislator  must  not  barely  say  "a  mod 
erate  funeral,"  but  you  must  define  what  mod 
eration  is,  and  how  much;  unless  you  are  defi 
nite,  you  must  not  suppose  that  you  are  speak 
ing  a  language  that  can  become  law. 

Cle.  Certainly  not. 

Ath.  And  is  our  legislator  to  have  no  preface 
to  his  laws,  but  to  say  at  once  Do  this,  avoid 
that — and  then  holding  the  penalty  in  terrorem, 
to  go  on  to  another  law;  offering  never  a  word 
of  advice  or  exhortation  to  those  for  whom  he 
is  legislating,  [720]  after  the  manner  of  some 
doctors?  For  of  doctors,  as  I  may  remind  you, 
some  have  a  gender,  others  a  ruder  method  of 
cure;  and  as  children  ask  the  doctor  to  be  gentle 
with  them,  so  we  will  ask  the  legislator  to  cure 
our  disorders  with  the  gentlest  remedies.  What 
I  mean  to  say  is,  that  besides  doctors  there  are 
doctors'  servants,  who  are  also  styled  doctors. 

Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  And  whether  they  are  slaves  or  freemen 
makes  no  difference;  they  acquire  their  knowl 
edge  of  medicine  by  obeying  and  observing 
their  masters;  empirically  and  not  according  to 
the  natural  way  of  learning,  as  the  manner  of 
freemen  is,  who  have  learned  scientifically  them 
selves  the  art  which  they  impart  scientifically 
to  their  pupils.  You  are  aware  that  there  are 
these  two  classes  of  doctors? 

Cle.  To  be  sure. 

Ath.  And  did  you  ever  observe  that  there  are 
two  classes  of  patients  in  states,  slaves  and  free 
men;  and  the  slave  doctors  run  about  and  cure 
the  slaves,  or  wait  for  them  in  the  dispensaries 
— practitioners  of  this  sort  never  talk  to  their 
patients  individually,  or  let  them  talk  about 
their  own  individual  complaints?  The  slave- 
doctor  prescribes  what  mere  experience  sug 
gests,  as  if  he  had  exact  knowledge;  and  when 
he  has  given  his  orders,  like  a  tyrant,  he  rushes 
off  with  equal  assurance  to  some  other  servant 
who  is  ill;  and  so  he  relieves  the  master  of  the 
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house  o£  the  care  of  his  invalid  slaves.  But  the 
other  doctor,  who  is  a  freeman,  attends  and 
practises  upon  freemen;  and  he  carries  his  en 
quiries  far  back,  and  goes  into  the  nature  of  the 
disorder;  he  enters  into  discourse  with  the  pa- 
dent  and  with  his  friends,  and  is  at  once  get 
ting  information  from  the  sick  man,  and  also 
instructing  him  as  far  as  he  is  able,  and  he  will 
not  prescribe  for  him  until  he  has  first  convinced 
him;  at  last,  when  he  has  brought  the  patient 
more  and  more  under  his  persuasive  influences 
and  set  him  on  the  road  to  health,  he  attempts 
to  effect  a  cure.  Now  which  is  the  better  way  of 
proceeding  in  a  physician  and  in  a  trainer?  Is 
he  the  better  who  accomplishes  his  ends  in  a 
double  way,  or  he  who  works  in  one  way,  and 
that  the  ruder  and  inferior? 

Cle.  I  should  say,  Stranger,  that  the  double 
,vay  is  far  better. 

Ath.  Should  you  like  to  see  an  example  of 
the  double  and  single  method  in  legislation? 

Cle.  Certainly  I  should. 

[721]  Ath.  What  will  be  our  first  law?  Will 
not  the  legislator,  observing  the  order  of  nature, 
begin  by  making  regulations  for  states  about 
births? 

Cle.  He  will 

Ath.  In  all  states  the  birth  of  children  goes 
back  to  the  connection  of  marriage? 

Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  And,  according  to  the  true  order,  the 
laws  relating  to  marriage  should  be  those  which 
are  first  determined  in  every  state? 

Cle.  Quite  so. 

Ath.  Then  let  me  first  give  the  law  of  mar 
riage  in  a  simple  form;  it  may  run  as  follows: 
— A  man  shall  marry  between  the  ages  of  thirty 
and  thirty-five,  or,  if  he  does  not,  he  shall  pay 
such  and  such  a  fine,  or  shall  suffer  the  loss  of 
such  and  such  privileges.  This  would  be  the 
simple  law  about  marriage.  The  double  law 
would  run  thus: — A  man  shall  marry  between 
the  ages  of  thirty  and  thirty-five,  considering 
that  in  a  manner  the  human  race  naturally  par 
takes  of  immortality,  which  every  man  is  by 
nature  inclined  to  desire  to  the  utmost;  for  the 
desire  of  every  man  that  he  may  become  fa 
mous,  and  not  lie  in  the  grave  without  a  name, 
is  only  the  love  of  continuance.  Now  mankind 
are  coeval  with  all  time,  and  are  ever  following, 
and  will  ever  follow,  the  course  of  time;  and  so 
they  are  immortal,  because  they  leave  children's 
children  behind  them,  and  partake  of  immor 
tality  in  the  unity  of  generation.  And  for  a  man 
voluntarily  to  deprive  himself  of  this  gift,  as  he 
deliberately  does  who  will  not  have  a  wife  or 


children,  is  impiety.  He  who  obeys  the  law  shall 
be  free,  and  shall  pay  no  fine;  but  he  who  is 
disobedient,  and  does  not  marry,  when  he  has 
arrived  at  the  age  of  thirty-five,  shall  pay  a 
yearly  fine  of  a  certain  amount,  in  order  that 
he  may  not  imagine  his  celibacy  to  bring  ease 
and  profit  to  him;  and  he  shall  not  share  in  the 
honours  which  the  young  men  in  the  state  give 
to  the  aged.  Comparing  now  the  two  forms  of 
the  law,  you  will  be  able  to  arrive  at  a  judg 
ment  about  any  other  laws — whether  they 
should  be  double  in  length  even  when  shortest, 
because  they  have  to  persuade  as  well  as  threat 
en,  or  whether  they  shall  only  threaten  and  be 
of  half  the  length. 

Meg.  The  shorter  form,  Stranger,  would  be 
more  in  accordance  with  Lacedaemonian  cus 
tom;  although,  for  my  own  part,  if  any  one 
were  to  ask  me  which  I  myself  prefer  in  the 
state,  I  should  certainly  determine  in  favour  of 
the  longer;  [722]  and  I  would  have  every  law 
made  after  the  same  pattern,  if  I  had  to  choose. 
But  I  think  that  Cleinias  is  the  person  to  be 
consulted,  for  his  is  the  state  which  is  going  to 
use  these  laws. 

Cle.  Thank  you,  Megillus. 

Ath.  Whether,  in  the  abstract,  words  are  to 
be  many  or  few,  is  a  very  foolish  question;  the 
best  form,  and  not  the  shortest,  is  to  be  ap 
proved;  nor  is  length  at  all  to  be  regarded.  Of 
the  two  forms  of  law  which  have  been  recited, 
the  one  is  not  only  twice  as  good  in  practical 
usefulness  as  the  other,  but  the  case  is  like  that 
of  the  two  kinds  of  doctors,  which  I  was  just 
now  mentioning.  And  yet  legislators  never  ap 
pear  to  have  considered  that  they  have  two  in 
struments  which  they  might  use  in  legislation 
— persuasion  and  force;  for  in  dealing  with  the 
rude  and  uneducated  multitude,  they  use  the 
one  only  as  far  as  they  can;  they  do  not  mingle 
persuasion  with  coercion,  but  employ  force 
pure  and  simple.  Moreover,  there  is  a  third 
point,  sweet  friends,  which  ought  to  be,  and 
never  is,  regarded  in  our  existing  laws. 

Cle.  What  is  it? 

Ath.  A  point  arising  out  of  our  previous  dis 
cussion,  which  comes  into  my  mind  in  some 
mysterious  way.  All  this  time,  from  early  dawn 
until  noon,  have  we  been  talking  about  laws  in 
this  charming  retreat:  now  we  are  going  to 
promulgate  our  laws,  and  what  has  preceded 
was  only  the  prelude  of  them.  Why  do  I  men 
tion  this?  For  this  reason: — Because  all  dis 
courses  and  vocal  exercises  have  preludes  and 
overtures,  which  are  a  sort  of  artistic  beginnings 
intended  to  help  the  strain  which  is  to  be  per- 
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formed ;  lyric  measures  and  music  of  every  oth 
er  kind  have  preludes  framed  with  wonderful 
care.  But  of  the  truer  and  higher  strain  of  law 
and  politics,  no  one  has  ever  yet  uttered  any 
prelude,  or  composed  or  published  any,  as 
though  there  was  no  such  thing  in  nature. 
Whereas  our  present  discussion  seems  to  me  to 
imply  that  there  is; — these  double  laws,  of 
which  we  were  speaking,  are  not  exactly  dou 
ble,  but  they  are  in  two  parts,  [ J2$]  the  law 
and  the  prelude  of  the  law.  The  arbitrary  com 
mand,  which  was  compared  to  the  commands 
of  doctors,  whom  we  described  as  of  the  mean 
er  sort,  was  the  law  pure  and  simple;  and  that 
which  preceded,  and  was  described  by  our 
friend  here  as  being  hortatory  only,  was,  al 
though  in  fact,  an  exhortation,  likewise  analo 
gous  to  the  preamble  of  a  discourse.1  For  I  im 
agine  that  all  this  language  of  conciliation, 
which  the  legislator  has  been  uttering  in  the 
preface  of  the  law,  was  intended  to  create  good 
will  in  the  person  whom  he  addressed,  in  or 
der  that,  by  reason  of  this  good-will,  he  might 
more  intelligently  receive  his  command,  that  is 
to  say,  the  law.  And  therefore,  in  my  way  of 
speaking,  this  is  more  rightly  described  as  the 
preamble  than  as  the  matter  of  the  law.  And  I 
must  further  proceed  to  observe,  that  to  all  his 
laws,  and  to  each  separately,  the  legislator 
should  prefix  a  preamble;  he  should  remember 
how  great  will  be  the  difference  between  them, 
according  as  they  have,  or  have  not,  such  pre 
ambles,  as  in  the  case  already  given. 

Cle.  The  lawgiver,  if  he  asks  my  opinion, 
will  certainly  legislate  in  the  form  which  you 
advise. 

Ath.  I  think  that  you  are  quite  right,  Clein- 
ias,  in  affirming  that  all  laws  have  preambles, 
and  that  throughout  the  whole  of  this  work  of 
legislation  every  single  law  should  have  a  suit 
able  preamble  at  the  beginning;  for  that  which 
is  to  follow  is  most  important,  and  it  makes  all 
the  difference  whether  we  clearly  remember 
the  preambles  or  not.  Yet  we  should  be  wrong 
in  requiring  that  all  laws,  small  and  great  alike, 
should  have  preambles  of  the  same  kind,  any 
more  than  all  songs  or  speeches;  although  they 
may  be  natural  to  all,  they  are  not  always  neces 
sary,  and  whether  they  are  to  be  employed  or 
not  has  in  each  case  to  be  left  to  the  judgment 
of  the  speaker  or  the  musician,  or,  in  the  pres 
ent  instance,  of  the  lawgiver. 

Cle.  That  I  think  is  most  true.  And  now, 
Stranger,  without  delay  let  us  return  to  the  ar 
gument,  and,  as  people  say  in  play,  make  a  sec- 
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ond  and  better  beginning,  if  you  please,  with 
the  principles  which  we  have  been  laying  down, 
which  we  never  thought  of  regarding  as  a  pre 
amble  before,  but  of  which  we  may  now  make 
a  preamble,  and  not  merely  consider  them  to  be 
chance  topics  of  discourse.  Let  us  acknowledge, 
then,  that  we  have  a  preamble.  About  the  hon 
our  of  the  Gods  and  the  respect  of  parents, 
enough  has  been  already  said;  and  we  may  pro 
ceed  to  the  topics  which  follow  next  in  order, 
until  the  preamble  is  deemed  by  you  to  be  com 
plete;  and  after  that  you  shall  go  through  the 
laws  themselves. 

/72^7  Ath.  I  understand  you  to  mean  that 
we  have  made  a  sufficient  preamble  about  Gods 
and  derxii-gods,  and  about  parents  living  or 
dead;  and  now  you  would  have  us  bring  the 
rest  of  the  subject  into  the  light  of  day? 

Cle.  Exactly. 

Ath.  After  this,  as  is  meet  and  for  the  interest 
of  us  all,  I  the  speaker,  and  you  the  listeners, 
will  try  to  estimate  all  that  relates  to  the  souls 
and  bodies  and  properties  of  the  citizens,  as  re 
gards  both  their  occupations  and  amusements, 
and  thus  arrive,  as  far  as  in  us  lies,  at  the  nature 
of  education.  These  then  are  the  topics  which 
follow  next  in  order. 

Cle.  Very  good. 

BOOK  v 

[726]  Athenian  Stranger.  LISTEN,  all  ye  who 
have  just  now  heard  the  laws  about  Gods,  and 
about  our  dear  forefathers: — Of  all  the  things 
which  a  man  has,  next  to  the  Gods,  his  soul  is 
the  most  divine  and  most  truly  his  own.  Now 
in  every  man  there  are  two  parts:  the  better  and 
superior,  which  rules,  and  the  worse  and  in 
ferior,  which  serves;  ^7277  and  the  ruling  part 
of  him  is  always  to  be  preferred  to  the  subject. 
Wherefore  I  am  right  in  bidding  every  one 
next  to  the  Gods,  who  are  our  masters,  and 
those  who  in  order  follow  them  [i.e.,  the  de 
mons],  to  honour  his  own  soul,  which  every 
one  seems  to  honour,  but  no  one  honours  as  he 
ought;  for  honour  is  a  divine  good,  and  no  evil 
thing  is  honourable;  and  he  who  thinks  that  he 
can  honour  the  soul  by  word  or  gift,  or  any  sort 
of  compliance,  without  making  her  in  any  way 
better,  seems  to  honour  her,  but  honours  her 
not  at  all.  For  example,  every  man,  from  his 
very  boyhood,  fancies  that  he  is  able  to  know 
everything,  and  thinks  that  he  honours  his  soul 
by  praising  her,  and  he  is  very  ready  to  let  her 
do  whatever  she  may  like.  But  I  mean  to  say 
that  in  acting  thus  he  injures  his  soul,  and  is 
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far  from  honouring  her;  whereas,  in  our  opin 
ion,  he  ought  to  honour  her  as  second  only  to 
the  Gods.  Again,  when  a  man  thinks  that  oth 
ers  are  to  be  blamed,  and  not  himself,  for  the 
errors  which  he  has  committed  from  time  to 
time,  and  the  many  and  great  evils  which  befell 
him  in  consequence,  and  is  always  fancying 
himself  to  be  exempt  and  innocent,  he  is  under 
the  idea  that  he  is  honouring  his  soul;  whereas 
the  very  reverse  is  the  fact,  for  he  is  really  in 
juring  her.  And  when,  disregarding  the  word 
and  approval  of  the  legislator,  he  indulges  in 
pleasure,  then  again  he  is  far  from  honouring 
her;  he  only  dishonours  her,  and  fills  her  full 
of  evil  and  remorse;  or  when  he  does  not  en 
dure  to  the  end  the  labours  and  fears  and  sor 
rows  and  pains  which  the  legislator  approves, 
but  gives  way  before  them,  then,  by  yielding, 
he  does  not  honour  the  soul,  but  by  all  such 
conduct  he  makes  her  to  be  dishonourable;  nor 
when  he  thinks  that  life  at  any  price  is  a  good, 
does  he  honour  her,  but  yet  once  more  he  dis 
honours  her;  for  the  soul  having  a  notion  that 
the  world  below  is  ail  evil,  he  yields  to  her,  and 
does  not  resist  and  teach  or  convince  her  that, 
for  aught  she  knows,  the  world  of  the  Gods  be 
low,  instead  of  being  evil,  may  be  the  greatest 
of  all  goods.  Again,  when  any  one  prefers  beau 
ty  to  virtue,  what  is  this  but  the  real  and  utter 
dishonour  of  the  soul?  For  such  a  preference 
implies  that  the  body  is  more  honourable  than 
the  soul;  and  this  is  false,  for  there  is  nothing 
of  earthly  birth  which  is  more  honourable  than 
the  heavenly,  and  he  who  thinks  otherwise  of 
the  soul  has  no  idea  how  greatly  he  under 
values  this  wonderful  possession;  [728]  nor, 
again,  when  a  person  is  willing,  or  not  unwill 
ing,  to  acquire  dishonest  gains,  does  he  then 
honour  his  soul  with  gifts — far  otherwise;  he 
sells  her  glory  and  honour  for  a  small  piece  of 
gold;  but  all  the  gold  which  is  under  or  upon 
the  earth  is  not  enough  to  give  in  exchange  for 
virtue.  In  a  word,  I  may  say  that  he  who  does 
not  estimate  the  base  and  evil,  the  good  and  no 
ble,  according  to  the  standard  of  the  legislator, 
and  abstain  in  every  possible  way  from  the  one 
and  practise  the  other  to  the  utmost  of  his  pow 
er,  does  not  know  that  in  all  these  respects  he 
is  most  foully  and  disgracefully  abusing  his 
soul,  which  is  the  di vines t  part  of  man;  for  no 
one,  as  I  may  say,  ever  considers  that  which  is 
declared  to  be  the  greatest  penalty  of  evil-doing 
— namely,  to  grow  into  the  likeness  of  bad  men, 
and  growing  like  them  to  fly  from  the  conver 
sation  of  the  good,  and  be  cut  off  from  them, 
and  cleave  to  and  follow  after  the  company  of 


the  bad.  And  he  who  is  joined  to  them  must  do 
and  suffer  what  such  men  by  nature  do  and  say 
to  one  another — a  suffering  which  is  not  jus 
tice  but  retribution;  for  justice  and  the  just  are 
noble,  whereas  retribution  is  the  suffering  which 
waits  upon  injustice;  and  whether  a  man  es 
cape  or  endure  this,  he  is  miserable — in  the 
former  case,  because  he  is  not  cured;  while  in 
the  latter,  he  perishes  in  order  that  the  rest  of 
mankind  may  be  saved. 

Speaking  generally,  our  glory  is  to  follow  the 
better  and  improve  the  inferior,  which  is  sus 
ceptible  of  improvement,  as  far  as  this  is  pos 
sible.  And  of  all  human  possessions,  the  soul  is 
by  nature  most  inclined  to  avoid  the  evil,  and 
track  out  and  find  the  chief  good;  which  when 
a  man  has  found,  he  should  take  up  his  abode 
with  it  during  the  remainder  of  his  life.  Where 
fore  the  soul  also  is  second  [or  next  to  God]  in 
honour;  and  third,  as  every  one  will  perceive, 
comes  the  honour  of  the  body  in  natural  order. 
Having  determined  this,  we  have  next  to  con 
sider  that  there  is  a  natural  honour  of  the  body, 
and  that  of  honours  some  are  true  and  some  are 
counterfeit.  To  decide  which  are  which  is  the 
business  of  the  legislator;  and  he,  I  suspect, 
would  intimate  that  they  are  as  follows: — Hon 
our  is  not  to  be  given  to  the  fair  body,  or  to  the 
strong  or  the  swift  or  the  tall,  or  to  the  healthy 
body  (although  many  may  think  otherwise), 
any  more  than  to  their  opposites;  but  the  mean 
states  of  all  these  habits  are  by  far  the  safest  and 
most  moderate;  for  the  one  extreme  makes  the 
soul  braggart  and  insolent,  and  the  other,  illib 
eral  and  base;  and  money,  and  property,  and 
distinction  all  go  to  the  same  tune.  The  excess 
of  any  of  these  things  is  apt  to  be  a  source  of 
hatreds  and  divisions  /72o7  among  states  and 
individuals;  and  the  defect  of  them  is  common 
ly  a  cause  of  slavery.  And,  therefore,  I  would 
not  have  any  one  fond  of  heaping  up  riches  for 
the  sake  of  his  children,  in  order  that  he  may 
leave  them  as  rich  as  possible.  For  the  posses 
sion  of  great  wealth  is  of  no  use,  either  to  them 
or  to  the  state.  The  condition  of  youth  which  is 
free  from  flattery,  and  at  the  same  time  not  in 
need  of  the  necessaries  of  life,  is  the  best  and 
most  harmonious  of  all,  being  in  accord  and 
agreement  with  our  nature,  and  making  life  to 
be  most  entirely  free  from  sorrow.  Let  parents, 
then,  bequeath  to  their  children  not  a  heap  of 
riches,  but  the  spirit  of  reverence.  We,  indeed, 
fancy  that  they  will  inherit  reverence  from  us, 
if  we  rebuke  them  when  they  show  a  want  of 
reverence.  But  this  quality  is  not  really  impart 
ed  to  them  by  the  present  style  of  admonition. 
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which  only  tells  them  that  the  young  ought  al 
ways  to  be  reverential.  A  sensible  legislator  will 
rather  exhort  the  elders  to  reverence  the  young 
er,  and  above  all  to  take  heed  that  no  young 
man  sees  or  hears  one  of  themselves  doing  or 
saying  anything  disgraceful;  for  where  old  men 
have  no  shame,  there  young  men  will  most  cer 
tainly  be  devoid  of  reverence.  The  best  way  of 
training  the  young  is  to  train  yourself  at  the 
same  time;  not  to  admonish  them,  but  to  be 
always  carrying  out  your  own  admonitions  in 
practice.  He  who  honours  his  kindred,  and  re 
veres  those  who  share  in  the  same  Gods  and 
are  of  the  same  blood  and  family,  may  fairly 
expect  that  the  Gods  who  preside  over  genera 
tion  will  be  propitious  to  him,  and  will  quicken 
his  seed.  And  he  who  deems  the  services  which 
his  friends  and  acquaintances  do  for  him,  great 
er  and  more  important  than  they  themselves 
deem  them,  and  his  own  favours  to  them  less 
than  theirs  to  him,  will  have  their  good-will  in 
the  intercourse  of  life.  And  surely  in  his  rela 
tions  to  the  state  and  his  fellow-citizens,  he  is 
by  far  the  best,  who  rather  than  the  Olympic  or 
any  other  victory  of  peace  or  war,  desires  to 
win  the  palm  of  obedience  to  the  laws  of  his 
country,  and  who,  of  all  mankind,  is  the  person 
reputed  to  have  obeyed  them  best  through  life. 
In  his  relations  to  strangers,  a  man  should  con 
sider  that  a  contract  is  a  most  holy  thing,  and 
that  all  concerns  and  wrongs  of  strangers  are 
more  directly  dependent  on  the  protection  of 
God,  than  wrongs  done  to  citizens;  for  the 
stranger,  having  no  kindred  and  friends,  is 
more  to  be  pitied  by  Gods  and  men.  Wherefore, 
also,  he  who  is  most  able  to  avenge  him  is  most 
zealous  in  his  cause;  and  he  who  is  most  able 
is  the  genius  and  the  god  of  the  stranger,  [730] 
who  follow  in  the  train  of  Zeus,  the  god  of 
strangers.  And  for  this  reason,  he  who  has  a 
spark  of  caution  in  him^  will  do  his  best  to  pass 
through  life  without  sinning  against  the  stran 
ger.  And  of  offences  committed,  whether  against 
strangers  or  fellow-countrymen,  that  against 
suppliants  is  the  greatest.For  the  God  who  wit 
nessed  to  the  agreement  made  with  the  sup 
pliant,  becomes  in  a  special  manner  the  guard 
ian  of  the  sufferer;  and  he  will  certainly  not 
suffer  unavenged. 

Thus  we  have  fairly  described  the  manner 
in  which  a  man  is  to  act  about  his  parents,  and 
himself,  and  his  own  affairs;  and  in  relation  to 
the  state,  and  his  friends,  and  kindred,  both  in 
what  concerns  his  own  countrymen,  and  in 
what  concerns  the  stranger.  We  will  now  con 
sider,  what  manner  of  man  he  must  be  who 


would  best  pass  through  life  in  respect  of  those 
other  things  which  are  not  matters  of  law,  but 
of  praise  and  blame  only;  in  which  praise  and 
blame  educate  a  man,  and  make  him  more  trac 
table  and  amenable  to  the  laws  which  are  about 
to  be  imposed. 

Truth  is  the  beginning  of  every  good  thing, 
both  to  Gods  and  men;  and  he  who  would  be 
blessed  and  happy,  should  be  from  the  first  a 
partaker  of  the  truth,  that  he  may  live  a  true 
man  as  long  as  possible,  for  then  he  can  be 
trusted;  but  he  is  not  to  be  trusted  who  loves 
voluntary  falsehood,  and  he  who  loves  involun 
tary  falsehood  is  a  fool.  Neither  condition  is  en 
viable,  for  the  untrustworthy  and  ignorant  has 
no  friend,  and  as  time  advances  he  becomes 
known,  and  lays  up  in  store  for  himself  isola 
tion  in  crabbed  age  when  life  is  on  the  wane: 
so  that,  whether  his  children  or  friends  are  alive 
or  not,  he  is  equally  solitary. — Worthy  of  hon 
our  is  he  who  does  no  injustice,  and  of  more 
than  twofold  honour,  if  he  not  only  does  no  in 
justice  himself,  but  hinders  others  from  doing 
any;  the  first  may  count  as  one  man,  the  second 
is  worth  many  men,  because  he  informs  the 
rulers  of  the  injustice  of  others.  And  yet  more 
highly  to  be  esteemed  is  he  who  co-operates 
with  the  rulers  in  correcting  the  citizens  as  far 
as  he  can — he  shall  be  proclaimed  the  great  and 
perfect  citizen,  and  bear  away  the  palm  of  vir 
tue.  The  same  praise  may  be  given  about  tem 
perance  and  wisdom,  and  all  other  goods  which 
may  be  imparted  to  others,  as  well  as  acquired 
by  a  man  for  himself;  he  who  imparts  them 
shall  be  honoured  as  the  man  of  men,  and  he 
who  is  willing,  [731]  yet  is  not  able,  may  be 
allowed  the  second  place;  but  he  who  is  jealous 
and  will  not,  if  he  can  help,  allow  others  to 
partake  in  a  friendly  way  of  any  good,  is  de 
serving  of  blame:  the  good,  however,  which  he 
has,  is  not  to  be  undervalued  by  us  because  it  is 
possessed  by  him,  but  must  be  acquired  by  us 
also  to  the  utmost  of  our  power.  Let  every  man, 
then,  freely  strive  for  the  prize  of  virtue,  and 
let  there  be  no  envy.  For  the  unenvious  nature 
increases  the  greatness  of  states— he  himself 
contends  in  the  race,  blasting  the  fair  fame  of 
no  man;  but  the  envious,  who  thinks  that  he 
ought  to  get  the  better  by  defaming  others,  is 
less  energetic  himself  in  the  pursuit  of  true  vir 
tue,  and  reduces  his  rivals  to  despair  by  his  un 
just  slanders  of  them.  And  so  he  makes  the 
whole  city  to  enter  the  arena  untrained  in  the 
practice  of  virtue,  and* diminishes  her  glory  as 
far  as  in  him  lies.  Now  every  man  should  be 
valiant,  but  he  should  also  be  gentle.  From  tfee 
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cruel,  or  hardly  curable,  or  altogether  incurable 
acts  of  injustice  done  to  him  by  others,  a  man 
can  only  escape  by  fighting  and  defending  him 
self  and  conquering,  and  by  never  ceasing  to 
punish  them;  and  no  man  who  is  not  of  a  noble 
spirit  is  able  to  accomplish  this.  As  to  the  ac 
tions  of  those  who  do  evil,  but  whose  evil  is 
curable,  in  the  first  place,  let  us  remember  that 
the  unjust  man  is  not  unjust  of  his  own  free 
will.  For  no  man  of  his  own  free  will  would 
choose  to  possess  the  greatest  of  evils,  and  least 
of  all  in  the  most  honourable  part  of  himself. 
And  the  soul,  as  we  said,  is  of  a  truth  deemed 
by  all  men  the  most  honourable.  In  the  soul, 
then,  which  is  the  most  honourable  part  of  him, 
no  one,  if  he  could  help,  would  admit,  or  allow 
to  continue  the  greatest  of  evils.1  The  unright 
eous  and  vicious  are  always  to  be  pitied  in  any 
case;  and  one  can  afford  to  forgive  as  well  as 
pity  him  who  is  curable,  and  refrain  and  calm 
one's  anger,  not  getting  into  a  passion,  like  a 
woman,  and  nursing  ill-feeling.  But  upon  him 
who  is  incapable  of  reformation  and  wholly 
evil,  the  vials  of  our  wrath  should  be  poured 
out;  wherefore  I  say  that  good  men  ought,  when 
occasion  demands,  to  be  both  gentle  and  pas 
sionate. 

Of  all  evils  the  greatest  is  one  which  in  the 
souls  of  most  men  is  innate,  and  which  a  man 
is  always  excusing  in  himself  and  never  correct 
ing;  I  mean,  what  is  expressed  in  the  saying 
that  "Every  man  by  nature  is  and  ought  to  be 
his  own  friend."  Whereas  the  excessive  love  of 
self  is  in  reality  the  source  to  each  man  of  all 
offences;  for  the  lover  is  blinded  about  the  be 
loved,  so  that  he  judges  wrongly  of  the  just, 
[732]  the  good,  and  the  honourable,  and  thinks 
that  he  ought  always  to  prefer  himself  to  the 
truth.  But  he  who  would  be  a  great  man  ought 
to  regard,  not  himself  or  his  interests,  but  what 
is  just,  whether  the  just  act  be  his  own  or  that 
of  another.  Through  a  similar  error  men  are 
induced  to  fancy  that  their  own  ignorance  is 
wisdom,  and  thus  we  who  may  be  truly  said  to 
know  nothing,  think  that  we  know  all  things; 
and  because  we  will  not  let  others  act  for  us  in 
what  we  do  not  know,  we  are  compelled  to  act 
amiss  ourselves.  Wherefore  let  every  man  avoid 
excess  of  self-love,  and  condescend  to  follow  a 
better  man  than  himself,  not  allowing  any 
false  shame  to  stand  in  the  way.  There  are  also 
minor  precepts  which  are  often  repeated,  and 
are  quite  as  useful;  a  man  should  recollect  them 
and  remind  himself  of  them.  For  when  a  stream 
is  flowing  out,  there  should  be  water  flowing 
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in  too;  and  recollection  flows  in  while  wisdom 
is  departing.  Therefore  I  say  that  a  man  should 
refrain  from  excess  either  of  laughter  or  tears, 
and  should  exhort  his  neighbour  to  do  the 
same;  he  should  veil  his  immoderate  sorrow  or 
joy,  and  seek  to  behave  with  propriety,  wheth 
er  the  genius  of  his  good  fortune  remains  with 
him,  or  whether  at  the  crisis  of  his  fate,  when 
he  seems  to  be  mounting  high  and  steep  places, 
the  Gods  oppose  him  in  some  of  his  enterprises. 
Still  he  may  ever  hope,  in  the  case  of  good  men, 
that  whatever  afflictions  are  to  befall  them  in 
the  future  God  will  lessen,  and  that  present 
evils  he  will  change  for  the  better;  and  as  to 
the  goods  which  are  the  opposite  of  these  evils, 
he  will  not  doubt  that  they  will  be  added  to 
them,  and  that  they  will  be  fortunate.  Such 
should  be  men's  hopes,  and  such  should  be  the 
exhortations  with  which  they  admonish  one 
another,  never  losing  an  opportunity,  but  on 
every  occasion  distinctly  reminding  themselves 
and  others  of  all  these  things,  both  in  jest  and 
earnest. 

Enough  has  now  been  said  of  divine  matters, 
both  as  touching  the  practices  which  men  ought 
to  follow,  and  as  to  the  sort  of  persons  who  they 
ought  severally  to  be.  But  of  human  things  we 
have  not  as  yet  spoken,  and  we  must;  for  to 
men  we  are  discoursing  and  not  to  Gods.  Pleas 
ures  and  pains  and  desires  are  a  part  of  human 
nature,  and  on  them  every  mortal  being  must 
of  necessity  hang  and  depend  with  the  most 
eager  interest.  And  therefore  we  must  praise 
the  noblest  life,  not  only  as  the  fairest  in  ap 
pearance,  but  as  being  one  which,  if  a  man  will 
only  taste,  and  not,  while  still  in  his  youth,  de 
sert  for  another,  /7Jj7  he  will  find  to  surpass 
also  in  the  very  thing  which  we  all  of  us  desire 
— I  mean  in  having  a  greater  amount  of  pleas 
ure  and  less  of  pain  during  the  whole  of  life. 
And  this  will  be  plain,  if  a  man  has  a  true  taste 
of  them,  as  will  be  quickly  and  clearly  seen. 
But  what  is  a  true  taste?  That  we  have  to  learn 
from  the  argument — the  point  being  what  is 
according  to  nature,  and  what  is  not  according 
to  nature.  One  life  must  be  compared  with  an 
other,  the  more  pleasurable  with  the  more  pain 
ful,  after  this  manner: — We  desire  to  have 
pleasure,  but  we  neither  desire  nor  choose  pain; 
and  the  neutral  state  we  are  ready  to  take  in  ex 
change,  not  for  pleasure  but  for  pain;  and  we 
also  wish  for  less  pain  and  greater  pleasure,  but 
less  pleasure  and  greater  pain  we  do  not  wish 
for;  and  an  equal  balance  of  either  we  cannot 
venture  to  assert  that  we  should  desire.  And  all 
these  differ  or  do  not  differ  severally  in  number 
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and  magnitude  and  intensity  and  equality,  and 
in  tie  opposites  of  these  when  regarded  as  ob 
jects  of  choice,  in  relation  to  desire.  And  such 
being  the  necessary  order  of  things,  we  wish 
for  that  life  in  which  there  are  many  great  and 
intense  elements  of  pleasure  and  pain,  and  in 
which  the  pleasures  are  in  excess,  and  do  not 
wish  for  that  in  which  the  opposites  exceed; 
nor,  again,  do  we  wish  for  that  in  which  the 
elements  of  either  are  small  and  few  and  fee 
ble,  and  the  pains  exceed.  And  when,  as  I  said 
before,  there  is  a  balance  of  pleasure  and  pain 
in  life.,  this  is  to  be  regarded  by  us  as  the  bal 
anced  life;  while  other  lives  are  preferred  by  us 
because  they  exceed  in  what  we  like,  or  are  re 
jected  by  us  because  they  exceed  in  what  we 
dislike.  All  the  lives  of  men  may  be  regarded 
by  us  as  bound  up  in  these,  and  we  must  also 
consider  what  sort  of  lives  we  by  nature  desire. 
And  if  we  wish  for  any  others,  I  say  that  we 
desire  them  only  through  some  ignorance  and 
inexperience  of  the  lives  which  actually  exist. 

Now,  what  lives  are  they,  and  how  many  in 
which,  having  searched  out  and  beheld  the  ob 
jects  of  will  and  desire  and  their  opposites,  and 
making  of  them  a  law,  choosing,  I  say,  the  dear 
and  the  pleasant  and  the  best  and  noblest,  a 
man  may  live  in  the  happiest  way  possible?  Let 
us  say  that  the  temperate  life  is  one  kind  of  life, 
and  the  rational  another,  and  the  courageous 
another,  and  the  healthful  another;  and  to  these 
four  let  us  oppose  four  other  lives — the  fool 
ish,  the  cowardly,  the  intemperate,  the  diseased. 
He  who  knows  the  temperate  life  will  describe 
it  as  in  all  things  gentle,  having  gende  pains 
and  gende  pleasures,  and  placid  desires  and 
loves  not  insane;  [734]  whereas  the  intemper 
ate  life  is  impetuous  in  all  things,  and  has  vio 
lent  pains  and  pleasures,  and  vehement  and 
stinging  desires,  and  loves  utterly  insane;  and 
in  the  temperate  life  the  pleasures  exceed  the 
pains,  but  in  the  intemperate  life  the  pains  ex 
ceed  the  pleasures  in  greatness  and  number  and 
frequency.  Hence  one  of  the  two  lives  is  nat 
urally  and  necessarily  more  pleasant  and  the 
other  more  painful,  and  he  who  would  live 
pleasandy  cannot  possibly  choose  to  live  intem- 
perately.  And  if  this  is  true,  the  inference  clear 
ly  is  that  no  man  is  voluntarily  intemperate; 
but  that  the  whole  multitude  of  men  lack  tem 
perance  in  their  lives,  either  from  ignorance,  or 
from  want  of  self-control,  or  both.  And  the 
same  holds  of  the  diseased  and  healthy  life; 
they  both  have  pleasures  and  pains,  but  in  health 
the  pleasure  exceeds  the  pain,  and  in  sickness 
the  pain  exceeds  the  pleasure.  Now  our  inten 


tion  in  choosing  the  lives  is  not  that  the  pain 
ful  should  exceed,  but  the  life  in  which  pain  is 
exceeded  by  pleasure  we  have  determined  to 
be  the  more  pleasant  life.  And  we  should  say 
that  the  temperate  life  has  the  elements  both  of 
pleasure  and  pain  fewer  and  smaller  and  less 
frequent  than  the  intemperate,  and  the  wise 
life  than  the  foolish  life,  and  the  life  of  courage 
than  the  life  of  cowardice;  one  of  each  pair  ex 
ceeding  in  pleasure  and  the  other  in  pain,  the 
courageous  surpassing  the  cowardly,  and  the 
wise  exceeding  the  foolish.  And  so  the  one  class 
of  lives  exceeds  the  other  class  in  pleasure;  the 
temperate  and  courageous  and  wise  and  healthy 
exceed  the  cowardly  and  foolish  and  intemper 
ate  and  diseased  lives;  and  generally  speaking, 
that  which  has  any  virtue,  whether  of  body  or 
soul,  is  pleasanter  than  the  vicious  life,  and  far 
superior  in  beauty  and  rectitude  and  excellence 
and  reputation,  and  causes  him  who  lives  ac 
cordingly  to  be  infinitely  happier  than  the  op 
posite. 

Enough  of  the  preamble;  and  now  the  laws 
should  follow;  or,  to  speak  more  correctly,  an 
oudine  of  them.  As,  then,  in  the  case  of  a  web 
or  any  other  tissue,  the  warp  and  the  woof  can 
not  be  made  of  the  same  materials,1  [735]  but 
the  warp  is  necessarily  superior  as  being  strong 
er,  and  having  a  certain  character  of  firmness, 
whereas  the  woof  is  softer  and  has  a  proper  de 
gree  of  elasticity; — in  a  similar  manner  those 
who  are  to  hold  great  offices  in  states,  should  be 
distinguished  truly  in  each  case  from  those  who 
have  been  but  slenderly  proven  by  education. 
Let  us  suppose  that  there  are  two  parts  in  the 
constitution  of  a  state — one  the  creation  of  of 
fices,  the  other  the  laws  which  are  assigned  to 
them  to  administer. 

But,  before  all  this,  comes  the  following  con 
sideration: — The  shepherd  or  herdsman,  or 
breeder  of  horses  or  the  like,  when  he  has  re 
ceived  his  animals  will  not  begin  to  train  them 
until  he  has  first  purified  them  in  a  manner 
which  befits  a  community  of  animals;  he  will 
divide  the  healthy  and  unhealthy,  and  the  good 
breed  and  the  bad  breed,  and  will  send  away 
the  unhealthy  and  badly  bred  to  other  herds, 
and  tend  the  rest,  reflecting  that  his  labours  will 
be  vain  and  have  no  effect,  either  on  the  souls 
or  bodies  of  those  whom  nature  and  ill  nurture 
have  corrupted,  and  that  they  will  involve  in 
destruction  the  pure  and  healthy  nature  and 
being  of  every  other  animal,  if  he  should  neg 
lect  to  purify  them.  Now  the  case  of  other  ani 
mals  is  not  so  important — they  are  only  worth 
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Introducing  for  the  sake  of  illustration;  but 
what  relates  to  man  is  of  the  highest  impor 
tance;  and  the  legislator  should  make  enquiries, 
and  indicate  what  is  proper  for  each  one  in  the 
way  of  purification  and  of  any  other  procedure. 
Take,  for  example,  the  purification  of  a  city — 
there  are  many  kinds  of  purification,  some 
easier  and  others  more  difficult;  and  seme  of 
them,  and  the  best  and  most  difficult  of  them, 
the  legislator,  if  he  be  also  a  despot,  may  be 
able  to  effect;  but  the  legislator,  who,  not  being 
a  despot,  sets  up  a  new  government  and  laws, 
even  if  he  attempt  the  mildest  of  purgations, 
may  think  himself  happy  if  he  can  complete  his 
work.  The  best  kind  of  purification  is  painful, 
like  similar  cures  in  medicine,  involving  right 
eous  punishment  and  inflicting  death  or  exile 
in  the  last  resort.  For  in  this  way  we  commonly 
dispose  of  great  sinners  who  are  incurable,  and 
are  the  greatest  injury  of  the  whole  state.  But 
the  milder  form  of  purification  is  as  follows: — 
when  men  who  have  nothing,  and  are  in  want 
of  food,  show  a  disposition  to  follow  their  lead 
ers  in  an  attack  on  the  property  of  the  rich — 
these,  /7j6J  who  are  the  natural  plague  of  the 
state,  are  sent  away  by  the  legislator  in  a  friend 
ly  spirit  as  far  as  he  is  able;  and  this  dismissal 
of  them  is  euphemistically  termed  a  colony. 
And  every  legislator  should  contrive  to  do  this 
at  once.  Our  present  case,  however,  is  peculiar. 
For  there  is  no  need  to  devise  any  colony  or 
purifying  separation  under  the  circumstances  in 
which  we  are  placed.  But  as,  when  many  streams 
flow  together  from  many  sources,  whether 
springs  or  mountain  torrents,  into  a  single  lake, 
we  ought  to  attend  and  take  care  that  the  con 
fluent  waters  should  be  perfectly  clear,  and  in 
order  to  effect  this,  should  pump  and  draw  off 
and  divert  impurities,  so  in  every  political  ar 
rangement  there  may  be  trouble  and  danger. 
But,  seeing  that  we  are  now  only  discoursing 
and  not  acting,  let  our  selection  be  supposed  to 
be  completed,  and  the  desired  purity  attained. 
Touching  evil  men,  who  want  to  join  and  be 
citizens  of  our  state,  after  we  have  tested  them 
by  every  sort  of  persuasion  and  for  a  sufficient 
time,  we  will  prevent  them  from  coming;  but 
the  good  we  will  to  the  utmost  of  our  ability 
receive  as  friends  with  open  arms. 

Another  piece  of  good  fortune  must  not  be 
forgotten,  which,  as  we  were  saying,1  the  Hera- 
clid  colony  had,  and  which  is  also  ours — that 
we  have  escaped  division  of  land  and  the  aboli 
tion  of  debts;  for  these  are  always  a  source  of 
dangerous  contention,  and  a  city  which  is  driv- 
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en  by  necessity  to  legislate  upon  such  matters 
can  neither  allow  the  old  ways  to  continue,  nor 
yet  venture  to  alter  them.  We  must  have  re 
course  to  prayers,  so  to  speak,  and  hope  that  a 
slight  change  may  be  cautiously  effected  in  a 
length  of  time.  And  such  a  change  can  be  ac 
complished  by  those  who  have  abundance  of 
land,  and  having  also  many  debtors,  are  will 
ing,  in  a  kindly  spirit,  to  share  with  those  who 
are  in  want,  sometimes  remitting  and  some 
times  giving,  holding  fast  in  a  path  of  modera 
tion,  and  deeming  poverty  to  be  the  increase  of 
a  man's  desires  and  not  the  diminution  of  his 
property.  For  this  is  the  great  beginning  of 
salvation  to  a  state,  and  upon  this  lasting  basis 
may  be  erected  afterwards  whatever  political 
order  is  suitable  under  the  circumstances;  but  if 
the  change  be  based  upon  an  unsound  principle, 
the  future  administration  of  the  country  will 
be  full  of  difficulties.  [jff]  That  is  a  danger 
which,  as  I  am  saying,  is  escaped  by  us,  and  yet 
we  had  better  say  how,  if  we  had  not  escaped, 
we  might  have  escaped;  and  we  may  venture 
now  to  assert  that  no  other  way  of  escape, 
whether  narrow  or  broad,  can  be  devised  but 
freedom  from  avarice  and  a  sense  of  justice — 
upon  this  rock  our  city  shall  be  built;  for  there 
ought  to  be  no  disputes  among  citizens  about 
property.  If  there  are  quarrels  of  long  standing 
among  them,  no  legislator  of  any  degree  of 
sense  will  proceed  a  step  in  the  arrangement  of 
the  state  until  they  are  settled.  But  that  they  to 
whom  God  has  given,  as  he  has  to  us,  to  be  the 
founders  of  a  new  state  as  yet  free  from  enmity 
— that  they  should  create  themselves  enmities 
by  their  mode  of  distributing  lands  and  houses, 
would  be  superhuman  folly  and  wickedness. 

How  then  can  we  rightly  order  the  distribu 
tion  of  the  land  ?  In  the  first  place,  the  number 
of  the  citizens  has  to  be  determined,  and  also 
the  number  and  size  of  the  divisions  into  which 
they  will  have  to  be  formed;  and  the  land  and 
the  houses  will  then  have  to  be  apportioned  by 
us  as  fairly  as  we  can.  The  number  of  citizens 
can  only  be  estimated  satisfactorily  in  relation 
to  the  territory  and  the  neighbouring  states. 
The  territory  must  be  sufficient  to  maintain  a 
certain  number  of  inhabitants  in  a  moderate 
way  of  life — more  than  this  is  not  required; 
and  the  number  of  citizens  should  be  sufficient 
to  defend  themselves  against  the  injustice  of 
their  neighbours,  and  also  to  give  them  the 
power  of  rendering  efficient  aid  to  their  neigh 
bours  when  they  are  wronged.  After  having 
taken  a  survey  of  theirs  and  their  neighbours' 
territory,  we  will  determine  the  limits  of  them 
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in  fact  as  well  as  In  theory.  And  now,  let  us 
proceed  to  legislate  with  a  view  to  perfecting 
the  form  and  outline  of  our  state.  The  number 
of  our  citizens  shall  be  5040 — this  will  be  a 
convenient  number;  and  these  shall  be  owners 
of  the  land  and  protectors  of  the  allotment.  The 
houses  and  the  land  will  be  divided  in  the  same 
way,  so  that  every  man  may  correspond  to  a 
lot.  Let  the  whole  number  be  first  divided  into 
two  parts,  and  then  into  three;  and  the  num 
ber  is  further  capable  of  being  divided  into 
four  or  five  parts,  or  any  number  of  parts  up 
to  ten.  Every  legislator  ought  to  know  so  much 
arithmetic  as  to  be  able  to  tell  what  number  is 
most  likely  to  be  useful  to  all  cities;  [738]  and 
we  are  going  to  take  that  number  which  con 
tains  the  greatest  and  most  regular  and  un 
broken  series  of  divisions.  The  whole  of  num 
ber  has  every  possible  division,  and  the  number 
5040  can  be  divided  by  exactly  fifty-nine  divi 
sors,  and  ten  of  these  proceed  without  interval 
from  one  to  ten:  this  will  furnish  numbers  for 
war  and  peace,  and  for  all  contracts  and  deal 
ings,  including  taxes  and  divisions  of  the  land. 
These  properties  of  number  should  be  ascer 
tained  at  leisure  by  those  who  are  bound  by  law 
to  know  them;  for  they  are  true,  and  should 
be  proclaimed  at  the  foundation  of  the  city, 
with  a  view  to  use.  Whether  the  legislator  is 
establishing  a  new  state  or  restoring  an  old  and 
decayed  one,  in  respect  of  Gods  and  temples — 
the  temples  which  are  to  be  built  in  each  city, 
and  the  Gods  or  demi-gods  after  whom  they 
are  to  be  called — if  he  be  a  man  of  sense,  he 
will  make  no  change  in  anything  which  the 
oracle  of  Delphi,  or  Dodona,  or  the  God  Am- 
mon,  or  any  ancient  tradition  has  sanctioned  in 
whatever  manner,  whether  by  apparitions  or 
reputed  inspiration  of  Heaven,  in  obedience  to 
which  mankind  have  established  sacrifices  in 
connection  with  mystic  rites,  either  originat 
ing  on  the  spot,  or  derived  from  Tyrrhenia  or 
Cyprus  or  some  other  place,  and  on  the  strength 
of  which  traditions  they  have  consecrated  or 
acles  and  images,  and  altars  and  temples,  and 
portioned  out  a  sacred  domain  for  each  of  them. 
The  least  part  of  all  these  ought  not  to  be  dis 
turbed  by  the  legislator;  but  he  should  assign 
to  the  several  districts  some  God,  or  demi-god, 
or  hero,  and,  in  the  distribution  of  the  soil, 
should  give  to  these  first  their  chosen  domain 
and  all  things  fitting,  that  the  inhabitants  of 
the  several  districts  may  meet  at  fixed  times, 
and  that  they  may  readily  supply  their  various 
wants, -and  entertain  one  another  with  sacri 
fices^  aad  become  friends  and  acquaintances; 


for  there  is  no  greater  good  in  a  state  than  that 
the  citizens  should  be  known  to  one  another. 
When  not  light  but  darkness  and  ignorance  of 
each  other's  characters  prevails  among  them, 
no  one  will  receive  the  honour  of  which  he  is 
deserving,  or  the  power  or  the  justice  to  which 
he  is  fairly  entitled:  wherefore,  in  every  state, 
above  all  things,  every  man  should  take  heed 
that  he  have  no  deceit  in  him,  but  that  he  be 
always  true  and  simple;  and  that  no  deceitful 
person  take  any  advantage  of  him. 

[739]  Th-e  next  move  in  our  pastime  of  leg 
islation,  like  the  withdrawal  of  the  stone  from 
the  holy  line  in  the  game  of  draughts,  being  an 
unusual  one,  will  probably  excite  wonder  when 
mentioned  for  the  first  time.  And  yet,  if  a  man 
will  only  reflect  and  weigh  the  matter  with 
care,  he  will  see  that  our  city  is  ordered  in  a 
manner  which,  if  not  the  best,  is  the  second 
best.  Perhaps  also  some  one  may  not  approve 
this  form,  because  he  thinks  that  such  a  consti 
tution  is  ill  adapted  to  a  legislator  who  has  not 
despotic  power.  The  truth  is,  that  there  are 
three  forms  of  government,  the  best,  the  second 
and  the  third  best,  which  we  may  just  mention, 
and  then  leave  the  selection  to  the  ruler  of  the 
settlement.  Following  this  method  in  the  pres 
ent  instance,  let  us  speak  of  the  states  which  are 
respectively  first,  second,  and  third  in  excel 
lence,  and  then  we  will  leave  the  choice  to 
Cleinias  now,  or  to  any  one  else  who  may  here 
after  have  to  make  a  similar  choice  among  con 
stitutions,  and  may  desire  to  give  to  his  state 
some  feature  which  is  congenial  to  him  and 
which  he  approves  in  his  own  country. 

The  first  and  highest  form  of  the  state  and 
of  the  government  and  of  the  law  is  that  in 
which  there  prevails  most  widely  the  ancient 
saying,  that  "Friends  have  all  things  in  com 
mon."  Whether  there  is  anywhere  now,  or  will 
ever  be,  this  communion  of  women  and  chil 
dren  and  of  property,  in  which  the  private  and 
individual  is  altogether  banished  from  life,  and 
things  which  are  by  nature  private,  such  as  eyes 
and  ears  and  hands,  have  become  common, 
and  in  some  way  see  and  hear  and  act  in  com 
mon,  and  all  men  express  praise  and  blame  and 
feel  joy  and  sorrow  on  the  same  occasions,  and 
whatever  laws  there  are  unite  the  city  to  the 
utmost x — whether  all  this  is  possible  or  not,  I 
say  that  no  man,  acting  upon  any  other  prin 
ciple,  will  ever  constitute  a  state  which  will  be 
truer  or  better  or  more  exalted  in  virtue.  Wheth 
er  such  a  state  is  governed  by  Gods  or  sons  of 
Gods,  one,  or  more  than  one,  happy  are  the 
1  Cf.  Republic,  v.  462,  ff. 
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men  who,  living  after  this  manner,  dwell  there; 
and  therefore  to  this  we  are  to  look  for  the  pat 
tern  of  the  state,  and  to  cling  to  this,  and  to 
seek  with  all  our  might  for  one  which  is  like 
this.  The  state  which  we  have  now  in  hand, 
when  created,  will  be  nearest  to  immortality 
and  the  only  one  which  takes  the  second  place; 
and  after  that,  by  the  grace  of  God,  we  will 
complete  the  third  one.  And  we  will  begin  by 
speaking  of  the  nature  and  origin  of  the  second. 
Let  the  citizens  at  once  distribute  their  land 
and  houses,  and  not  till  the  land  in  common, 
[j^o]  since  a  community  of  goods  goes  be 
yond  their  proposed  origin,  and  nurture,  and 
education.  But  in  making  the  distribution,  let 
the  several  possessors  feel  that  their  particular 
lots  also  belong  to  the  whole  city;  and  seeing 
that  the  earth  is  their  parent,  let  them  tend  her 
more  carefully  than  children  do  their  mother. 
For  she  is  a  goddess  and  their  queen,  and  they 
are  her  mortal  subjects.  Such  also  are  the  feel 
ings  which  they  ought  to  entertain  to  the  Gods 
and  demi-gods  of  the  country.  And  in  order 
that  the  distribution  may  always  remain,  they 
ought  to  consider  further  that  the  present  num 
ber  of  families  should  be  always  retained,  and 
neither  increased  nor  diminished.  This  may  be 
secured  for  the  whole  city  in  the  following 
manner: — Let  the  possessor  of  a  lot  leave  the 
one  of  his  children  who  is  his  best  beloved,  and 
one  only,  to  be  the  heir  of  his  dwelling,  and  his 
successor  in  the  duty  of  ministering  to  the  Gods, 
the  state  and  the  family,  as  well  the  living 
members  of  it  as  those  who  are  departed  when 
he  comes  into  the  inheritance;  but  of  his  other 
children,  if  he  have  more  than  one,  he  shall 
give  the  females  in  marriage  according  to  the 
law  to  be  hereafter  enacted,1  and  the  males  he 
shall  distribute  as  sons  to  those  citizens  who 
have  no  children,  and  are  disposed  to  receive 
them;  or  if  there  should  be  none  such,  and  par 
ticular  individuals  have  too  many  children, 
male  or  female,  or  too  few,  as  in  the  case  of  bar 
renness — in  all  these  cases  let  the  highest  and 
most  honourable  magistracy  created  by  us  judge 
and  determine  what  is  to  be  done  with  the  re 
dundant  or  deficient,  and  devise  a  means  that 
the  number  of  5040  houses  shall  always  remain 
the  same.  There  are  many  ways  of  regulating 
numbers;  for  they  in  whom  generation  is  afflu 
ent  may  be  made  to  refrain,2  and,  on  the  other 
hand,  special  care  may  be  taken  to  increase  the 
number  of  births  by  rewards  and  stigmas,  or 
we  may  meet  the  evil  by  the  elder  men  giving 

1  Cf .  xi.  923-926. 

a  C£  Aristotle,  Politics,  vil  16, 1335  b  2°-27- 


advice  and  administering  rebuke  to  the  young 
er — in  this  way  the  object  may  be  attained.  And 
if  after  all  there  be  very  great  difficulty  about 
the  equal  preservation  of  the  5040  houses,  and 
there  be  an  excess  of  citizens,  owing  to  the  too 
great  love  of  those  who  live  together,  and  we 
are  at  our  wits'  end,  there  is  still  the  old  device 
often  mentioned  by  us  of  sending  out  a  colony, 
which  will  part  friends  with  us,  and  be  com 
posed  of  suitable  persons,  [jqi]  If,  on  the  other 
hand,  there  come  a  wave  bearing  a  deluge  of 
disease,  or  a  plague  of  war,  and  the  inhabitants 
become  much  fewer  than  the  appointed  num 
ber  by  reason  of  bereavement,  we  ought  not  to 
introduce  citizens  of  spurious  birth  and  educa 
tion,  if  this  can  be  avoided;  but  even  God  is 
said  not  to  be  able  to  fight  against  necessity. 

Wherefore  let  us  suppose  this  "high  argu 
ment"  of  ours  to  address  us  in  the  following 
terms: — Best  of  men,  cease  not  to  honour  ac 
cording  to  nature  similarity  and  equality  and 
sameness  and  agreement,  as  regards  number 
and  every  good  and  noble  quality.  And,  above 
all,  observe  the  aforesaid  number  5040  through 
out  life;  in  the  second  place,  do  not  disparage 
the  small  and  modest  proportions  of  the  inheri 
tances  which  you  received  in  the  distribution, 
by  buying  and  selling  them  to  one  another.  For 
then  neither  will  the  God  who  gave  you  the  lot 
be  your  friend,  nor  will  the  legislator;  and  in 
deed  the  law  declares  to  the  disobedient  that 
these  are  the  terms  upon  which  he  may  or  may 
not  take  the  lot.  In  the  first  place,  the  earth  as 
he  is  informed  is  sacred  to  the  Gods;  and  in  the 
next  place,  priests  and  priestesses  will  offer  up 
prayers  over  a  first,  and  second,  and  even  a 
third  sacrifice,  that  he  who  buys  or  sells  the 
houses  or  lands  which  he  has  received,  may  suf 
fer  the  punishment  which  he  deserves;  and 
these  their  prayers  they  shall  write  down  in  the 
temples,  on  tablets  of  cypress-wood,  for  the  in 
struction  of  posterity.  Moreover  they  will  set  a 
watch  over  all  these  things,  that  they  may  be 
observed; — the  magistracy  which  has  the  sharp 
est  eyes  shall  keep  watch  that  any  infringement 
of  these  commands  may  be  discovered  and  pun 
ished  as  offences  both  against  the  law  and  the 
God.  How  great  is  the  benefit  of  such  an  ordi 
nance  to  all  those  cities,  which  obey  and  are  ad 
ministered  accordingly,  no  bad  man  can  ever 
know,  as  the  old  proverb  says;  but  only  a  man 
of  experience  and  good  habits.  For  in  such  an 
order  of  things  there  will  not  be  much  oppor 
tunity  for  making  money;  no  man  either  ought, 
or  indeed  will  be  allowed,  to  exercise  any  igno 
ble  occupation,  of  which  the  vulgarity  is  a  mat- 
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ter  of  reproach  to  a  freeman,  and  should  never 
want  to  acquire  riches  by  any  such  means, 

1742]  Further,  the  law  enjoins  that  no  pri 
vate  man  shall  be  allowed  to  possess  gold  and 
silver,  but  only  coin  for  daily  use,  which  is  al 
most  necessary  in  dealing  with  artisans,  and 
for  payment  of  hirelings,  whether  slaves  or  im 
migrants,  by  all  those  persons  who  require  the 
use  of  them.  Wherefore  our  citizens,  as  we  say, 
should  have  a  coin  passing  current  among 
themselves,  but  not  accepted  among  the  rest  of 
mankind;  with  a  view,  however,  to  expeditions 
and  journeys  to  other  lands — for  embassies,  or 
for  any  other  occasion  which  may  arise  of  send 
ing  out  a  herald,  the  state  must  also  possess  a 
common  Hellenic  currency.  If  a  private  person 
is  ever  obliged  to  go  abroad,  let  him  have  the 
consent  of  the  magistrates  and  go;  and  if  when 
he  returns  he  has  any  foreign  money  remain 
ing,  let  him  give  the  surplus  back  to  the  treas 
ury,  and  receive  a  corresponding  sum  in  the 
local  currency.  And  if  he  is  discovered  to  appro 
priate  it,  let  it  be  confiscated,  and  let  him  who 
knows  and  does  not  inform  be  subject  to  curse 
and  dishonour  equally  with  him  who  brought 
the  money,  and  also  to  a  fine  not  less  in  amount 
than  the  foreign  money  which  has  been  brought 
back.  In  marrying  and  giving  in  marriage,  no 
one  shall  give  or  receive  any  dowry  at  all;  and 
no  one  shall  deposit  money  with  another  whom 
he  does  not  trust  as  a  friend,  nor  shall  he  lend 
money  upon  interest;  and  the  borrower  should 
be  under  no  obligation  to  repay  either  capital 
or  interest.  That  these  principles  are  best,  any 
one  may  see  who  compares  them  with  the  first 
principle  and  intention  of  a  state.  The  inten 
tion,  as  we  affirm,  of  a  reasonable  statesman,  is 
not  what  the  many  declare  to  be  the  object  of 
a  good  legislator,  namely,  that  the  state  for  the 
true  interests  of  which  he  is  advising  should  be 
as  great  and  as  rich  as  possible,  and  should  pos 
sess  gold  and  silver,  and  have  the  greatest  em 
pire  by  sea  and  land; — this  they  imagine  to  be 
the  real  object  of  legislation,  at  the  same  time 
adding,  inconsistently,  that  the  true  legislator 
desires  to  have  the  city  the  best  and  happiest 
possible.  But  they  do  not  see  that  some  of  these 
things  are  possible,  and  some  of  them  are  im 
possible;  and  he  who  orders  the  state  will  desire 
what  is  possible,  and  will  not  indulge  in  vain 
wishes  or  attempts  to  accomplish  that  which  is 
impossible.  The  citizen  must  indeed  be  happy 
and  good,  and  the  legislator  will  seek  to  make 
him  so;  but  very  rich  and  very  good  at  the  same 
time  he  cannot  be,  not,  at  least,  in  the  sense  in 
which  the  many  speak  of  riches.  [743]  For  they 


mean  by  "the  rich"  the  few  who  have  the  most 
valuable  possessions,  although  the  owner  of 
them  may  quite  well  be  a  rogue.  And  if  this  is 
true,  I  can  never  assent  to  the  doctrine  that  the 
rich  man  will  be  happy — he  must  be  good  as 
weE  as  rich.  And  good  in  a  high  degree,  and 
rich  in  a  high  degree  at  the  same  time,  he  can 
not  be.  Some  one  will  ask,  why  not?  And  we 
shall  answer — Because  acquisitions  which  come 
from  sources  which  are  just  and  unjust  indif 
ferently,  are  more  than  double  those  which 
come  from  just  sources  only;  and  the  sums 
which  are  expended  neither  honourably  nor 
disgracefully,  are  only  half  as  great  as  those 
which  are  expended  honourably  and  on  hon 
ourable  purposes.  Thus,  if  the  one  acquires 
double  and  spends  half,  the  other  who  is  in  the 
opposite  case  and  is  a  good  man  cannot  possibly 
be  wealthier  than  he.  The  first — I  am  speaking 
of  the  saver  and  not  of  the  spender — is  not  al 
ways  bad;  he  may  indeed  in  some  cases  be  ut 
terly  bad,  but,  as  I  was  saying,  a  good  man  he 
never  is.  For  he  who  receives  money  unjustly 
as  well  as  justly,  and  spends  neither  jusdy  nor 
unjustly,  will  be  a  rich  man  if  he  be  also  thrifty. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  utterly  bad  is  in  general 
profligate,  and  therefore  very  poor;  while  he 
who  spends  on  noble  objects,  and  acquires 
wealth  by  just  means  only,  can  hardly  be  re 
markable  for  riches,  any  more  than  he  can  be 
very  poor.  Our  statement,  then,  is  true,  that  the 
very  rich  are  not  good,  and,  if  they  are  not 
good,  they  are  not  happy.  But  the  intention  of 
our  laws  was  that  the  citizens  should  be  as 
happy  as  may  be,  and  as  friendly  as  possible  to 
one  another.  And  men  who  are  always  at  law 
with  one  another,  and  amongst  whom  there  are 
many  wrongs  done,  can  never  be  friends  to  one 
another,  but  only  those  among  whom  crimes 
and  lawsuits  are  few  and  slight.  Therefore  we 
say  that  gold  and  silver  ought  not  to  be  allowed 
in  the  city,  nor  much  of  the  vulgar  sort  of  trade 
which  is  carried  on  by  lending  money,  or  rear 
ing  the  meaner  kinds  of  live  stock;  but  only  the 
produce  of  agriculture,  and  only  so  much  of 
this  as  will  not  compel  us  in  pursuing  it  to  neg 
lect  that  for  the  sake  of  which  riches  exist — I 
mean,  soul  and  body,  which  without  gymnas 
tics,  and  without  education,  will  never  be  worth 
anything;  and  therefore,  as  we  have  said  not 
once  but  many  times,  the  care  of  riches  should 
have  the  last  place  in  our  thoughts.  For  there 
are  in  all  three  things  about  which  every  man 
has  an  interest;  and  the  interest  about  money, 
when  rightly  regarded,  is  the  third  and  lowest 
of  them:  midway  comes  the  interest  of  the 
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body;  and,  first  of  all,  that  of  the  soul;  and  the 
state  which  we  are  describing  will  have  been 
rightly  constituted  if  it  ordains  honours  accord 
ing  to  this  scale.  [744]  But  if,  in  any  of  the 
laws  which  have  been  ordained,  health  has 
been  preferred  to  temperance,  or  wealth  to 
health  and  temperate  habits,  that  law  must 
clearly  be  wrong.  Wherefore,  also,  the  legisla 
tor  ought  often  to  impress  upon  himself  the 
question — "What  do  I  want?"  and  "Do  I  at 
tain  my  aim,  or  do  I  miss  the  mark?"  In  this 
way,  and  in  this  way  only,  he  may  acquit  him 
self  and  free  others  from  the  work  of  legisla 
tion. 

Let  the  allottee  then  hold  his  lot  upon  the 
conditions  which  we  have  mentioned.1 

It  would  be  well  that  every  man  should  come 
to  the  colony  having  all  things  equal;  but 
seeing  that  this  is  not  possible,  and  one  man 
will  have  greater  possessions  than  another,  for 
many  reasons  and  in  particular  in  order  to 
preserve  equality  in  special  crises  of  the  state, 
qualifications  of  property  must  be  unequal,  in 
order  that  offices  and  contributions  and  distri 
butions  may  be  proportioned  to  the  value  of 
each  person's  wealth,  and  not  solely  to  the  vir 
tue  of  his  ancestors  or  himself,  nor  yet  to  the 
strength  and  beauty  of  his  person,  but  also  to 
the  measure  of  his  wealth  or  poverty;  and  so 
by  a  law  of  inequality,  which  will  be  in  pro 
portion  to  his  wealth,  he  will  receive  honours 
and  offices  as  equally  as  possible,  and  there  will 
be  no  quarrels  and  disputes.  To  which  end 
there  should  be  four  different  standards  ap 
pointed  according  to  the  amount  of  property: 
there  should  be  a  first  and  a  second  and  a  third 
and  a  fourth  class,  in  which  the  citizens  will  be 
placed,  and  they  will  be  called  by  these  or  simi 
lar  names:  they  may  continue  in  the  same  rank, 
or  pass  into  another  in  any  individual  case,  on 
becoming  richer  from  being  poorer,  or  poorer 
from  being  richer.  The  form  of  law  which  I 
should  propose  as  the  natural  sequel  would  be 
as  follows: — -In  a  state  which  is  desirous  of  be 
ing  saved  from  the  greatest  of  all  plagues — not 
faction,  but  rather  distraction — there  should 
exist  among  the  citizens  neither  extreme  pov 
erty,  nor,  again,  excess  of  wealth,  for  both  are 
productive  of  both  these  evils.  Now  the  legis 
lator  should  determine  what  is  to  be  the  limit 
of  poverty  or  wealth.  Let  the  limit  of  poverty 
be  the  value  of  the  lot;  this  ought  to  be  pre 
served,  and  no  ruler,  nor  any  one  else  who 
aspires  after  a  reputation  for  virtue,  will  allow 
the  lot  to  be  impaired  in  any  case.  This  the  leg- 
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islator  gives  as  a  measure,  and  he  will  permit 
a  man  to  acquire  double  or  triple,  or  as  much 
as  four  times  the  amount  of  this.2  But  if  a  per 
son  have  yet  greater  riches,  whether  he  has 
found  them,  or  they  have  been  given  to  him, 
or  he  has  made  them  in  business,  or  has  ac 
quired  by  any  stroke  of  fortune  that  which  is 
in  excess  of  the  measure,  [745]  if  he  give  back 
the  surplus  to  the  state,  and  to  the  Gods  who 
are  the  patrons  of  the  state,  he  shall  suffer  no 
penalty  or  loss  of  reputation;  but  if  he  disobeys 
this  our  law,  any  one  who  likes  may  inform 
against  him  and  receive  half  the  value  of  the 
excess,  and  the  delinquent  shall  pay  a  sum 
equal  to  the  excess  out  of  his  own  property,  and 
the  other  half  of  the  excess  shall  belong  to  the 
Gods.  And  let  every  possession  of  every  man, 
with  the  exception  of  the  lot,  be  publicly  reg 
istered  before  the  magistrates  whom  the  law 
appoints,  so  that  all  suits  about  money  may  be 
easy  and  quite  simple. 

The  next  thing  to  be  noted  is,  that  the  city 
should  be  placed  as  nearly  as  possible  in  the 
centre  of  the  country;  we  should  choose  a  place 
which  possesses  what  is  suitable  for  a  city,  and 
this  may  easily  be  imagined  and  described. 
Then  we  will  divide  the  city  into  twelve  por 
tions,  first  founding  temples  to  Hestia,  to  Zeus 
and  to  Athene,  in  a  spot  which  we  will  call  the 
Acropolis,  and  surround  with  a  circular  wall, 
making  the  division  of  the  entire  city  and  coun 
try  radiate  from  this  point.  The  twelve  por 
tions  shall  be  equalized  by  the  provision  that 
those  which  are  of  good  land  shall  be  smaller, 
while  those  of  inferior  quality  shall  be  larger. 
The  number  of  the  lots  shall  be  5040,  and  each 
of  them  shall  be  divided  into  two,  and  every 
allotment  shall  be  composed  of  two  such  sec 
tions;  one  of  land  near  the  city,  the  other  of 
land  which  is  at  a  distance.3  This  arrange 
ment  shall  be  carried  out  in  the  following  man 
ner:  The  section  which  is  near  the  city  shall  be 
added  to  that  which  is  on  the  borders,  and  form 
one  lot,  and  the  portion  which  is  next  nearest 
shall  be  added  to  the  portion  which  is  next  far 
thest;  and  so  of  the  rest.  Moreover,  in  the  two 
sections  of  the  lots  the  same  principle  of  equali 
zation  of  the  soil  ought  to  be  maintained;  the 
badness  and  goodness  shall  be  compensated  by 
more  and  less.  And  the  legislator  shall  divide 
the  citizens  into  twelve  parts,  and  arrange  the 
rest  of  their  property,  as  far  as  possible,  so  as 
to  form  twelve  equal  parts;  and  there  shall  be 
a  registration  of  all.  After  this  they  shall  assign 

*  Cf.  Aristotle,  Politics,  ii.  6, 1265  b  18-25. 
8  Ibid.,  vii.  10, 1324  b  10-15. 
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twelve  lots  to  twelve  Gods,  and  call  them  by 
their  names*  and  dedicate  to  each  God  their 
several  portions,  and  call  the  tribes  after  them. 
And  they  shall  distribute  the  twelve  divisions 
of  the  city  in  the  same  way  in  which  they  di 
vided  the  country;  and  every  man  shall  have 
two  habitations,1  one  in  the  centre  of  the  coun 
try,  and  the  other  at  the  extremity.  Enough  of 
the  manner  of  settlement. 

Now  we  ought  by  all  means  to  consider  that 
there  can  never  be  such  a  happy  concurrence 
of  circumstances  as  we  have  described;  neither 
can  all  things  coincide  as  they  are  wanted. 
[746]  Men  who  will  not  take  offence  at  such 
a  mode  of  living  together,  and  will  endure  all 
their  life  long  to  have  their  property  fixed  at 
a  moderate  limit,  and  to  beget  children  in  ac 
cordance  with  our  ordinances,  and  will  allow 
themselves  to  be  deprived  of  gold  and  other 
things  which  the  legislator,  as  is  evident  from 
these  enactments,  will  certainly  forbid  them; 
and  will  endure,  further,  the  situation  of  the 
land  with  the  city  in  the  middle  and  dwellings 
roundabout; — all  this  is  as  If  the  legislator  were 
telling  his  dreams,  or  making  a  city  and  citi 
zens  of  wax.  There  is  truth  in  these  objections, 
and  therefore  every  one  should  take  to  heart 
what  I  am  going  to  say.  Once  more,  then,  the 
legislator  shall  appear  and  address  us: — "O 
my  friends,"  he  will  say  to  us,  "do  not  suppose 
me  ignorant  that  there  is  a  certain  degree  of 
truth  in  your  words;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that, 
in  matters  which  are  not  present  but  future, 
he  who  exhibits  a  pattern  of  that  at  which  he 
aims,  should  in  nothing  fall  short  of  the  fair 
est  and  truest;  and  that  if  he  finds  any  part  of 
this  work  impossible  of  execution  he  should 
avoid  and  not  execute  it,  but  he  should  contrive 
to  carry  out  that  which  is  nearest  and  most 
akin  to  it;  you  must  allow  the  legislator  to  per 
fect  his  design,  and  when  it  is  perfected,  you 
should  join  with  him  in  considering  what  part 
of  his  legislation  is  expedient  and  what  will 
arouse  opposition;  for  surely  the  artist  who  is 
to  be  deemed  worthy  of  any  regard  at  all, 
ought  always  to  make  his  work  self-consistent." 

Having  determined  that  there  is  to  be  a  dis 
tribution  into  twelve  parts,  let  us  now  see  in 
what  way  this  may  be  accomplished.  There 
is  no  difficulty  in  perceiving  that  the  twelve 
parts  admit  of  the  greatest  number  of  divisions 
of  that  which  they  include,  or  in  seeing  the 
other  numbers  which  are  consequent  upon 
them,  !and  are  produced  out  of  them  up  to 
5040;  wherefore  the  law  ought  to  order  phra- 
L  6, 1265*  18-25. 


tries  and  demes  and  villages,  and  also  military 
ranks  and  movements,  as  well  as  coins  and 
measures,  dry  and  liquid,  and  weights,  so  as  to 
be  commensurable  and  agreeable  to  one  an 
other.  Nor  should  we  fear  the  appearance  of 
minuteness,  if  the  law  commands  that  all  the 
vessels  which  a  man  possesses  should  have  a 
common  measure,  when  we  consider  generally 
that  the  divisions  and  variations  of  [747]^  num 
bers  have  a  use  in  respect  of  all  the  variations 
of  which  they  are  susceptible,  both  in  them 
selves  and  as  measures  of  height  and  depth, 
and  in  all  sounds,  and  in  motions,  as  well  those 
which  proceed  in  a  straight  direction,  upwards 
or  downwards,  as  in  those  which  go  round  and 
round.  The  legislator  is  to  consider  all  these 
things  and  to  bid  the  citizens,  as  far  as  possible, 
not  to  lose  sight  of  numerical  order;  for  no  sin 
gle  instrument  of  youthful  education  has  such 
mighty  power,  both  as  regards  domestic  econ 
omy  and  politics,  and  in  the  arts,  as  the  study 
of  arithmetic.  Above  all,  arithmetic  stirs  up 
him  who  is  by  nature  sleepy  and  dull,  and 
makes  him  quick  to  learn,  retentive,  shrewd, 
and  aided  by  art  divine  he  makes  progress  quite 
beyond  his  natural  powers.2  All  such  things,  if 
only  the  legislator,  by  other  laws  and  institu 
tions,  can  banish  meanness  and  covetousness 
from  the  souls  of  men,  so  that  they  can  use 
them  properly  and  to  their  own  good,  will  be 
excellent  and  suitable  instruments  of  educa 
tion.  But  if  he  cannot,  he  will  unintentionally 
create  in  them,  instead  of  wisdom,  the  habit  of 
craft,  which  evil  tendency  may  be  observed  in 
the  Egyptians  and  Phoenicians,  and  many  other 
races,  through  the  general  vulgarity  of  their 
pursuits  and  acquisitions,  whether  some  un 
worthy  legislator  of  theirs  has  been  the  cause, 
or  some  impediment  of  chance  or  nature.  For 
we  must  not  fail  to  observe,  O  Megillus  and 
Cleinias,  that  there  is  a  difference  in  places, 
and  that  some  beget  better  men  and  others 
worse;  and  we  must  legislate  accordingly.  Some 
places  are  subject  to  strange  and  fatal  influences 
by  reason  of  diverse  winds  and  violent  heats, 
some  by  reason  of  waters;  or,  again,  from  the 
character  of  the  food  given  by  the  earth,  which 
not  only  affects  the  bodies  of  men  for  good  or 
evil,  but  produces  similar  results  in  their  souls. 
And  in  all  such  qualities  those  spots  excel  in 
which  there  is  a  divine  inspiration,  and  in 
which  the  demi-gods  have  their  appointed  lots, 
and  are  propitious,  not  adverse,  to  the  settlers 
in  them.  To  all  these  matters  the  legislator,  if 
he  have  any  sense  in  him,  will  attend  as  far  as 
2  Cf.  Republic,  vii.  526. 
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man  can,  and  frame  his  laws  accordingly.  And 
this  is  what  you,  Cleinias,  must  do,  and  to  mat 
ters  of  this  kind  you  must  turn  your  mind  since 
you  are  going  to  colonize  a  new  country. 

Cleinias.  Your  words,  Athenian  Stranger, 
are  excellent,  and  I  will  do  as  you  say. 

BOOK  VI 

/75/J  Athenian  Stranger.  AND  now  having 
made  an  end  of  the  preliminaries  we  will  pro 
ceed  to  the  appointment  of  magistracies. 

Cleinias.  Very  good. 

Ath.  In  the  ordering  of  a  state  there  are  two 
parts:  first,  the  number  of  the  magistracies,  and 
the  mode  of  establishing  them;  and,  secondly, 
when  they  have  been  established,  laws  again 
will  have  to  be  provided  for  each  of  them,  suit 
able  in  nature  and  number.  But  before  electing 
the  magistrates  let  us  stop  a  little  and  say  a 
word  in  season  about  the  election  of  them. 

Cle.  What  have  you  got  to  say? 

Ath.  This  is  what  I  have  to  say; — every  one 
can  see,  that  although  the  work  of  legislation  is 
a  most  important  matter,  yet  if  a  well-ordered 
city  superadd  to  good  laws  unsuitable  offices, 
not  only  will  there  be  no  use  in  having  the  good 
laws — not  only  will  they  be  ridiculous  and  use 
less,  but  the  greatest  political  injury  and  evil 
will  accrue  from  them. 

Cle.  Of  course. 

Ath.  Then  now,  my  friend,  let  us  observe 
what  will  happen  in  the  constitution  of  our 
intended  state.  In  the  first  place,  you  will  ac 
knowledge  that  those  who  are  duly  appointed 
to  magisterial  power,  and  their  families,  should 
severally  have  given  satisfactory  proof  of  what 
they  are,  from  youth  upward  until  the  time  of 
election;  in  the  next  place,  those  who  are  to 
elect  should  have  been  trained  in  habits  of 
law,  and  be  well  educated,  that  they  may  have  a 
right  judgment,  and  may  be  able  to  select  or 
reject  men  whom  they  approve  or  disapprove, 
as  they  are  worthy  of  either.  But  how  can  we 
imagine  that  those  who  are  brought  together 
for  the  first  time,  and  are  strangers  to  one  an 
other,  and  also  uneducated,  will  avoid  making 
mistakes  in  the  choice  of  magistrates? 

Cle.  Impossible. 

Ath.  The  matter  is  serious,  and  excuses  will 
not  serve  the  turn.  I  will  tell  you,  then,  what 
you  and  I  will  have  to  do,  since  you,  as  you  tell 
me,  with  nine  others,  have  offered  to  settle  the 
new  state  on  behalf  of  the  people  of  Crete, 
/7527  and  I  am  to  help  you  by  the  invention  of 
the  present  jromaace.  I  certainly  should  not  like 


to  leave  the  tale  wandering  all  over  the  world 
without  a  head; — a  headless  monster  is  such 
a  hideous  thing. 

Cle.  Excellent,  Stranger. 

Ath.  Yes;  and  I  will  be  as  good  as  my  word. 

Cle.  Let  us  by  ail  means  do  as  you  propose. 

Ath.  That  we  will,  by  the  grace  of  God,  if 
old  age  will  only  permit  us. 

Cle.  But  God  will  be  gracious. 

Ath.  Yes;  and  under  his  guidance  let  us  con 
sider  a  further  point. 

Cle.  What  is  it? 

Ath.  Let  us  remember  what  a  courageously 
mad  and  daring  creation  this  our  city  is. 

Cle.  What  had  you  in  your  mind  when  you 
said  that? 

Ath.  I  had  in  my  mind  the  free  and  easy  man 
ner  in  which  we  are  ordaining  that  the  inex 
perienced  colonists  shall  receive  our  laws.  Now 
a  man  need  not  be  very  wise,  Cleinias,  in  order 
to  see  that  no  one  can  easily  receive  laws  at  their 
first  imposition.  But  if  we  could  anyhow  wait 
until  those  who  have  been  imbued  with  them 
from  childhood,  and  have  been  nurtured  in 
them,  and  become  habituated  to  them,  take 
their  part  in  the  public  elections  of  the  state; 
I  say,  if  this  could  be  accomplished,  and  rightly 
accomplished  by  any  way  or  contrivance — 
then,  I  think  that  there  would  be  very  little 
danger,  at  the  end  of  the  time,  of  a  state  thus 
trained  not  being  permanent. 

Cle.  A  reasonable  supposition. 

Ath.  Then  let  us  consider  if  we  can  find  any 
way  out  of  the  difficulty;  for  I  maintain,  Clein- 
ias,  that  the  Cnosians,  above  all  the  other  Cre 
tans,  should  not  be  satisfied  with  barely  dis 
charging  their  duty  to  the  colony,  but  they 
ought  to  take  the  utmost  pains  to  establish  the 
offices  which  are  first  created  by  them  in  the 
best  and  surest  manner.  Above  all,  this  applies 
to  the  selection  of  the  guardians  of  the  law, 
who  must  be  chosen  first  of  all,  and  with  the 
greatest  care;  the  others  are  of  less  importance. 

Cle.  What  method  can  we  devise  of  electing 
them? 

Ath.  This  wEl  be  the  method: — Sons  of  the 
Cretans,  I  shall  say  to  them,  inasmuch  as  the 
Cnosians  have  precedence  over  the  other  states, 
they  should,  in  common  with  those  who  join 
this  setdement,  choose  a  body  of  thirty-seven  in 
all,  nineteen  of  them  being  taken  from  the 
setders,  [753]  and  the  remainder  from  the 
citizens  of  Cnosus.  Of  those  latter  the  Cnosians 
shall  make  a  present  to  your  colony,  and  you 
yourself  shall  be  one  of  the  eighteen,  and  shall 
become  a  citizen  of  the  new  state;  and  if  you 


698 


DIALOGUES  OF  PLATO 


and  they  cannot  be  persuaded  to  go,  the  Cno~ 
sians  may  fairly  use  a  little  violence  In  order  to 
make  you. 

Cle.  But  why,  Stranger,  do  not  you  and  Me- 
giilus  take  a  part  in  our  new  city? 

Ath.  O,  Cleinias,  Athens  is  proud,  and  Sparta 
too;  and  they  are  both  a  long  way  off.  But  you 
and  likewise  the  other  colonists  are  convenient 
ly  situated  as  you  describe.  I  have  been  speak 
ing  of  the  way  in  which  the  new  citizens  may 
be  best  managed  under  present  circumstances; 
but  in  after-ages,  if  the  city  continues  to  exist, 
let  the  election  be  on  this  wise.  AM  who  are 
horse  or  foot  soldiers,  or  have  seen  military 
service  at  the  proper  ages  when  they  were  sever 
ally  fitted  for  it,1  shall  share  in  the  election  of 
magistrates;  and  the  election  shall  be  held  in 
whatever  temple  the  state  deems  most  vener 
able,  and  every  one  shall  carry  his  vote  to  the 
altar  of  the  God,  writing  down  on  a  tablet  the 
name  of  the  person  for  whom  he  votes,  and  his 
father's  name,  and  his  tribe,  and  ward;  and  at 
the  side  he  shall  write  his  own  name  in  like 
manner.  Any  one  who  pleases  may  take  away 
any  tablet  which  he  does  not  think  properly 
filled  up,  and  exhibit  it  in  the  Agora  for  a 
period  of  not  less  than  thirty  days.  The  tablets 
which  are  judged  to  be  first,  to  the  number  of 
300,  shall  be  shown  by  the  magistrates  to  the 
whole  city,  and  the  citizens  shall  in  like  man 
ner  select  from  these  the  candidates  whom  they 
prefer;  and  this  second  selection,  to  the  num 
ber  of  100,  shall  be  again  exhibited  to  the  citi 
zens;  in  the  third,  let  any  one  who  pleases  se 
lect  whom  he  pleases  out  of  the  100,  walking 
through  the  parts  of  victims,  and  let  them 
choose  for  magistrates  and  proclaim  the  seven- 
and-thirty  who  have  the  greatest  number  of 
votes.  But  who,  Cleinias  and  Megillus,  will 
order  for  us  in  the  colony  all  this  matter  of  the 
magistrates,  and  the  scrutinies  of  them?  If  we 
reflect,  we  shall  see  that  cities  which  are  in 
process  of  construction  like  ours  must  have 
some  such  persons,  who  cannot  possibly  be 
elected  before  there  are  any  magistrates;  and 
yet  they  must  be  elected  in  some  way,  and  they 
are  not  to  be  inferior  men,  but  the  best  possible. 
For  as  the  proverb  says,  "a  good  beginning  is 
half  the  business";  and  "to  have  begun  well" 
is  praised  by  all,  and  in  my  opinion  is  a  great 
deal  more  than  half  the  business,  [754]  and 
has  never  been  praised  by  any  one  enough. 
Cle.  That  is  very  true. 

Ath.  Then  let  us  recognize  the  difficulty,  and 
make  clear  to  our  own  minds  how  the  begin- 
1  C£  Aristotle,  Politics,  ii  6, 1265  b  26-33. 


ning  is  to  be  accomplished.  There  is  only  one 
proposal  which  I  have  to  offer,  and  that  is  one 
which,  under  our  circumstances,  is  both  neces 
sary  and  expedient. 

Cle.  What  is  it? 

Ath.  I  maintain  that  this  colony  of  ours  has 
a  father  and  mother,  who  are  no  other  than  the 
colonizing  state.  Well  I  know  that  many  colo 
nies  have  been,  and  will  be,  at  enmity  with  their 
parents.  But  in  early  days  the  child,  as  in  a 
family,  loves  and  is  beloved;  even  if  there  come 
a  time  later  when  the  tie  is  broken,  still,  while 
he  is  in  want  of  education,  he  naturally  loves 
his  parents  and  is  beloved  by  them,  and  flies  to 
his  relatives  for  protection,  and  finds  in  them  his 
only  natural  allies  in  time  of  need;  and  this 
parental  feeling  already  exists  in  the  Cnosians, 
as  is  shown  by  their  care  of  the  new  city;  and 
there  is  a  similar  feeling  on  the  part  of  the 
young  city  towards  Cnosus.  And  I  repeat  what 
I  was  saying — for  there  is  no  harm  in  repeating 
a  good  thing — that  the  Cnosians  should  take 
a  common  interest  in  all  these  matters,  and 
choose,  as  far  as  they  can,  the  eldest  and  best  of 
the  colonists,  to  the  number  of  not  less  than  a 
hundred;  and  let  there  be  another  hundred  of 
the  Cnosians  themselves.  These,  I  say,  on  their 
arrival,  should  have  a  joint  care  that  the  magis 
trates  should  be  appointed  according  to  law, 
and  that  when  they  are  appointed  they  should 
undergo  a  scrutiny.  When  this  has  been  ef 
fected,  the  Cnosians  shall  return  home,  and  the 
new  city  do  the  best  she  can  for  her  own  preser 
vation  and  happiness.  I  would  have  the  seven- 
and-thirty  now,  and  in  all  future  time,  chosen 
to  fulfil  the  following  duties: — Let  them,  in 
the  first  place,  be  the  guardians  of  the  law;  and, 
secondly,  of  the  registers  in  which  each  one 
registers  before  the  magistrate  the  amount  of 
his  property,  excepting  four  minae  which  are 
allowed  to  citizens  of  the  first  class,  three  al 
lowed  to  the  second,  two  to  the  third,  and  a 
single  mina  to  the  fourth.  And  if  any  one,  de 
spising  the  laws  for  the  sake  of  gain,  be  found 
to  possess  anything  more  which  has  not  been 
registered,  let  all  that  he  has  in  excess  be  confis 
cated,  and  let  him  be  liable  to  a  suit  which  shall 
be  the  reverse  of  honourable  or  fortunate.  And 
let  any  one  who  will,  indict  him  on  the  charge 
of  loving  base  gains,  and  proceed  against  him 
before  the  guardians  of  the  law.  [j$$]  And  if 
he  be  cast,  let  him  lose  his  share  of  the  public 
possessions,  and  when  there  is  any  public  dis 
tribution,  let  him  have  nothing  but  his  original 
lot;  and  let  him  be  written  down  a  condemned 
man  as  long  as  he  lives,  in  some  place  in  which 
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any  one  who  pi  eases  can  read  about  his  offences. 
The  guardian  of  the  law  shall  not  hold  office 
longer  than  twenty  years,  and  shall  not  be  less 
than  fifty  years  of  age  when  he  is  elected;  or 
if  he  is  elected  when  he  is  sixty  years  of  age,  he 
shall  hold  office  for  ten  years  only;  and  upon 
the  same  principle,  he  must  not  imagine  that 
he  will  be  permitted  to  hold  such  an  important 
office  as  that  of  guardian  of  the  laws  after  he 
is  seventy  years  of  age,  if  he  live  so  long. 

These  are  the  three  first  ordinances  about  the 
guardians  of  the  law;  as  the  work  of  legislation 
progresses,  each  law  in  turn  will  assign  to  them 
their  further  duties.  And  now  we  may  proceed 
in  order  to  speak  of  the  election  of  other  offi 
cers;  for  generals  have  to  be  elected,  and  these 
again  must  have  their  ministers,  commanders, 
and  colonels  of  horse,  and  commanders  of  bri 
gades  of  foot,  who  would  be  more  rightly  called 
by  their  popular  name  of  brigadiers.  The  guard 
ians  of  the  law  shall  propose  as  generals  men 
who  are  natives  of  the  city,  and  a  selection  from 
the  candidates  proposed  shall  be  made  by  those 
who  are  or  have  been  of  the  age  for  military 
service.  And  if  one  who  is  not  proposed  is 
thought  by  somebody  to  be  better  than  one 
who  is,  let  him  name  whom  he  prefers  in  the 
place  of  whom,  and  make  oath  that  he  is  better, 
and  propose  him;  and  whichever  of  them  is 
approved  by  vote  shall  be  admitted  to  the  final 
selection;  and  the  three  who  have  the  greatest 
number  of  votes  shall  be  appointed  generals, 
and  superintendents  of  military  affairs,  after 
previously  undergoing  a  scrutiny,  like  the 
guardians  of  the  law.  And  let  the  generals  thus 
elected  propose  twelve  brigadiers,  one  for  each 
tribe;  and  there  shall  be  a  right  of  counter 
proposal  as  in  the  case  of  the  generals,  and  the 
voting  and  decision  shall  take  place  in  the  same 
way.  Until  the  prytanes  and  council  are  elected, 
the  guardians  of  the  law  shall  convene  the  as 
sembly  in  some  holy  spot  which  is  suitable  to 
the  purpose,  placing  the  hoplites  by  themselves, 
and  the  cavalry  by  themselves,  and  in  a  third 
division  all  the  rest  of  the  army.  All  are  to  vote 
for  the  generals  [and  for  the  colonels  of  horse], 
but  the  brigadiers  are  to  be  voted  for  only  by 
those  who  carry  shields  [i.e.,  the  hoplites]. 
[756]  Let  the  body  of  cavalry  choose  phylarchs 
for  the  generals;  but  captains  of  light  troops, 
or  archers,  or  any  other  division  of  the  army, 
shall  be  appointed  by  the  generals  for  them 
selves.  There  only  remains  the  appointment  of 
officers  of  cavalry:  these  shall  be  proposed  by 
the  same  persons  who  proposed  the  generals, 
and  the  election  and  the  counter-proposal  of 


other  candidates  shall  be  arranged  in  the  same 
way  as  in  the  case  of  trie  generals,  and  let  the 
cavalry  vote  and  the  infantry  look  on  at  the 
election;  the  two  who  have  the  greatest  num 
ber  of  votes  shall  be  the  leaders  of  all  the  horse. 
Disputes  about  the  voting  may  be  raised  once 
or  twice;  but  if  the  dispute  be  raised  a  third 
time,  the  officers  who  preside  at  the  several  elec 
tions  shall  decide. 

The  council  shall  consist  of  30  x  12  mem 
bers — 360  will  be  a  convenient  number  for 
sub-division.  If  we  divide  the  whole  number 
into  four  parts  of  ninety  each,  we  get  ninety 
counsellors  for  each  class.  First,  all  the  citizens 
shall  select  candidates  from  the  first  class;  they 
shall  be  compelled  to  vote,  and,  if  they  do  not, 
shall  be  duly  fined.  When  the  candidates  have 
been  selected,  some  one  shall  mark  them  down; 
this  shall  be  the  business  of  the  first  day.  And 
on  the  following  day,  candidates  shall  be  se 
lected  from  the  second  class  in  the  same  man 
ner  and  under  the  same  conditions  as  on  the 
previous  day;  and  on  the  third  day  a  selection 
shall  be  made  from  the  third  class,  at  which 
every  one  may,  if  he  likes,  vote,  and  the  three 
first  classes  shall  be  compelled  to  vote;  but  the 
fourth  and  lowest  class  shall  be  under  no  com 
pulsion,  and  any  member  of  this  class  who  does 
not  vote  shall  not  be  punished.  On  the  fourth 
day  candidates  shall  be  selected  from  the  fourth 
and  smallest  class;  they  shall  be  selected  by  all, 
but  he  who  is  of  the  fourth  class  shall  suffer  no 
penalty,  nor  he  who  is  of  the  third,  if  he  be  not 
willing  to  vote;  but  he  who  is  of  the  first  or 
second  class,  if  he  does  not  vote  shall  be  pun 
ished; — he  who  is  of  the  second  class  shall  pay 
a  fine  of  triple  the  amount  which  was  exacted 
at  first,  and  he  who  is  of  the  first  class  quadru 
ple.  On  the  fifth  day  the  rulers  shall  bring  out 
the  names  noted  down,  for  all  the  citizens  to 
see,  and  every  man  shall  choose  out  of  them, 
under  pain,  if  he  do  not,  of  suffering  the  first 
penalty;  and  when  they  have  chosen  180  out 
of  each  of  the  classes,  they  shall  choose  one-half 
of  them  by  lot,  who  shall  undergo  a  scrutiny: — 
These  are  to  form  the  council  for  the  year. 

The  mode  of  election  which  has  been  de 
scribed  is  in  a  mean  between  monarchy  and 
democracy,  [j$j]  and  such  a  mean  the  state 
ought  always  to  observe;  for  servants  and  mas 
ters  never  can  be  friends,  nor  good  and  bad, 
merely  because  they  are  declared  to  have  equal 
privileges.  For  to  \inequals  equals  become  un 
equal,  if  they  are  not  harmonized  by  measure; 
and  both  by  reason  of  equality,  and  by  reason 
of  inequality,  cities  are  filled  with  seditions. 
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The  old  saying,  that  "equality  makes  friend 
ship/'  is  happy  and  also  true;  but  there  is  ob 
scurity  and  confusion  as  to  what  sort  of  equal 
ity  is  meant.  For  there  are  two  equalities  which 
are  called  by  the  same  name,  but  are  in  reality 
in  many  ways  almost  the  opposite  of  one  an 
other;  one  of  them  may  be  introduced  with 
out  difficulty,  by  any  state  or  any  legislator  in 
the  distribution  of  honours:  this  is  the  rule  of 
measure,  weight,  and  number,  which  regulates 
and  apportions  them.  But  there  is  another  equal 
ity,  of  a  better  and  higher  kind,  which  is  not 
so  easily  recognized.  This  is  the  judgment  of 
Zeus;  among  men  it  avails  but  little;  that  little, 
however,  is  the  source  of  the  greatest  good  to 
individuals  and  states.  For  it  gives  to  the  greater 
more,  and  to  the  inferior  less  and  in  proportion 
to  the  nature  of  each;  and,  above  ail,  greater 
honour  always  to  the  greater  virtue,  and  to  the 
less  less;  and  to  either  in  proportion  to  their  re 
spective  measure  of  virtue  and  education.  And 
this  is  justice,  and  is  ever  the  true  principle  of 
states,  at  which  we  ought  to  aim,  and  according 
to  this  rule  order  the  new  city  which  is  now  be 
ing  founded,  and  any  other  city  which  may  be 
hereafter  founded.  To  this  the  legislator  should 
look — not  to  the  interests  of  tyrants  one  or  more, 
or  to  the  power  of  the  people,  but  to  justice  al 
ways;  which,  as  I  was  saying,  is  the  distribution 
of  natural  equality  among  unequals  in  each 
case.  But  there  are  times  at  which  every  state  is 
compelled  to  use  the  words,  "just,"  "equal,"  in 
a  secondary  sense,  in  the  hope  of  escaping  in 
some  degree  from  factions.  For  equity  and  in 
dulgence  are  infractions  of  the  perfect  and  strict 
rule  of  justice.  And  this  is  the  reason  why  we 
are  obliged  to  use  the  equality  of  the  lot,  in  order 
to  avoid  the  discontent  of  the  people;  and  so  we 
invoke  God  and  fortune  in  our  prayers,  and 
beg  that  they  themselves  will  direct  the  lot  with 
a  view  to  supreme  justice.  And  therefore,  al 
though  we  are  compelled  to  use  both  equalities, 
we  should  use  that  into  which  the  element  of 
chance  enters  as  seldom  as  possible.  [j$8] 

Thus,  O  my  friends,  and  for  the  reasons 
given,  should  a  state  act  which  would  endure 
and  be  saved.  But  as  a  ship  sailing  on  the  sea 
has  to  be  watched  night  and  day,  in  like  man 
ner  a  city  also  is  sailing  on  a  sea  of  politics,  and 
is  liable  to  all  sorts  of  insidious  assaults;  and 
therefore  from  morning  to  night,  and  from 
night  to  morning,  rulers  must  join  hands  with 
rulers,  and  watchers  with  watchers,  receiving 
and  giving  up  their  trust  In  a  perpetual  suc 
cession.  Now  a  multitude  can  never  fulfil  a 
duty  of  this  sort  with  anything  like  energy. 


Moreover,  the  greater  number  of  the  senators 
will  have  to  be  left  during  the  greater  part  of 
the  year  to  order  their  concerns  at  their  own 
homes.  They  will  therefore  have  to  be  arranged 
in  twelve  portions,  answering  to  the  twelve 
months,  and  furnish  guardians  of  the  state, 
each  portion  for  a  single  month.  Their  busi 
ness  is  to  be  at  hand  and  receive  any  foreigner 
or  citizen  who  comes  to  them,  whether  to  give 
information,  or  to  put  one  of  those  questions, 
to  which,  when  asked  by  other  cities,  a  city 
should  give  an  answer,  and  to  which,  if  she 
ask  them  herself,  she  should  receive  an  an 
swer;  or  again,  when  there  is  a  likelihood  of 
internal  commotions,  which  are  always  liable 
to  happen  in  some  form  or  other,  they  will,  if 
they  can,  prevent  their  occurring;  or  if  they 
have  already  occurred,  will  lose  no  time  in  mak 
ing  them  known  to  the  city,  and  healing  the 
evil.  Wherefore,  also,  this  which  is  the  presid 
ing  body  of  the  state  ought  always  to  have  the 
control  of  their  assemblies,  and  of  the  dissolu 
tions  of  them,  ordinary  as  well  as  extraordinary. 
All  this  is  to  be  ordered  by  the  twelfth  part  of 
the  council,  which  is  always  to  keep  watch  to 
gether  with  the  other  officers  of  the  state  dur 
ing  one  portion  of  the  year,  and  to  rest  during 
the  remaining  eleven  portions. 

Thus  will  the  city  be  fairly  ordered.  And 
now,  who  is  to  have  the  superintendence  of  the 
country,  and  what  shall  be  the  arrangement? 
Seeing  that  the  whole  city  and  the  entire  coun 
try  have  been  both  of  them  divided  into  twelve 
portions,  ought  there  not  to  be  appointed  super 
intendents  of  the  streets  of  the  city,  and  of  the 
houses,  and  buildings,  and  harbours,  and  the 
agora,  and  fountains,  and  sacred  domains,  and 
temples,  and  the  like  ? 

Cle.  To  be  sure  there  ought. 

[759]  Aih.  Let  us  assume,  then,  that  there 
ought  to  be  servants  of  the  temples,  and  priests 
and  priestesses.  There  must  also  be  superin 
tendents  of  roads  and  buildings,  who  will  have 
a  care  of  men,  that  they  may  do  no  harm,  and 
also  of  beasts,  both  within  the  enclosure  and  in 
the  suburbs.  Three  kinds  of  officers  will  thus 
have  to  be  appointed,  in  order  that  the  city  may 
be  suitably  provided  according  to  her  needs. 
Those  who  have  the  care  of  the  city  shall  be 
called  wardens  of  the  city;  and  those  who  have 
the  care  of  the  agora  shall  be  called  wardens  of 
the  agora;  and  those  who  have  the  care  of  the 
temples  shall  be  called  priests.  Those  who  hold 
hereditary  offices  as  priests  or  priestesses,  shall 
not  be  disturbed;  but  if  there  be  few  or  none 
such,  as  is  probable  at  the  foundation  of  a  new 
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city,  priests  and  priestesses  shall  be  appointed 
to  be  servants  of  the  Gods  who  have  no  serv 
ants.  Some  of  our  officers  shall  be  elected,  and 
others  appointed  by  lot,  those  who  are  of  the 
people  and  those  who  are  not  of  the  people 
mingling  in  a  friendly  manner  in  every  place 
and  city,  that  the  state  may  be  as  far  as  possible 
of  one  mind.  The  officers  of  the  temples  shall 
be  appointed  by  lot;  in  this  way  their  election 
will  be  committed  to  God,  that  he  may  do 
what  is  agreeable  to  him.  And  he  who  obtains 
a  lot  shall  undergo  a  scrutiny,  first,  as  to  wheth 
er  he  is  sound  of  body  and  of  legitimate  birth; 
and  in  the  second  place,  in  order  to  show  that 
he  is  of  a  perfectly  pure  family,  not  stained 
with  homicide  or  any  similar  impiety  in  his 
own  person,  and  also  that  his  father  and 
mother  have  led  a  similar  unstained  life.  Now 
the  laws  about  all  divine  things  should  be 
brought  from  Delphi,  and  interpreters  ap 
pointed,  under  whose  direction  they  should  be 
used.  The  tenure  of  the  priesthood  should  al 
ways  be  for  a  year  and  no  longer;  and  he  who 
will  duly  execute  the  sacred  office,  according 
to  the  laws  of  religion,  must  be  not  less  than 
sixty  years  of  age — the  laws  shall  be  the  same 
about  priestesses.  As  for  the  interpreters,  they 
shall  be  appointed  thus: — let  the  twelve  tribes 
be  distributed  into  groups  of  four,  and  let  each 
group  select  four,  one  out  of  each  tribe  within 
the  group,  three  times;  and  let  the  three  who 
have  the  greatest  number  of  votes  [out  of  the 
twelve  appointed  by  each  group],  after  under 
going  a  scrutiny,  nine  in  all,  be  sent  to  Delphi, 
in  order  that  the  God  may  return  one  out  of  each 
triad;  their  age  shall  be  the  same  as  that  of  the 
priests,  and  the  scrutiny  of  them  shall  be  con 
ducted  in  the  same  manner;  let  them  be  inter 
preters  for  life,  and  when  any  one  dies  let  the 
four  tribes  select  another  from  the  tribe  of  the 
deceased.  Moreover,  besides  priests  and  inter 
preters,  there  must  be  treasurers,  who  will  take 
charge  of  the  property  of  the  several  temples, 
and  of  the  sacred  domains,  and  shall  have  au 
thority  over  the  produce  and  the  letting  of 
them;  and  three  of  them  shall  be  chosen  from 
the  highest  classes  for  the  greater  [760]  tem 
ples,  and  two  for  thelesser,and  one  for  the  least 
of  all;  the  manner  of  their  election  and  the 
scrutiny  of  them  shall  be  the  same  as  that  of  the 
generals.1  This  shall  be  the  order  of  the  temples. 
Let  everything  have  a  guard  as  far  as  possi 
ble.  Let  the  defence  of  the  city  be  committed  to 
the  generals,  and  taxiarchs,  and  hipparchs,  and 
phylarchs,  and  prytanes,  and  the  wardens  of 


the  city,  and  of  the  agora,  when  the  election  of 
them  has  been  completed.  The  defence  of  the 
country  shall  be  provided  for  as  follows: — The 
entire  land  has  been  already  distributed  into 
twelve  as  nearly  as  possible  equal  parts,  and  let 
the  tribe  allotted  to  a  division  provide  an 
nually  for  it  five  wardens  of  the  country  and 
commanders  of  the  watch;  and  let  each  body 
of  five  have  the  power  of  selecting  twelve  oth 
ers  out  of  the  youth  of  their  own  tribe — these 
shall  be  not  less  than  twenty-five  years  of  age, 
and  not  more  than  thirty.  And  let  there  be  al 
lotted  to  them  severally  every  month  the  vari 
ous  districts,  in  order  that  they  may  all  acquire 
knowledge  and  experience  of  the  whole  coun 
try.  The  term  of  service  for  commanders  and 
for  watchers  shall  continue  during  two  years. 
After  having  had  their  stations  allotted  to  them, 
they  will  go  from  place  to  place  in  regular 
order,  making  their  round  from  left  to  right 
as  their  commanders  direct  them;  (when  I 
speak  of  going  to  the  right,  I  mean  that  they 
are  to  go  to  the  east).  And  at  the  commence 
ment  of  the  second  year,  in  order  that  as  many 
as  possible  of  the  guards  may  not  only  get  a 
knowledge  of  the  country  at  any  one  season  of 
the  year,  but  may  also  have  experience  of  the 
manner  in  which  different  places  are  afjected 
at  different  seasons  of  the  year,  their  then  com 
manders  shall  lead  them  again  towards  the  left, 
from  place  to  place  in  succession,  until  they 
have  completed  the  second  year.  In  the  third 
year  other  wardens  of  the  country  shall  be 
chosen  and  commanders  of  the  watch,  five  for 
each  division,  who  are  to  be  the  superintendents 
of  the  bands  of  twelve.  While  on  service  at 
each  statio^  their  attention  shall  be  directed  to 
the  following  points: — In  the  first  place,  they 
shall  see  that  the  country  is  well  protected 
against  enemies;  they  shall  trench  and  dig 
wherever  this  is  required,  and,  as  far  as  they 
can,  they  shall  by  fortifications  keep  off  the 
evil-disposed,  in  order  to  prevent  them  from 
doing  any  harm  to  the  country  or  the  property; 
they  shall  use  the  beasts  of  burden  and  the  la 
bourers  whom  they  find  on  the  spot:  these  will 
be  their  instruments  whom  they  will  superin 
tend,  [j6i]  taking  them,  as  far  as  possible,  at 
the  times  when  they  are  not  engaged  in  their 
regular  business.  They  shall  make  every  part 
of  the  country  inaccessible  to  enemies,  and  as 
accessible  as  possible  to  friends;2  there  shall  be 
ways  for  man  and  beasts  of  burden  and  for 
cattle,  and  they  shall  take  care  to  have  them  al 
ways  as  smooth  as  they  can;  and  shall  provide 
3  Cf.  Aristotle,  Politics,  vii.  5,  1326  b  38.  - 
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against  the  rains  doing  harm  instead  of  good 
to  the  land,  when  they  come  down  from  the 
mountains  into  the  hollow  dells;  and  shall  keep 
in  the  overflow  by  the  help  of  works  and 
ditches,  in  order  that  the  valleys,  receiving  and 
drinking  up  the  rain  from  heaven,  and  provid 
ing  fountains  and  streams  in  the  fields  and  re 
gions  which  lie  underneath,  may  furnish  even 
to  the  dry  places  plenty  of  good  water.  The 
fountains  of  water,  whether  of  rivers  or  of 
springs,  shall  be  ornamented  with  plantations 
and  buildings  for  beauty;  and  let  them  bring  to 
gether  the  streams  in  subterraneous  channels, 
and  make  all  things  plenteous;  and  if  there  be  a 
sacred  grove  or  dedicated  precinct  in  the  neigh 
bourhood,  they  shall  conduct  the  water  to  the 
actual  temples  of  the  Gods,  and  so  beautify 
them  at  all  seasons  of  the  year.  Everywhere  in 
such  places  the  youth  shall  make  gymnasia  for 
themselves,  and  warm  baths  for  the  aged,  plac 
ing  by  them  abundance  of  dry  wood,  for  the 
benefit  of  those  labouring  under  disease — there 
the  weary  frame  of  the  rustic,  worn  with  toil, 
will  receive  a  kindly  welcome,  far  better  than 
he  would  at  the  hands  of  a  not  over-wise  doctor. 

The  building  of  these  and  the  like  works 
will  be  useful  and  ornamental;  they  will  pro 
vide  a  pleasing  amusement,  but  they  will  be  a 
serious  employment  too;  for  the  sixty  wardens 
will  have  to  guard  their  several  divisions,  not 
only  with  a  view  to  enemies,  but  also  with  an 
eye  to  professing  friends.  When  a  quarrel  arises 
among  neighbours  or  citizens,  and  any  one, 
whether  slave  or  freeman  wrongs  another,  let 
the  five  wardens  decide  small  matters  on  their 
own  authority;  but  where  the  charge  against 
another  relates  to  greater  matters,  the  seven 
teen  composed  of  the  fives  and  twelves,  shall 
determine  any  charges  which  one  man  brings 
against  another,  not  involving  more  than  three 
minae.1  Every  judge  and  magistrate  shall  be 
liable  to  give  an  account  of  his  conduct  in  office, 
except  those  who,  like  kings,  have  the  final 
decision.  Moreover,  as  regards  the  aforesaid 
wardens  of  the  country,  if  they  do  any  wrong 
to  those  of  whom  they  have  the  care,  whether 
by  imposing  upon  them  unequal  tasks,  [ 762] 
or  by  taking  the  produce  of  the  soil  or  imple 
ments  of  husbandry  without  their  consent;  also 
if  they  receive  anything  in  the  way  of  a  bribe, 
or  decide  suits  unjustly,  or  if  they  yield  to  the 
influences  of  flattery,  let  them  be  publicly  dis 
honoured;  and  in  regard  to  any  other  wrong 
which  they  do  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  country, 
if  the  question  be  of  a  mina,  let  them  submit 

1  Cf.  viii.  843. 


to  the  decision  of  the  villagers  in  the  neighbour 
hood;  but  in  suits  of  greater  amount,  or  in  the 
case  of  lesser,  if  they  refuse  to  submit,  trusting 
that  their  monthly  removal  into  another  part 
of  the  country  will  enable  them  to  escape — in 
such  cases  the  injured  party  may  bring  his 
suit  in  the  common  court,  and  if  he  obtain  a 
verdict  he  may  exact  from  the  defendant,  who 
refused  to  submit,  a  double  penalty. 

The  wardens  and  the  overseers  of  the  coun 
try,  while  on  their  two  years'  service,  shall  have 
common  meals  at  their  several  stations,  and 
shall  all  live  together;  and  he  who  is  absent 
from  the  common  meal,  or  sleeps  out,  if  only 
for  one  day  or  night,  unless  by  order  of  his 
commanders,  or  by  reason  of  absolute  necessity, 
if  the  five  denounce  him  and  inscribe  his  name 
in  the  agora  as  not  having  kept  his  guard, 
let  him  be  deemed  to  have  betrayed  the  city,  as 
far  as  lay  in  his  power,  and  let  him  be  disgraced 
and  beaten  with  impunity  by  any  one  who 
meets  him  and  is  willing  to  punish  him.  If  any 
of  the  commanders  is  guilty  of  such  an  irregu 
larity,  the  whole  company  of  sixty  shall  see  to 
it,  and  he  who  is  cognizant  of  the  offence,  and 
does  not  bring  the  offender  to  trial,  shall  be 
amenable  to  the  same  laws  as  the  younger  of 
fender  himself,  and  shall  pay  a  heavier  fine, 
and  be  incapable  of  ever  commanding  the 
young.  The  guardians  of  the  law  are  to  be  care 
ful  inspectors  of  these  matters,  and  shall  either 
prevent  or  punish  offenders.  Every  man  should 
remember  the  universal  rule,  that  he  who  is 
not  a  good  servant  will  not  be  a  good  master; 
a  man  should  pride  himself  more  upon  serving 
well  than  upon  commanding  well:  first  upon 
serving  the  laws,  which  is  also  the  service  of 
the  Gods;  in  the  second  place,  upon  having 
served  ancient  and  honourable  men  in  the  days 
of  his  youth.  Furthermore,  during  the  two  years 
in  which  any  one  is  a  warden  of  the  country, 
his  daily  food  ought  to  be  of  a  simple  and  hum 
ble  kind.  When  the  twelve  have  been  chosen, 
[763]  let  them  and  the  five  meet  together,  and 
determine  that  they  will  be  their  own  servants, 
and,  like  servants,  will  not  have  other  slaves 
and  servants  for  their  own  use,  neither  will  they 
use  those  of  the  villagers  and  husbandmen  for 
their  private  advantage,  but  for  the  public 
service  only;  and  in  general  they  should  make 
up  their  minds  to  live  independently  by  them 
selves,  servants  of  each  other  and  of  them 
selves.  Further,  at  all  seasons  of  the  year,  sum 
mer  and  winter  alike,  let  them  be  under  arms 
and  survey  minutely  the  whole  country;  thus 
they  will  at  once  keep  guard,  and  at  the  same 
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time  acquire  a  perfect  knowledge  of  every  local 
ity.  There  can  be  no  more  important  kind  of 
information  than  the  exact  knowledge  of  a 
man's  own  country;  and  for  this  as  well  as 
for  more  general  reasons  of  pleasure  and  advan 
tage,  hunting  with  dogs  and  other  kinds  of 
sports  should  be  pursued  by  the  young.  The 
service  to  whom  this  is  committed  may  be 
called  the  secret  police *  or  wardens  of  the  coun 
try;  the  name  does  not  much  signify,  but  every 
one  who  has  the  safety  of  the  state  at  heart  will 
use  his  utmost  diligence  in  this  service. 

After  the  wardens  of  the  country,  we  have  to 
speak  of  the  election  of  wardens  of  the  agora 
and  of  the  city.  The  wardens  of  the  country 
were  sixty  in  number,  and  the  wardens  of  the 
city  will  be  three,  and  will  divide  the  twelve 
parts  of  the  city  into  three;  like  the  former, 
they  shall  have  care  of  the  ways,  and  of  the 
different  high  roads  which  lead  out  of  the  coun 
try  into  the  city,  and  of  the  buildings,  that  they 
may  be  all  made  according  to  law; — also  of 
the  waters,  which  the  guardians  of  the  supply 
preserve  and  convey  to  them,  care  being  taken 
that  they  may  reach  the  fountains  pure  and 
abundant,  and  be  both  an  ornament  and  a  bene 
fit  to  the  city.  These  also  should  be  men  of  in 
fluence,  and  at  leisure  to  take  care  of  the  public 
interest.  Let  every  man  propose  as  warden  of 
the  city  any  one  whom  he  likes  out  of  the  high 
est  class,  and  when  the  vote  has  been  given  on 
them,  and  the  number  is  reduced  to  the  six 
who  have  the  greatest  number  of  votes,  let  the 
electing  officers  choose  by  lot  three  out  of  the 
six,  and  when  they  have  undergone  a  scrutiny 
let  them  hold  office  according  to  the  laws  laid 
down  for  them.  Next,  let  the  wardens  of  the 
agora  be  elected  in  like  manner,  out  of  the 
first  and  second  class,  five  in  number:  ten  are  to 
be  first  elected,  and  out  of  the  ten  five  are  to  be 
chosen  by  lot,  as  in  the  election  of  the  wardens 
of  the  city: — these  when  they  have  undergone 
a  scrutiny  are  to  be  declared  magistrates.  Every 
one  shall  vote  for  every  one,  and  he  who  will 
not  vote,  [764]  if  he  be  informed  against  before 
the  magistrates,  shall  be  fined  fifty  drachmae, 
and  shall  also  be  deemed  a  bad  citizen.  Let  any 
one  who  likes  go  to  the  assembly  and  to  the 
general  council;  it  shall  be  compulsory  to  go  on 
citizens  of  the  first  and  second  class,  and  they 
shall  pay  a  fine  of  ten  drachmae  if  they  be  found 
not  answering  to  their  names  at  the  assembly. 
But  the  third  and  fourth  class  shall  be  under  no 
compulsion,  and  shall  be  let  off  without  a  fine, 
unless  the  magistrates  have  commanded  all  to 
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be  present,  in  consequence  of  some  urgent  ne 
cessity.  The  wardens  of  the  agora  shall  observe 
the  order  appointed  by  law  for  the  agora,  and 
shall  have  the  charge  of  the  temples  and  foun 
tains  which  are  in  the  agora;  and  they  shall  see 
that  no  one  injures  anything,  and  punish  him 
who  does,  with  stripes  and  bonds,  if  he  be  a 
slave  or  stranger;  but  if  he  be  a  citizen  who  mis 
behaves  in  this  way,  they  shall  have  the  power 
themselves  of  inflicting  a  fine  upon  him  to  the 
amount  of  a  hundred  drachmae,  or  with  the 
consent  of  the  wardens  of  the  city  up  to  double 
that  amount.  And  let  the  wardens  of  the  city 
have  a  similar  power  of  imposing  punishments 
and  fines  in  their  own  department;  and  let  them 
impose  fines  by  their  own  authority,  up  to  a 
mina,  or  up  to  two  minae  with  the  consent  of 
the  wardens  of  the  agora. 

In  the  next  place,  it  will  be  proper  to  appoint 
directors  of  music  and  gymnastic,  two  kinds  of 
each — of  the  one  kind  the  business  will  be  edu 
cation,  of  the  other,  the  superintendence  of  con 
tests.  In  speaking  of  education,  the  law  means 
to  speak  of  those  who  have  the  care  of  order 
and  instruction  in  gymnasia  and  schools,  and  of 
the  going  to  school,  and  of  school  buildings 
for  boys  and  girls;  and  in  speaking  of  contests, 
the  law  refers  to  the  judges  of  gymnastics  and 
of  music;  these  again  are  divided  into  two 
classes,  the  one  having  to  do  with  music,  the 
other  with  gymnastics;  and  the  same  who  judge 
of  the  gymnastic  contests  of  men,  shall  judge 
of  horses;  but  in  music  there  shall  be  one  set  of 
judges  of  solo  singing,  and  of  imitation — I 
mean  of  rhapsodists,  players  on  the  harp,  the 
flute  and  the  like,  and  another  who  shall  judge 
of  choral  song.  First  of  all,  we  must  choose  di 
rectors  for  the  choruses  of  boys,  and  men,  and 
maidens,  whom  they  shall  follow  in  the  amuse 
ment  of  the  dance,  and  for  our  other  musical 
arrangements;  [765] — one  director  will  be 
enough  for  the  choruses,  and  he  should  be  not 
less  than  forty  years  of  age.  One  director  will 
also  be  enough  to  introduce  the  solo  singers, 
and  to  give  judgment  on  the  competitors,  and 
he  ought  not  to  be  less  than  thirty  years  of  age. 
The  director  and  manager  of  the  choruses  shall 
be  elected  after  the  following  manner: — Let 
any  persons  who  commonly  take  an  interest  in 
such  matters  go  to  the  meeting,  and  be  fined  if 
they  do  not  go  (the  guardians  of  the  law  shall 
judge  of  their  fault),  but  those  who  have  no  in 
terest  shall  not  be  compelled.  The  elector  shall 
propose  as  director  some  one  who  understands 
music,  and  lie  in  the  scrutiny  may  be  challenged 
on  the  one  part  by  those  who  say  he  has  no  skill, 
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and  defended  on  the  other  hand  by  those  who 
say  that  he  has.  Ten  are  to  be  elected  by  vote, 
and  he  of  the  ten  who  is  chosen  by  lot  shall 
undergo  a  scrutiny,  and  lead  the  choruses  for 
a  year  according  to  law.  And  in  like  manner 
the  competitor  who  wins  the  lot  shall  be  leader 
of  the  solo  and  concert  music  for  that  year;  and 
he  who  is  thus  elected  shall  deliver  the  award 
to  the  judges.  In  the  next  place,  we  have  to 
choose  judges  in  the  contests  of  horses  and  of 
men;  these  shall  be  selected  from  the  third  and 
also  from  the  second  class  of  citizens,  and  the 
three  first  classes  shall  be  compelled  to  go  to  the 
election,  but  the  lowest  may  stay  away  with  im 
punity;  and  let  there  be  three  elected  by  lot  out 
of  the  twenty  who  have  been  chosen  previous 
ly,  and  they  must  also  have  the  vote  and  ap 
proval  of  the  examiners.  But  if  any  one  is  re 
jected  in  the  scrutiny  at  any  ballot  or  decision, 
others  shall  be  chosen  in  the  same  manner,  and 
undergo  a  similar  scrutiny. 

There  remains  the  minister  of  the  education 
of  youth,  male  and  female;  he  too  will  rule  ac 
cording  to  law;  one  such  minister  will  be  suf 
ficient,  and  he  must  be  fifty  years  old,  and  have 
children  lawfully  begotten,  both  boys  and  girls 
by  preference,  at  any  rate,  one  or  the  other.  He 
who  is  elected,  and  he  who  is  the  elector,  should 
consider  that  of  all  the  great  offices  of  state  this 
is  the  greatest;  for  the  first  shoot  of  any  plant, 
if  it  makes  a  good  start  towards  the  attainment 
of  its  natural  excellence,  has  the  greatest  effect 
on  its  maturity;  and  this  is  not  only  true  of 
plants,  [j66]  but  of  animals  wild  and  tame, 
and  also  of  men.  Man,  as  we  say,  is  a  tame  or 
civilized  animal; nevertheless, he  requires  prop 
er  instruction  and  a  fortunate  nature,  and  then 
of  all  animals  he  becomes  the  most  divine  and 
most  civilized;1  but  if  he  be  insufficiently  or  ill 
educated  he  is  the  most  savage  of  earthly  crea 
tures.  Wherefore  the  legislator  ought  not  to  al 
low  the  education  of  children  to  become  a  sec 
ondary  or  accidental  matter.  In  the  first  place, 
he  who  would  be  rightly  provident  about  them, 
should  begin  by  taking  care  that  he  is  elected, 
wlio  of  all  the  citizens  is  in  every  way  best; 
him  the  legislator  shall  do  his  utmost  to  ap 
point  guardian  and  superintendent.  To  this  end 
all  the  magistrates,  with  the  exception  of  the 
council  and  prytanes,  shall  go  to  the  temple  of 
Apollo,  and  elect  by  ballot  him  of  the  guard 
ians  of  the  law  whom  they  severally  think  will 
be  the  best  superintendent  of  education.  And 
he  who  has  the  greatest  number  of  votes,  after 
he  has  undergone  a  scrutiny  at  the  hands  of  all 

1  Aristotle,  Politics,  i.  2, 1253  a  29-38. 


the  magistrates  who  have  been  his  electors, 
with  the  exception  of  the  guardians  of  the  law 
— shall  hold  office  for  five  years;  and  in  the  sixth 
year  let  another  be  chosen  in  like  manner  to  fill 
his  office. 

If  any  one  dies  while  he  is  holding  a  public 
office,  and  more  than  thirty  days  before  his 
term  of  office  expires,  let  those  whose  business 
it  is  elect  another  to  the  office  in  the  same  man 
ner  as  before.  And  if  any  one  who  is  entrusted 
with  orphans  dies,,  let  the  relations  both  on  the 
father's  and  mother's  side,  who  are  residing  at 
home,  including  cousins,  appoint  another  guard 
ian  within  ten  days,  or  be  fined  a  drachma  a 
day  for  neglect  to  do  so. 

A  city  which  has  no  regular  courts  of  law 
ceases  to  be  a  city;  and  again,  if  a  judge  is 
silent  and  says  no  more  in  preliminary  pro 
ceedings  than  the  litigants,  as  is  the  case  in  arbi 
trations,  he  will  never  be  able  to  decide  justly; 
wherefore  a  multitude  of  judges  will  not  easily 
judge  well,  nor  a  few  if  they  are  bad.  The  point 
in  dispute  between  the  parties  should  be  made 
clear;  and  time,  and  deliberation,  and  repeated 
examination,  greatly  tend  to  clear  up  doubts. 
For  this  reason,  he  who  goes  to  law  with  an 
other,  should  go  first  of  all  to  his  neighbours 
and  friends  who  know  best  the  questions  at  is 
sue.  And  if  he  be  unable  to  obtain  from  them  a 
satisfactory  decision,  [j6j]  let  him  have  re 
course  to  another  court;  and  if  the  two  courts 
cannot  settle  the  matter  ^  let  a  third  put  an  end 
to  the  suit. 

Now  the  establishment  of  courts  of  justice 
may  be  regarded  as  a  choice  of  magistrates,  for 
every  magistrate  must  also  be  a  judge  of  some 
things;  and  the  judge,  though  he  be  not  a  mag 
istrate,  yet  in  certain  respects  is  a  very  impor 
tant  magistrate  on  the  day  on  which  he  is  de 
termining  a  suit.  Regarding  then  the  judges 
also  as  magistrates,  let  us  say  who  are  fit  to  be 
judges,  and  of  what  they  are  to  be  judges,  and 
how  many  of  them  are  to  judge  in  each  suit. 
Let  that  be  the  supreme  tribunal  which  the  liti 
gants  appoint  in  common  for  themselves,  choos 
ing  certain  persons  by  agreement.  And  let  there 
be  two  other  tribunals:  one  for  private  causes, 
when  a  citizen  accuses  another  of  wronging 
him  and  wishes  to  get  a  decision;  the  other  for 
public  causes,  in  which  some  citizen  is  of  opin 
ion  that  the  public  has  been  wronged  by  an  in 
dividual,  and  is  willing  to  vindicate  the  com 
mon  interests.  And  we  must  not  forget  to  men 
tion  how  the  judges  are, to  be  qualified,  and 
who  they  are  to  be.  In  the  first  place,  let  there 
be  a  tribunal  open  to  all  private  persons  who 
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are  trying  causes  one  against  another  for  the 
third  time,  and  let  this  be  composed  as  follows: 
— All  the  officers  of  state,  as  well  annual  as 
those  holding  office  for  a  longer  period,  when 
the  new  year  is  about  to  commence,  in  the 
month  following  after  the  summer  solstice,  on 
the  last  day  but  one  of  the  year,  shall  meet  in 
some  temple,  and  calling  God  to  witness,  shall 
dedicate  one  judge  from  every  magistracy  to 
be  their  first-fruits,  choosing  in  each  office  him 
who  seems  to  them  to  be  the  best,  and  whom 
they  deem  likely  to  decide  the  causes  of  his 
fellow-citizens  during  the  ensuing  year  in  the 
best  and  holiest  manner.  And  when  the  elec 
tion  is  completed,  a  scrutiny  shall  be  held  in 
the  presence  of  the  electors  themselves,  and  if 
any  one  be  rejected  another  shall  be  chosen  in 
the  same  manner.  Those  who  have  undergone 
the  scrutiny  shall  judge  the  causes  of  those  who 
have  declined  the  inferior  courts,  and  shall  give 
their  vote  openly.  The  councillors  and  other 
magistrates  who  have  elected  them  shall  be  re 
quired  to  be  hearers  and  spectators  of  the 
causes;  and  any  one  else  may  be  present  who 
pleases.  If  one  man  charges  another  with  hav 
ing  intentionally  decided  wrong,  let  him  go  to 
the  guardians  of  the  law  and  lay  his  accusation 
before  them,  and  he  who  is  found  guilty  in 
such  a  case  shall  pay  damages  to  the  injured 
party  equal  to  half  the  injury;  but  if  he  shall 
appear  to  deserve  a  greater  penalty,  the  judges 
shall  determine  what  additional  punishment 
he  shall  suffer,  and  how  much  more  he  ought 
to  pay  to  the  public  treasury,  and  to  the  party 
who  brought  the  suit. 

[j68]  In  the  judgment  of  offences  against 
the  state,  the  people  ought  to  participate,  for 
when  any  one  wrongs  the  state  all  are  wronged, 
and  may  reasonably  complain  if  they  are  not 
allowed  to  share  in  the  decision.  Such  causes 
ought  to  originate  with  the  people,  and  they 
ought  also  to  have  the  final  decision  of  them, 
but  the  trial  of  them  shall  take  place  before 
three  of  the  highest  magistrates,  upon  whom 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  shall  agree;  and 
if  they  are  not  able  to  come  to  an  agreement 
themselves,  the  council  shall  choose  one  of  the 
two  proposed.  And  in  private  suits,  too,  as  far 
as  is  possible,  all  should  have  a  share;  for  he 
who  has  no  share  in  the  administration  of  jus 
tice,  is  apt  to  imagine  that  he  has  no  share  in 
the  state  at  all.  And  for  this  reason  there  shall 
be  a  court  of  law  in  every  tribe,  and  the  judges 
shall  be  chosen  by  lot; — they  shall  give  their 
decisions  at  once,  and  shall  be  inaccessible  to 
entreaties.  The  final  judgment  shall  rest  with 


that  court  which,  as  we  maintain,  has  been  es 
tablished  in  the  most  incorruptible  form  of 
which  human  things  admit:  this  shall  be  the 
court  established  for  those  who  are  unable  to 
get  rid  of  their  suits  either  in  the  courts  of 
neighbours  or  of  the  tribes. 

Thus  much  of  the  courts  of  law,  which,  as  I 
was  saying,  cannot  be  precisely  defined  either 
as  being  or  not  being  offices;  a  superficial  sketch 
has  been  given  of  them,  in  which  some  things 
have  been  told  and  others  omitted.  For  the 
right  place  of  an  exact  statement  of  the  laws  re 
specting  suits,  under  their  several  heads,  will 
be  at  the  end  of  the  body  of  legislation; — let  us 
then  expect  them  at  the  end.1  Hitherto  our  leg 
islation  has  been  chiefly  occupied  with  the  ap 
pointment  of  offices.  Perfect  unity  and  exact 
ness,  extending  to  the  whole  and  every  particu 
lar  of  political  administration,  cannot  be  at 
tained  to  the  full,  until  the  discussion  shall  have 
a  beginning,  middle,  and  end,  and  is  complete 
in  every  part.  At  present  we  have  reached  the 
election  of  magistrates,  and  this  may  be  re 
garded  as  a  sufficient  termination  of  what  has 
preceded.  And  now  there  need  no  longer  be 
any  delay  or  hesitation  in  beginning  the  work 
of  legislation. 

Cle.  I  like  what  you  have  said,  Stranger;  and 
I  particularly  like  your  manner  of  tacking  on 
the  beginning  of  your  new  discourse  to  the  end 
of  the  former  one. 

[769]  dth.  Thus  far," then,  the  old  men's  ra 
tional  pastime  has  gone  off  well. 

Cle.  You  mean,  I  suppose,  their  serious  and 
noble  pursuit? 

Ath.  Perhaps;  but  I  should  like  to  know 
whether  you  and  I  are  agreed  about  a  certain 
thing. 

Cle.  About  what  thing? 

Ath.  You  know  the  endless  labour  which 
painters  expend  upon  their  pictures — they  are 
always  putting  in  or  taking  out  colours,  or 
whatever  be  the  term  which  artists  employ; 
they  seem  as  if  they  would  never  cease  touch 
ing  up  their  works,  which  are  always  being 
made  brighter  and  more  beautiful. 

Cle.  I  know  something  of  these  matters  from 
report,  although  I  have  never  had  any  great  ac 
quaintance  with  the  art. 

Ath.  No  matter;  we  may  make  use  of  the 
illustration  notwithstanding: — Suppose  that 
some  one  had  a  mind  to  paint  a  figure  in  the 
most  beautiful  manner,  in  the  hope  that  his 
work  instead  of  losing  would  always  improve 
as  time  went  on — do  you  not  see  that  being  a 

1 CL  ix.  853,  ff .;  xii.  956,  ff. 
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mortal,  unless  he  leaves  some  one  to  succeed 
him  who  will  correct  the  flaws  which  time  may 
introduce,  and  be  able  to  add  what  is  left  im 
perfect  through  the  defect  of  the  artist,  and 
who  will  further  brighten  up  and  improve  the 
picture,  all  his  great  labour  will  last  but  a  short 
time? 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  And  is  not  the  aim  of  the  legislator  sim 
ilar?  First,  he  desires  that  his  laws  should  be 
written  down  with  all  possible  exactness;  in 
the  second  place,  as  time  goes  on  and  he  has 
made  an  actual  trial  of  his  decrees,  will  he  not 
find  omissions?  Do  you  imagine  that  there 
ever  was  a  legislator  so  foolish  as  not  to  know 
that  many  things  are  necessarily  omitted,  which 
some  one  coming  after  him  must  correct,  if  the 
constitution  and  the  order  of  government  is  not 
to  deteriorate,  but  to  improve  in  the  state  which 
he  has  established? 

Cle.  Assuredly,  that  is  the  sort  of  thing  which 
every  one  would  desire. 

Ath.  And  if  any  one  possesses  any  means  of 
accomplishing  this  by  word  or  deed,  or  has  any 
way  great  or  small  by  which  he  can  teach  a 
person  to  understand  how  he  can  maintain  and 
amend  the  laws,  he  should  finish  what  he  has 
to  say,  and  not  leave  the  work  incomplete. 

Cle.  By  all  means, 

[jjo]  Ath.  And  is  not  this  what  you  and  I 
have  to  do  at  the  present  moment? 

Cle.  What  have  we  fo  do? 

Ath.  As  we  are  about  to  legislate  and  have 
chosen  our  guardians  of  the  law,  and  are  our 
selves  in  the  evening  of  life,  and  they  as  com 
pared  with  us  are  young  men,  we  ought  not 
only  to  legislate  for  them,  but  to  endeavour  to 
make  them  not  only  guardians  of  the  law  but 
legislators  themselves,  as  far  as  this  is  possible. 

Cle.  Certainly;  if  we  can. 

Ath*  At  any  rate,  we  must  do  our  best. 

Cle.  Of  course. 

Ath.  We  will  say  to  them — O  friends  and 
saviours  of  our  laws,  in  laying  down  any  law, 
there  are  many  particulars  which  we  shall  omit, 
and  this  cannot  be  helped;  at  the  same  time,  we 
will  do  our  utmost  to  describe  what  is  impor 
tant,  and  will  give  an  outline  which  you  shall 
fill  up.  And  I  will  explain  on  what  principle 
you  are  to  act.  Megillus  and  Cleinias  and  I  have 
often  spoken  to  one  another  touching  these 
matters,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  we  have 
spoken  well.  And  we  hope  that  you  will  be  of 
the  same  mind  with  us,  and  become  our  dis 
ciples,  and  keep  in  view  the  things  which  in 
our  united  opinion  the  legislator  and  guardian 


of  the  law  ought  to  keep  in  view.  There  was 
one  main  point  about  which  we  were  agreed — 
that  a  man's  whole  energies  throughout  life 
should  be  devoted  to  the  acquisition  of  the 
virtue  proper  to  a  man,  whether  this  was  to  be 
gained  by  study,  or  habit,  or  some  mode  of  ac 
quisition,  or  desire,  or  opinion,  or  knowledge 
— and  this  applies  equally  to  men  and  women, 
old  and  young — the  aim  of  all  should  always 
be  such  as  I  have  described;  anything  which 
may  be  an  impediment,  the  good  man  ought  to 
show  that  he  utterly  disregards.  And  if  at  last 
necessity  plainly  compels  him  to  be  an  outlaw 
from  his  native  land,  rather  than  bow  his  neck 
to  the  yoke  of  slavery  and  be  ruled  by  inferiors, 
and  he  has  to  fly,  an  exile  he  must  be  and  en 
dure  all  such  trials,  rather  than  accept  another 
form  of  government,  which  is  likely  to  make 
men  worse.  These  are  our  original  principles; 
and  do  you  now,  fixing  your  eyes  upon  the 
standard  of  what  a  man  and  a  citizen  ought  or 
ought  not  to  be,  praise  and  blame  the  laws — 
blame  those  which  have  not  this  power  of  mak 
ing  the  citizen  better,  [yji]  but  embrace  those 
which  have;  and  with  gladness  receive  and  live 
in  them;  bidding  a  long  farewell  to  other  insti 
tutions  which  aim  at  goods,  as  they  are  termed, 
of  a  different  kind. 

Let  us  proceed  to  another  class  of  laws,  be 
ginning  with  their  foundation  in  religion.  And 
we  must  first  return  to  the  number  5040 — the 
entire  number  had,  and  has,  a  great  many  con 
venient  divisions,  and  the  number  of  the  tribes 
which  was  a  twelfth  part  of  the  whole,  being 
correctly  formed  by  21  x  20  [5040  -f-  (21  x 
20),  i.e.,  5040  -=-  420  =  12],  also  has  them.  And 
not  only  is  the  whole  number  divisible  by 
twelve,  but  also  the  number  of  each  tribe  is  di 
visible  by  twelve.  Now  every  portion  should  be 
regarded  by  us  as  a  sacred  gift  of  Heaven,  cor 
responding  to  the  months  and  to  the  revolution 
of  the  universe.1  Every  city  has  a  guiding  and 
sacred  principle  given  by  nature,  but  in  some 
the  division  or  distribution  has  been  more  right 
than  in  others,  and  has  been  more  sacred  and 
fortunate.  In  our  opinion,  nothing  can  be  more 
right  than  the  selection  of  the  number  5040, 
which  may  be  divided  by  all  numbers  from 
one  to  twelve  with  the  single  exception  of  elev 
en,  and  that  admits  of  a  very  easy  correction; 
for  if,  turning  to  the  dividend  (5040),  we  de 
duct  two  families,  the  defect  in  the  division  is 
cured.  And  the  truth  of  this  may  be  easily 
proved  when  we  have  leisure.  But  for  the  pres 
ent,  trusting  to  the  mere  assertion  of  this  prin- 
1  Cf .  TimaeuSf  39,  47. 
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ciple,  let  us  divide  the  state;  and  assigning  to 
each  portion  some  God  or  son  of  a  God,  let  us 
give  them  altars  and  sacred  rites,  and  at  the 
altars  let  us  hold  assemblies  for  sacrifice  twice 
in  the  month — twelve  assemblies  for  the  tribes, 
and  twelve  for  the  city,  according  to  their  di 
visions;  the  first  in  honour  of  the  Gods  and 
divine  things,  and  the  second  to  promote  friend 
ship  and  "better  acquaintance,"  as  the  phrase 
is,  and  every  sort  of  good  fellowship  with  one 
another.  For  people  must  be  acquainted  with 
those  into  whose  families  and  whom  they  marry 
and  with  those  to  whom  they  give  in  marriage; 
in  such  matters,  as  far  as  possible,  a  man  should 
deem  it  all  important  to  avoid  a  mistake,  and 
with  this  serious  purpose  let  games  be  insti 
tuted  x  in  which  youths  and  maidens  shall  dance 
together,  [772]  seeing  one  another  and  being 
seen  naked,  at  a  proper  age,  and  on  a  suitable 
occasion,  not  transgressing  the  rules  of  mod 
esty. 

The  directors  of  choruses  will  be  the  super 
intendents  and  regulators  of  these  games,  and 
they,  together  with  the  guardians  of  the  law, 
will  legislate  in  any  matters  which  we  have 
omitted;  for,  as  we  said,2  where  there  are  num 
erous  and  minute  details,  the  legislator  must 
leave  out  something.  And  the  annual  officers 
who  have  experience,  and  know  what  is  want 
ed,  must  make  arrangements  and  improve 
ments  year  by  year,  until  such  enactments  and 
provisions  are  sufficiently  determined.  A  ten 
years'  experience  of  sacrifices  and  dances,  if  ex 
tending  to  all  particulars,  will  be  quite  suffi 
cient;  and  if  the  legislator  be  alive  they  shall 
communicate  with  him,  but  if  he  be  dead  then 
the  several  officers  shall  refer  the  omissions 
which  come  under  their  notice  to  the  guardians 
of  the  law,  and  correct  them,  until  all  is  per 
fect;  and  from  that  time  there  shall  be  no  more 
change,  and  they  shall  establish  and  use  the  new 
laws  with  the  others  which  the  legislator  origi 
nally  gave  them,  and  of  which  they  are  never, 
if  they  can  help,  to  change  aught;  or,  if  some 
necessity  overtakes  them,  the  magistrates  must 
be  called  into  counsel,  and  the  whole  people, 
and  they  must  go  to  all  the  oracles  of  the  Gods; 
and  if  they  are  all  agreed,  in  that  case  they  may 
make  the  change,  but  if  they  are  not  agreed,  by 
no  manner  of  means,  and  any  one  who  dissents 
shall  prevail,  as  the  law  ordains. 

Whenever  any  one  over  twenty-five  years  of 
age,  having  seen  and  been  seen  by  others,  be 
lieves  himself  to  have  found  a  marriage  con- 

*Cf.  Republic^.  459. 
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nection  which  is  to  his  mind,  and  suitable  for 
the  procreation  of  children,  let  him  marry  if  he 
be  still  under  the  age  of  five-and-thirty  years; 
but  let  him  first  hear  how  he  ought  to  seek  after 
what  is  suitable  and  appropriate.®  For,  as  Clein- 
ias  says,4  every  law  should  have  a  suitable  pre 
lude. 

Cle.  You  recollect  at  the  right  moment, 
Stranger,  and  do  not  miss  the  opportunity 
which  the  argument  affords  of  saying  a  word 
in  season. 

[773]  ^th- 1  thank  you.  We  will  say  to  him 
who  is  born  of  good  parents — O  my  son,  you 
ought  to  make  such  a  marriage  as  wise  men 
would  approve.  Now  they  would  advise  you 
neither  to  avoid  a  poor  marriage,  nor  specially 
to  desire  a  rich  one;  but  if  other  things  are 
equal,  always  to  honour  inferiors,  and  with 
them  to  form  e©0nections; — this  will  be  for  the 
benefit  of  the  city  and  of  the  families  which  are 
united;  for  the  equable  and  symmetrical  tends 
infinitely  more  to  virtue  than  the  unmixed. 
And  he  who  is  conscious  of  being  too  head 
strong,  and  carried  away  more  than  is  fitting 
in  all  his  actions,  ought  to  desire  to  become  the 
relation  of  orderly  parents;  and  he  who  is  of 
the  opposite  temper  ought  to  seek  the  opposite 
alliance.  Let  there  be  one  word  concerning  all 
marriages: — Every  man  shall  follow,  not  after 
the  marriage  which  is  most  pleasing  to  himself, 
but  after  that  which  is  most  beneficial  to  the 
state.  For  somehow  every  one  is  by  nature 
prone  to  that  which  is  likest  to  himself,  and  in 
this  way  the  whole  city  becomes  unequal  in 
property  and  in  disposition;  and  hence  there 
arise  in  most  states  the  very  results  which  we 
least  desire  to  happen.  Now,  to  add  to  the  law 
an  express  provision,  not  only  that  the  rich 
man  shall  not  marry  into  the  rich  family,  nor 
the  powerful  into  the  family  of  the  powerful, 
but  that  the  slower  natures  shall  be  compelled 
to  enter  into  marriage  with  the  quicker,  and 
the  quicker  with  the  slower,  may  awaken  anger 
as  well  as  laughter  in  the  minds  of  many;  for 
there  is  a  difficulty  in  perceiving  that  the  city 
ought  to  be  well  mingled  like  a  cup,  in  which 
the  maddening  wine  is  hot  and  fiery,  but  when 
chastened  by  a  soberer  God,  receives  a  fair  as 
sociate  and  becomes  an  excellent  and  temper 
ate  drink.5  Yet  in  marriage  no  one  is  able  to  see 
that  the  same  result  occurs.  Wherefore  also  the 
law  must  let  alone  such  matters,  but  we  should 
3C£  iv.  721,  and  Aristotle,  Politics,  vii.  16, 
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try  to  charm  the  spirits  of  men  Into  believing 
the  equability  of  their  children's  disposition  to 
be  of  more  importance  than  equality  in  exces 
sive  fortune  when  they  marry;  and  him  who  is 
too  desirous  of  making  a  rich  marriage  we 
should  endeavour  to  turn  aside  by  reproaches, 
not,  however,  by  any  compulsion  of  written 
law. 

Let  this  then  be  our  exhortation  concerning 
marriage,  and  let  us  remember  what  was  said 
before1 — that  a  man  should  cling  to  Immortal 
ity,  /774/  and  leave  behind  him  children's  chil 
dren  to  be  the  servants  of  God  In  his  place  for 
ever.  All  this  and  much  more  may  be  truly  said 
by  way  of  prelude  about  the  duty  of  marriage. 
But  If  a  man  will  not  listen,  and  remains  unso 
cial  and  alien  among  his  fellow-citizens,  and  is 
still  unmarried  at  thirty-five  years  of  age,  let 
him  pay  a  yearly  fine; — he  wha^s  of  the  highest 
class  shall  pay  a  fine  of  a  hundred  drachmae, 
and  he  who  Is  of  the  second  class  a  fine  of 
seventy  drachmae;  the  third  class  shall  pay 
sixty  drachmae,  and  the  fourth  thirty  drach 
mae,  and  let  the  money  be  sacred  to  Here;  he 
who  does  not  pay  the  fine  annually  shall  owe 
ten  times  the  sum,  which  the  treasurer  of  the 
goddess  shall  exact;  and  if  he  fails  in  doing  so, 
let  him  be  answerable  and  give  an  account  of 
the  money  at  his  audit.  He  who  refuses  to 
marry  shall  be  thus  punished  in  money,  and 
also  be  deprived  of  all  honour  which  the  young 
er  show  to  the  elder;  let  no  young  man  volun 
tarily  obey  him,  and,  if  he  attempt  to  punish 
any  one,  let  every  one  come  to  the  rescue  and 
defend  the  Injured  person,  and  he  who  is  pres 
ent  and  does  not  come  to  the  rescue,  shall  be 
pronounced  by  the  law  to  be  a  coward  and  a 
bad  citizen.  Of  the  marriage  portion  I  have  al 
ready  spoken;2  and  again  I  say  for  the  instruc 
tion  of  poor  men  that  he  who  neither  gives  nor 
receives  a  dowry  on  account  of  poverty,  has  a 
compensation;  for  the  citizens  of  our  state  are 
provided  with  the  necessaries  of  life,  and  wives 
will  be  less  likely  to  be  insolent,  and  husbands 
to  be  mean  and  subservient  to  them  on  account 
of  property.  And  he  who  obeys  this  law  will  do 
a  noble  action;  but  he  who  will  not  obey,  and 
gives  or  receives  more  than  fifty  drachmae  as 
the  price  of  the  marriage  garments  if  he  be  of 
the  lowest,  or  more  than  a  mina,  or  a  mina- 
and-a-half,  if  he  be  of  tl^  third  or  second  class 
es,  or  two  minae  if  he  be  of  the  highest  class, 
shall  owe  to  the  public  treasury  a  similar  sum, 
and  that  which  is  given  or  received  shall  be 
sacred  to  Here  and  Zeus;  and  let  the  treasurers 

1C£iv.72i.  2C£v.742. 


of  these  Gods  exact  the  money,  as  was  said  be 
fore  about  the  unmarried — that  the  treasurers 
of  Here  were  to  exact  the  money,  or  pay  the 
fine  themselves. 

The  betrothal  by  a  father  shall  be  valid  in  the 
first  degree,  that  by  a  grandfather  In  the  second 
degree,  and  in  the  third  degree,  betrothal  by 
brothers  who  have  the  same  father;  but  if  there 
are  none  of  these  alive,  the  betrothal  by  a 
mother  shall  be  valid  in  like  manner;  in  cases 
of  unexampled  fatality,  the  next  of  kin  and  the 
guardians  shall  have  authority.  What  are  to  be 
the  rites  before  marriages,  or  any  other  sacred 
acts,  relating  either  to  future,  present,  or  past 
marriages,  [jj$]  shall  be  referred  to  the  inter 
preters;  and  he  who  follows  their  advice  may 
be  satisfied.  Touching  the  marriage  festival, 
they  shall  assemble  not  more  than  five  male 
and  five  female  friends  of  both  families,  and  a 
like  number  of  members  of  the  family  of  either 
sex,  and  no  man  shall  spend  more  than  his 
means  will  allow;  he  who  is  of  the  richest  class 
may  spend  a  mlna — he  who  is  of  the  second, 
half  a  mina,  and  in  the  same  proportion  as  the 
census  of  each  decreases:  all  men  shall  praise 
him  who  is  obedient  to  the  law;  but  he  who  is 
disobedient  shall  be  punished  by  the  guardians 
of  the  law  as  a  man  wanting  in  true  taste,  and 
uninstructed  in  the  laws  of  bridal  song.  Drunk 
enness  is  always  improper,  except  at  the  festi 
vals  of  the  God  who  gave  wine;  and  peculiarly 
dangerous,  when  a  man  is  engaged  in  the  busi 
ness  of  marriage;  at  such  a  crisis  of  their  lives 
a  bride  and  bridegroom  ought  to  have  all  their 
wits  about  them — they  ought  to  take  care  that 
their  offspring  may  be  born  of  reasonable  be 
ings;  for  on  what  day  or  night  Heaven  will  give 
them  increase,  who  can  say?  Moreover,  they 
ought  not  to  be  begetting  children  when  their 
bodies  are  dissipated  by  intoxication,  but  their 
offspring  should  be  compact  and  solid,  quiet 
and  compounded  properly;  whereas  the  drunk 
ard  is  all  abroad  in  all  his  actions,  and  beside 
himself  both  in  body  and  soul.  Wherefore,  also, 
the  drunken  man  is  bad  and  unsteady  in  sow 
ing  the  seed  of  increase,  and  is  likely  to  beget 
offspring  who  will  be  unstable  and  untrust 
worthy,  and  cannot  be  expected  to  walk  straight 
either  in  body  or  mind.  Hence  during  the 
whole  year  and  all  his  life  long,  and  especially 
while  he  is  begetting  children,  he  ought  to  take 
care  and  not  intentionally  do  what  is  injuri 
ous  to  health,  or  what  involves  insolence  and 
wrong;  lor  he  cannot  help  leaving  the  impres 
sion  of  himself  on  the  souls  and  bodies  of  his 
offspring,  and  he  begets  children  in  .every,  way 
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Inferior.  And  especially  on  the  day  and  night 
of  marriage  should  a  man  abstain  from  such 
things.  For  the  beginning,  which  is  also  a  God 
dwelling  in  man,  [776]  preserves  ail  things,  if 
it  meet  with  proper  respect  from  each  individ 
ual.  He  who  marries  is  further  to  consider  that 
one  of  the  two  houses  in  the  lot  is  the  nest  and 
nursery  of  his  young,  and  there  he  is  to  marry 
and  make  a  home  for  himself  and  bring  up  his 
children,  going  away  from  his  father  and  moth 
er.  For  in  friendships  there  must  be  some  de 
gree  of  desire,  in  order  to  cement  and  bind  to 
gether  diversities  of  character;  but  excessive  in 
tercourse  not  having  the  desire  which  is  created 
by  time,  insensibly  dissolves  friendships  from 
a  feeling  of  satiety;  wherefore  a  man  and  his 
wife  shall  leave  to  his  and  her  father  and  moth 
er  their  own  dwelling-places,  and  themselves 
go  as  to  a  colony  and  dwell  there,  and  visit  and 
be  visited  by  their  parents;  and  they  shall  beget 
and  bring  up  children,  handing  on  the  torch  of 
life  from  one  generation  to  another,  and  wor 
shipping  the  Gods  according  to  law  for  ever. 

In  the  next  place,  we  have  to  consider  what 
sort  of  property  will  be  most  convenient.  There 
is  no  difficulty  either  in  understanding  or  ac 
quiring  most  kinds  of  property,  but  there  is 
great  difficulty  in  what  relates  to  slaves.  And 
the  reason  is  that  we  speak  about  them  in  a 
way  which  is  right  and  which  is  not  right;  for 
what  we  say  about  our  slaves  is  consistent  and 
also  inconsistent  with  our  practice  about  them. 

Megillus.  I  do  not  understand,  Stranger, 
what  you  mean. 

Ath.  I  am  not  surprised,  Megillus,  for  the 
state  of  the  Helots  among  the  Lacedaemonians 
is  of  all  Hellenic  forms  of  slavery  the  most  con 
troverted  and  disputed  about,  some  approving 
and  some  condemning  it;  there  is  less  dispute 
about  the  slavery  which  exists  among  the  He- 
racleots,  who  have  subjugated  the  Mariandyn- 
ians,  and  about  the  Thessalian  Penestae.  Look 
ing  at  these  and  the  like  examples,  what  ought 
we  to  do  concerning  property  in  slaves?  I  made 
a  remark,  in  passing,  which  naturally  elicited  a 
question  about  my  meaning  from  you.  It  was 
this: — We  know  that  all  would  agree  that  we 
should  have  the  best  and  most  attached  slaves 
whom  we  can  get.  For  many  a  man  has  found 
his  slaves  better  in  every  way  than  brethren  or 
sons,  and  many  times  they  have  saved  the  lives 
and  property  of  their  masters  and  their  whole 
house — such  tales  are  well  known. 

Meg.  To  be  sure. 

Ath.  But  may  we  not  also  say  that  the  soul  of 
the  slave  is  utterly  corrupt,  and  that  no  man  of 


sense  ought  to  trust  them?  And  the  wisest  of 
our  poets,  speaking  of  Zeus,  says: 

Far-seeing  Zeus  ta'kes  away  half  the  understand 
ing  of  -men  whom  the  day  of  slavery  subdues. 
[777] 

Different  persons  have  got  these  two  different 
notions  of  slaves  in  their  minds — some  of  them 
utterly  distrust  their  servants,  and,  as  if  they 
were  wild  beasts,  chastise  them  with  goads  and 
whips,  and  make  their  souls  three  times,  or 
rather  many  times,  as  slavish  as  they  were  be 
fore; — and  others  do  just  the  opposite. 

Meg.  True. 

Cle.  Then  what  are  we  to  do  in  our  own 
country,  Stranger,  seeing  that  there  are  such 
differences  in  the  treatment  of  slaves  by  their 
owners  ? 

Ath.  Well,  Cleinias,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that  man  is  a  troublesome  animal,  and  there 
fore  he  is  not  very  manageable,  nor  likely  to 
become  so,  when  you  attempt  to  introduce  the 
necessary  division  of  slave,  and  freeman,  and 
master. 

Cle.  That  is  obvious. 

Ath.  He  is  a  troublesome  piece  of  goods,  as 
has  been  often  shown  by  the  frequent  revolts 
of  the  Messenians,  and  the  great  mischiefs 
which  happen  in  states  having  many  slaves  who 
speak  the  same  language,  and  the  numerous 
robberies  and  lawless  life  of  the  Italian  ban 
ditti,  as  they  are  called.  A  man  who  considers 
all  this  is  fairly  at  a  loss.  Two  remedies  alone 
remain  to  us — not  to  have  the  slaves  of  the 
same  country,  nor  if  possible,  speaking  the  same 
language;1  in  this  way  they  will  more  easily  be 
held  in  subjection:  secondly,  we  should  tend 
them  carefully,  not  only  out  of  regard  to  them, 
but  yet  more  out  of  respect  to  ourselves.  And 
the  right  treatment  of  slaves  is  to  behave  prop 
erly  to  them,  and  to  do  to  them,  if  possible, 
even  more  justice  than  to  those  who  are  our 
equals;  for  he  who  naturally  and  genuinely  rev 
erences  justice,  and  hates  injustice,  is  discov 
ered  in  his  dealings  with  any  class  of  men  to 
whom  he  can  easily  be  unjust.  And  he  who  in 
regard  to  the  natures  and  actions  of  his  slaves 
is  undefiled  by  impiety  and  injustice,  will  best 
sow  the  seeds  of  virtue  in  them;  and  this  may 
be  truly  said  of  every  master,  and  tyrant,  and 
of  every  other  having  authority  in  relation  to 
his  inferiors.  Slaves  ought  to  be  punished  as 
they  deserve,  and  not  admonished  as  if  they 
were  freemen,  which  will  only  make  them  con 
ceited.  [778]  The  language  used  to  a  servant 

1  Gi  Aristotle,  Politics,  vii.  10, 1330  a  23-33.    , 
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ought  always  to  be  that  of  a  command/  and  we 
ought  not  to  jest  with  them?  whether  they  are 
males  or  females — this  is  a  foolish  way  which 
many  people  have  of  setting  up  their  slaves, 
and  making  the  life  of  servitude  more  disagree 
able  both  for  them  and  for  their  masters. 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  Now  that  each  of  the  citizens  is  provid 
ed,  as  far  as  possible,  with  a  sufficient  number 
of  suitable  slaves  who  can  help  him  in  what  he 
has  to  do,  we  may  next  proceed  to  describe 
their  dwellings. 

Cle.  Very  good. 

Ath.  The  city  being  new  and  hitherto  unin 
habited,  care  ought  to  be  taken  of  all  the  build 
ings,  and  the  manner  of  building  each  of  them, 
and  also  of  the  temples  and  walls.  These,  Clein- 
ias,  were  matters  which  properly  came  before 
the  marriages;  but,  as  we  are  only  talking,  there 
is  no  objection  to  changing  the  order.  If,  how 
ever,  our  plan  of  legislation  is  ever  to  take  ef 
fect,  then  the  house  shall  precede  the  marriage 
if  God  so  will,  and  afterwards  we  will  come  to 
the  regulations  about  marriage;  but  at  present 
we  are  only  describing  these  matters  in  a  gen 
eral  outline. 

Cle.  Quite  true. 

Ath.  The  temples  are  to  be  placed  all  round 
the  agora,  and  the  whole  city  built  on  the 
heights  in  a  circle/  for  the  sake  of  defence  and 
for  the  sake  of  purity.  Near  the  temples  are  to 
be  placed  buildings  for  the  magistrates  and  the 
courts  of  law;  in  these  plaintiff  and  defendant 
will  receive  their  due,  and  the  places  will  be  re 
garded  as  most  holy,  partly  because  they  have 
to  do  with  holy  things,  and  partly  because  they 
are  the  dwelling-places  of  holy  Gods:  and  in 
them  will  be  held  the  courts  in  which  cases  of 
homicide  and  other  trials  of  capital  offenses 
may  fitly  take  place.  As  to  the  walls,  Megillus,  I 
agree  with  Sparta  in  thinking  that  they  should 
be  allowed  to  sleep  in  the  earth,  and  that  we 
should  not  attempt  to  disinter  them; 3  there  is  a 
poetical  saying,  which  is  finely  expressed,  that 
"walls  ought  to  be  of  steel  and  iron,  and  not 
of  earth";  besides,  how  ridiculous  of  us  to  be 
sending  out  our  young  men  annually  into  the 
country  to  dig  and  to  trench,  and  to  keep  off 
the  enemy  by  fortifications,  under  the  idea  that 
they  are  not  to  be  allowed  to  set  foot  in  our  ter 
ritory,  and  then,  that  we  should  surround  our 
selves  with  a  wall,  which,  in  the  first  place,  is 
by  no  means  conducive  to  the  health  of  cities, 

1  Ci  Aristotle,  Politics,  i.  13, 1260  b  2-8. 
a  Cf  Ibid.,  viL  12,  1331  *  29-31. 
*CLIfoV*.,n,  1330  b  3 1-35. 


and  is  also  apt  to  produce  a  certain  effeminacy 
in  the  minds  of  the  inhabitants,  inviting  men 
to  run  thither  instead  of  repelling  their  ene 
mies,  1279J  an^  leading  them  to  imagine  that 
their  safety  is  due  not  to  their  keeping  guard 
day  and  night,  but  that  when  they  are  protected 
by  walls  and  gates,  then  they  may  sleep  in 
safety;  as  if  they  were  not  meant  to  labour,  and 
did  not  know  that  true  repose  comes  from  la 
bour,  and  that  disgraceful  indolence  and  a 
careless  temper  of  mind  is  only  the  renewal  of 
trouble.  But  if  men  must  have  walls,  the  pri 
vate  houses  ought  to  be  so  arranged  from  the 
first  that  the  whole  city  may  be  one  wall,  hav 
ing  all  the  houses  capable  of  defence  by  reason 
of  their  uniformity  and  equality  towards  the 
streets.*  The  form  of  the  city  being  that  of  a 
single  dwelling  will  have  an  agreeable  aspect, 
and  being  easily  guarded  will  be  infinitely  bet 
ter  for  security.  Until  the  original  building  is 
completed,  these  should  be  the  principal  objects 
of  the  inhabitants;  and  the  wardens  of  the  city 
should  superintend  the  work,  and  should  im 
pose  a  fine  on  him  who  is  negligent;  and  in  all 
that  relates  to  the  city  they  should  have  a  care 
of  cleanliness,  and  not  allow  a  private  person 
to  encroach  upon  any  public  property  either  by 
buildings  or  excavations.  Further,  they  ought 
to  take  care  that  the  rains  from  heaven  flow  off 
easily,  and  of  any  other  matters  which  may 
have  to  be  administered  either  within  or  with 
out  the  city.  The  guardians  of  the  law  shall 
pass  any  further  enactments  which  their  ex 
perience  may  show  to  be  necessary,  and  supply 
any  other  points  in  which  the  law  may  be  de 
ficient.  And  now  that  these  matters,  and  the 
buildings  about  the  agora,  and  the  gymnasia, 
and  places  of  instruction,  and  theatres,  are  all 
ready  and  waiting  for  scholars  and  spectators, 
let  us  proceed  to  the  subjects  which  follow  mar 
riage  in  the  order  of  legislation. 

Cle.  By  all  means. 

Ath.  Assuming  that  marriages  exist  already, 
Cleinias,  the  mode  of  life  during  the  year  after 
marriage,  before  children  are  born,  will  follow 
next  in  order.  In  what  way  bride  and  bride- 
gr.oom  ought  to  live  in  a  city  which  is  to  be 
superior  to  other  cities,  is  a  matter  not  at  all 
easy  for  us  to  determine.  There  have  been 
many  difficulties  already,  but  this  will  be  the 
greatest  of  them,  and  the  most  disagreeable  to 
the  many.  Still  I  cannot  but  say  what  appears 
to  me  to  be  right  and  true,  Cleinias. 

[j8o]  Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  He  who  imagines  that  he  can  give  laws 

*  Cf.  Ibid.,  11,  1330  b  21-27. 
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for  the  public  conduct  of  states,  while  he  leaves 
the  private  life  of  citizens  wholly  to  take  care 
of  itself;  who  thinks  that  individuals  may  pass 
the  day  as  they  please,  and  that  there  is  no 
necessity  of  order  in  all  things;  he,  I  say,  who 
gives  up  the  control  of  their  private  lives,  and 
supposes  that  they  will  conform  to  law  in  their 
common  and  public  life,  is  making  a  great  mis 
take.  Why  have  I  made  this  remark?  Why,  be 
cause  I  am  going  to  enact  that  the  bridegrooms 
should  live  at  the  common  tables,  just  as  they 
did  before  marriage.  This  was  a  singularity 
when  first  enacted  by  the  legislator  in  your 
parts  of  the  world,  Megillus  and  Cleinias,  as  I 
should  suppose,  on  the  occasion  of  some  war  or 
other  similar  danger/  which  caused  the  pass 
ing  of  the  law,  and  which  would  be  likely  to 
occur  in  thinly-peopled  places,  and  in  times  of 
pressure.  But  when  men  had  once  tried  and 
been  accustomed  to  a  common  table,  experience 
showed  that  the  institution  greatly  conduced  to 
security;  and  in  some  such  manner  the  custom 
of  having  common  tables  arose  among  you. 

Cle.  Likely  enough. 

Ath.  I  said  that  there  may  have  been  singu 
larity  and  danger  in  imposing  such  a  custom  at 
first,  but  that  now  there  is  not  the  same  diffi 
culty.  There  is,  however,  another  institution 
which  is  the  natural  sequel  to  this,  and  would 
be  excellent,  if  it  existed  anywhere,  but  at  pres 
ent  it  does  not.  The  institution  of  which  I  am 
about  to  speak  is  not  easily  described  or  exe 
cuted;  and  would  be  like  the  legislator  "comb 
ing  wool  into  the  fire,"  as  people  say,  or  per 
forming  any  other  impossible  and  useless  feat. 

Cle.  What  is  the  cause,  Stranger,  of  this  ex 
treme  hesitation? 

Ath.  You  shall  hear  without  any  fruitless  loss 
of  time.  That  which  has  law  and  order  in  a 
state  is  the  cause  of  every  good,  but  that  which 
is  'disordered  or  ill-ordered  is  often  the  ruin  of 
that  which  is  well-ordered;  [781]  and  at  this 
point  the  argument  is  now  waiting.  For  with 
you,  Cleinias  and  Megillus,  the  common  tables 
of  men  are,  as  I  said,  a  heaven-born  and  admir 
able  institution,  but  you  are  mistaken  in  leav 
ing  the  women  unregulated  by  law.  They  have 
no  similar  institution  of  public  tables  in  the 
light  of  day,  and  just  that  part  of  the  human 
race  which  is  by  nature  prone  to  secrecy  and 
stealth  on  account  of  their  weakness — I  mean 
the  female  sex — has  been  left  without  regula 
tion  by  the  legislator,  which  is  a  great  mistake. 
And,  in  consequence  of  this  neglect,  many 
things  have  grown  lax  among  you,  which  might 

1  €£1.625,633. 


have  been  far  better,  if  they  had  been  only  reg 
ulated  by  law;  for  the  neglect  of  regulations 
about  women  may  not  only  be  regarded  as  a 
neglect  of  half  the  entire  matter,3  but  in  pro 
portion  as  woman's  nature  is  inferior  to  that  of 
men  in  capacity  for  virtue,  in  that  degree  the 
consequence  of  such  neglect  is  more  than  twice 
as  important.  The  careful  consideration  of  this 
matter,  and  the  arranging  and  ordering  en  a 
common  principle  of  all  our  institutions  relat 
ing  both  to  men  and  women,  greatly  conduces 
to  the  happiness  of  the  state.  But  at  present, 
such  is  the  unfortunate  condition  of  mankind, 
that  no  man  of  sense  will  even  venture  to  speak 
of  common  tables  in  places  and  cities  in  which 
they  have  never  been  established  at  all;  and 
how  can  any  one  avoid  being  utterly  ridiculous, 
who  attempts  to  compel  women  to  show  in 
public  how  much  they  eat  and  drink?  There  is 
nothing  at  which  the  sex  is  more  likely  to  take 
offence.  For  women  are  accustomed  to  creep 
into  dark  places,  and  when  dragged  out  into 
the  light  they  wEl  exert  their  utmost  powers  of 
resistance,  and  be  far  too  much  for  the  legisla 
tor.  And  therefore,  as  I  said  before,  in  most 
places  they  will  not  endure  to  have  the  truth 
spoken  without  raising  a  tremendous  outcry, 
but  in  this  state  perhaps  they  may.  And  if  we 
may  assume  that  our  whole  discussion  about 
the  state  has  not  been  mere  idle  talk,  I  should 
like  to  prove  to  you,  if  you  will  consent  to  lis 
ten,  that  this  institution  is  good  and  proper; 
but  if  you  had  rather  not,  I  will  refrain. 

Cle.  There  is  nothing  which  we  should  both 
of  us  like  better,  Stranger,  than  to  hear  what 
you  have  to  say. 

Ath.  Very  good;  and  you  must  not  be  sur 
prised  if  I  go  back  a  little,  for  we  have  plenty 
of  leisure,  and  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  us 
from  considering  in  every  point  of  view  the 
subject  of  law. 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  Then  let  us  return  once  more  to  what 
we  were  saying  at  first.  Every  man  should  un 
derstand  that  the  human  race  either  had  no  be 
ginning  at  all,  and  will  never  have  an  end,  but 
always  will  be  and  has  been;  [782]  or  that  it 
began  an  immense  while  ago.3 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  Well,  and  have  there  not  been  constitu 
tions  and  destructions  of  states,  and  all  sorts  of 
pursuits  both  orderly  and  disorderly,  and  di 
verse  desires  of  meats  and  drinks  always,  and 
in  all  the  world,  and  all  sorts  of  changes  of  the 

s  Aristotle,  Politics,  i.  13, 1260  b  8-24, 
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seasons  in  which  animals  may  be  expected  to 
have  undergone  innumerable  transformations 
of  themselves? 

Cle.  No  doubt. 

Ath.  And  may  we  not  suppose  that  vines  ap 
peared,  which  had  previously  no  existence,  and 
also  olives,  and  the  gifts  of  Demeter  and  her 
daughter,  of  which  one  Triptolemus  was  the 
minister,  and  that,  before  these  existed,  animals 
took  to  devouring  each  other  as  they  do  still  ? 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  Again,  the  practice  of  men  sacrificing 
one  another  still  exists  among  many  nations; 
while,  on  the  other  hand,  we  hear  of  other 
human  beings  who  did  not  even  venture  to 
taste  the  flesh  of  a  cow  and  had  no  animal  sacri 
fices,  but  only  cakes  and  fruits  dipped  in  honey, 
and  similar  pure  offerings,  but  no  flesh  of  ani 
mals;  from  these  they  abstained  under  the  idea 
that  they  ought  not  to  eat  them,  and  might  not 
stain  the  altars  of  the  Gods  with  blood,  For  in 
those  days  men  are  said  to  have  lived  a  sort  of 
Orphic  life,  having  the  use  of  all  lifeless  things, 
but  abstaining  from  all  living  things. 

Cle.  Such  has  been  the  constant  tradition, 
and  is  very  likely  true. 

Ath.  Some  one  might  say  to  us,  What  is  the 
drift  of  all  this? 

Cle.  A  very  pertinent  question,  Stranger. 

Ath.  And  therefore  I  will  endeavour,  Clein- 
ias,  if  I  can,  to  draw  the  natural  inference. 

Cle.  Proceed. 

Ath.  \  see  that  among  men  all  things  depend 
upon  three  wants  and  desires,  of  which  the  end 
is  virtue,  if  they  are  righdy  led  by  them,  or  the 
opposite  if  wrongly.  Now  these  are  eating  and 
drinking,  which  begin  at  birth — every  animal 
has  a  natural  desire  for  them,  and  is  violendy 
excited,  and  rebels  against  him  who  says  that 
he  must  not  satisfy  all  his  pleasures  and  appe 
tites,  and  get  rid  of  all  the  corresponding  pains 
— and  the  third  and  greatest  and  [783]  sharp 
est  want  and  desire  breaks  out  last,  and  is  the 
fire  of  sexual  lust,  which  kindles  in  men  every 
species  of  wantonness  and  madness.  And  these 
three  disorders  we  must  endeavour  to  master 
by  the  three  great  principles  of  fear  and  law 
and  right  reason;  turning  them  away  from  that 
which  is  called  pleasantest  to  the  best,  using 
the  Muses  and  the  Gods  who  preside  over  con 
tests  to  extinguish  their  increase  and  influx. 

But  to  return: — After  marriage  let  us  speak 
of  the  birth  of  children,  and  after  their  birth 
of  their  nurture  and  education.  In  the  course 
of  discussion  the  several  laws  will  be  perfected, 
and  we  shall  at  last  arrive  at  the  common  ta 


bles.  Whether  such  associations  are  to  be  con 
fined  to  men,  or  extended  to  women  also,  we 
shall  see  better  when  we  approach  and  take  a 
nearer  view  of  them;  and  we  may  then  deter 
mine  what  previous  institutions  are  required 
and  will  have  to  precede  them.  As  I  said  before, 
we  shall  see  them  more  in  detail,  and  shall  be 
better  able  to  lay  down  the  laws  which  are 
proper  or  suited  to  them. 

Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  Let  us  keep  in  mind  the  words  which 
have  now  been  spoken;  for  hereafter  there  may 
be  need  of  them. 

Cle.  What  do  you  bid  us  keep  in  mind? 

Ath.  That  which  we  comprehended  under 
the  three  words — first,  eating,  secondly,  drink 
ing,  thirdly,  the  excitement  of  love. 

Cle.  We  shall  be  sure  to  remember,  Stranger. 

Ath.  Very  good.  Then  let  us  now  proceed  to 
marriage,  and  teach  persons  in  what  way  they 
shall  beget  children,  threatening  them,  if  they 
disobey,  with  the  terrors  of  the  law. 

Cle.  What  do  you  mean? 

Ath.  The  bride  and  bridegroom  should  con 
sider  that  they  are  to  produce  for  the  state  the 
best  and  fairest  specimens  of  children  which 
they  can.  Now  all  men  who  are  associated  in 
any  action  always  succeed  when  they  attend 
and  give  their  mind  to  what  they  are  doing, 
but  when  they  do  not  give  their  mind  or  have 
no  mind,  they  fail;  wherefore  let  the  bride 
groom  give  his  mind  to  the  bride  and  to  the  be 
getting  of  children,  and  the  bride  in  like  man 
ner  give  her  mind  to  the  bridegroom,  and  par 
ticularly  at  the  time  when  their  children  are 
not  yet  born.  [784]  And  let  the  women  whom 
we  have  chosen  be  the  overseers  of  such  mat 
ters,  and  let  them  in  whatever  number,  large 
or  small,  and  at  whatever  time  the  magistrates 
may  command,  assemble  every  day  in  the  tem 
ple  of  Eileithyia  during  a  third  part  of  the  day, 
and  being  there  assembled,  let  them  inform  one 
another  of  any  one  whom  they  see,  whether 
man  or  woman,  of  those  who  are  begetting 
children,  disregarding  the  ordinances  given  at 
the  time  when  the  nuptial  sacrifices  and  cere 
monies  were  performed.  Let  the  begetting  of 
children  and  the  supervision  of  those  who  are 
begetting  them  continue  ten  years  and  no  long 
er,  during  the  time  when  marriage  is  fruitful. 
But  if  any  continue  without  children  up  to  this 
time,  let  them  take  counsel  with  their  kindred 
and  with  the  women  holding  the  office  of  over 
seer  and  be  divorced  for  their  mutual  benefit. 
If,  however,  any  dispute  arises  about  what  is 
proper  and  for  the  interest  of  either  party,  they 
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shall  choose  ten  of  the  guardians  of  the  law  and 
abide  by  their  permission  and  appointment. 
The  women  who  preside  over  these  matters 
shall  enter  into  the  houses  of  the  young,  and 
partly  by  admonitions  and  partly  by  threats 
make  them  give  over  their  folly  and  error:  if 
they  persist,  let  the  women  go  and  tell  the 
guardians  of  the  law,  and  the  guardians  shall 
prevent  them.  But  if  they  too  cannot  prevent 
them,  they  shall  bring  the  matter  before  the 
people;  and  let  them  write  up  their  names  and 
make  oath  that  they  cannot  reform  such  and 
such  an  one;  and  let  him  who  is  thus  written 
up,  if  he  cannot  in  a  court  of  law  convict  those 
who  have  inscribed  his  name,  be  deprived  of 
the  privileges  of  a  citizen  in  the  following  re 
spects: — let  him  not  go  to  weddings  nor  to  the 
thanksgivings  after  the  birth  of  children;  and 
if  he  go,  let  any  one  who  pleases  strike  him 
with  impunity;  and  let  the  same  regulations 
hold  about  women:  let  not  a  woman  be  allowed 
to  appear  abroad,  or  receive  honour,  or  go  to 
nuptial  and  birthday  festivals,  if  she  in  like 
manner  be  written  up  as  acting  disorderly  and 
cannot  obtain  a  verdict.  And  if,  when  they 
themselves  have  done-  begetting  children  ac 
cording  to  the  law,  a  man  or  woman  have  con 
nection  with  another  man  or  woman  who  are 
still  begetting  children,  let  the  same  penalties 
be  inflicted  upon  them  as  upon  those  who  are 
still  having  a  family;  and  when  the  time  for 
procreation  has  passed  let  the  man  or  woman 
who  refrains  in  such  matters  be  held  in  esteem, 
and  let  those  who  do  not  refrain  be  held  in  the 
contrary  of  esteem — that  is  to  say,  [785]  dis- 
esteem.  Now,  if  the  greater  part  of  mankind 
behave  modestly,  the  enactments  of  law  may 
be  left  to  slumber;  but,  if  they  are  disorderly, 
the  enactments  having  been  passed,  let  them  be 
carried  into  execution.  To  every  man  the  first 
year  is  the  beginning  of  life,  and  the  time  of 
birth  ought  to  be  written  down  in  the  temples 
of  their  fathers  as  the  beginning  of  existence 
to  every  child,  whether  boy  or  girl.  Let  every 
phratria  have  inscribed  on  a  whited  wall  the 
names  of  the  successive  archons  by  whom  the 
years  are  reckoned.  And  near  to  them  let  the 
living  members  of  the  phratria  be  inscribed, 
and  when  they  depart  life  let  them  be  erased. 
The  limit  of  marriageable  ages  for  a  woman 
shall  be  from  sixteen  to  twenty  years  at  the 
longest — for  a  man,  from  thirty  to  thirty-five 
years;  and  let  a  woman  hold  office  at  forty,  and 
a  man  at  thirty  years.  Let  a  man  go  out  to  war 
from  twenty  to  sixty  years,  and  for  a  woman, 
if  there  appear  any  need  to  make  use  of  her  in 


military  service,  let  the  time  of  service  be  after 
she  shall  have  brought  forth  children  up  to 
fifty  years  of  age;  and  let  regard  be  had  to  what 
is  possible  and  suitable  to  each. 

BOOK  VII 

[j88]  AND  now,  assuming  children  of  both 
sexes  to  have  been  born,  it  will  be  proper  for  us 
to  consider,  in  the  next  place,  their  nurture  and 
education;  this  cannot  be  left  altogether  un 
noticed,  and  yet  may  be  thought  a  subject  fitted 
rather  for  precept  and  admonition  than  for  law. 
In  private  life  there  are  many  little  things,  not 
always  apparent,  arising  out  of  the  pleasures 
and  pains  and  desires  of  individuals,  which  run 
counter  to  the  intention  of  the  legislator,  and 
make  the  characters  of  the  citizens  various  and 
dissimilar: — this  is  an  evil  in  states;  for  by  rea 
son  of  their  smallness  and  frequent  occurrence, 
there  would  be  an  unseemliness  and  want  of 
propriety  in  making  them  penal  by  law;  and 
if  made  penal,  they  are  the  destruction  of  the 
written  law  because  mankind  get  the  habit  of 
frequently  transgressing  the  law  in  small  mat 
ters.  The  result  is  that  you  cannot  legislate 
about  them,  and  still  less  can  you  be  silent.  I 
speak  somewhat  darkly,  but  I  shall  endeavour 
also  to  bring  my  wares  into  the  light  of  day,  for 
I  acknowledge  that  at  present  there  is  a  want  of 
clearness  in  what  I  am  saying. 

Cleinias.  Very  true. 

Athenian  Stranger.  Am  I  not  right  in  main 
taining  that  a  good  education  is  that  which 
tends  most  to  the  improvement  of  mind  and 
body? 

Cle.  Undoubtedly. 

Ath.  And  nothing  can  be  plainer  than  that 
the  fairest  bodies  are  those  which  grow  up  from 
infancy  in  the  best  and  straightest  manner? 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  And  do  we  not  further  observe  that  the 
first  shoot  of  every  living  thing  is  by  far  the 
greatest  and  fullest?  Many  will  even  contend 
that  a  man  at  twenty-five  does  not  reach  twice 
the  height  which  he  attained  at  five. 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  Well,  and  is  not  rapid  growth  without 
proper  and  abundant  exercise  the  source  of  end 
less  evils  in  the  body? 

Cle.  Yes. 

[j8$]  Ath.  And  the  body  should  have  the 
most  exercise  when  it  receives  most  nourish 
ment? 

Cle.  But,  Stranger,  are  we  to  impose  this 
great  amount  of  exercise  upon  newly-born  in 
fants? 
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Ath.  Nay,  rather  on  the  bodies  of  infants  still 
unborn, 

Cle.  What  do  you  mean,  my  good  sir?  In  the 
process  of  gestation  ? 

Ath.  Exactly.  I  am  not  at  ail  surprised  that 
you  have  never  heard  of  this  very  peculiar  sort 
of  gymnastic  applied  to  such  little  creatures, 
which,  although  strange,  I  will  endeavour  to 
explain  to  you. 

Cle.  By  all  means. 

Ath.  The  practice  is  more  easy  for  us  to  un 
derstand  than  for  you,  by  reason  of  certain 
amusements  which  are  carried  to  excess  by  us 
at  Athens.  Not  only  boys,  but  often  older  per 
sons,  are  in  the  habit  of  keeping  quails  and 
cocks,1  which  they  train  to  fight  one  another. 
And  they  are  far  from  thinking  that  the  con 
tests  In  which  they  stir  them  up  to  fight  with 
one  another  are  sufficient  exercise;  for,  in  addi 
tion  to  this,  they  carry  them  about  tucked  be 
neath  their  armpits,  holding  the  smaller  birds 
in  their  hands,  the  larger  under  their  arms,  and 
go  for  a  walk  of  a  great  many  miles  for  the  sake 
of  health,  that  is  to  say,  not  their  own  health, 
but  the  health  of  the  birds;  whereby  they  prove 
to  any  Intelligent  person,  that  all  bodies  are 
benefited  by  shakings  and  movements,  when 
they  are  moved  without  weariness,  whether  the 
motion  proceeds  from  themselves,  or  is  caused 
by  a  swing,  or  at  sea,  or  on  horseback,  or  by 
other  bodies  in  whatever  way  moving,  and  that 
thus  gaining  the  mastery  over  food  and  drink, 
they  are  able  to  impart  beauty  and  health  and 
strength.  But  admitting  all  this,  what  follows? 
Shall  we  make  a  ridiculous  law  that  the  preg 
nant  woman  shall  walk  about  and  fashion  the 
embryo  within  as  we  fashion  wax  before  It 
hardens,  and  after  birth  swathe  the  infant  for 
two  years?  Suppose  that  we  compel  nurses,  un 
der  penalty  of  a  legal  fine,  to  be  always  carry 
ing  the  children  somewhere  or  other,  either  to 
the  temples,  or  into  the  country,  or  to  their  re 
lations'  houses,  until  they  are  well  able  to  stand, 
and  to  take  care  that  their  limbs  are  not  dis 
torted  by  leaning  on  them  when  they  are  too 
young2 — they  should  continue  to  carry  them 
until  the  infant  has  completed  its  third  year; 
the  nurses  should  be  strong,  and  there  should 
be  more  than  one  of  them.  Shall  these  be  our 
rules,  and  shall  we  impose  a  penalty  for  the 
neglect  of  them?  [jgo]  No,  no;  the  penalty  of 
which  we  were  speaking  will  fall  upon  our 
own  heads  more  than  enough. 

Cle.  What  penalty? 

1  Cf .  Republic,  v.  459. 

*  Cf.  Aristotle,  Politics,  vii.  17, 1336  *  8-15. 


Ath.  Ridicule,  and  the  difficulty  of  getting 
the  feminine  and  servant-like  dispositions  of 
the  nurses  to  comply. 

Cle.  Then  why  was  there  any  need  to  speak 
of  the  matter  at  all  ? 

Ath.  The  reason  is  that  masters  and  freemen 
in  states,  when  they  hear  of  It,  are  very  likely  to 
arrive  at  a  true  conviction  that  without  due 
regulation  of  private  life  in  cities,  stability  in 
the  laying  down  of  laws  is  hardly  to  be  ex 
pected;  s  and  he  who  makes  this  reiectlon  may 
himself  adopt  the  laws  just  now  mentioned* 
and,  adopting  them,  may  order  his  house  and 
state  well  and  be  happy. 

Cle.  Likely  enough. 

Ath.  And  therefore  let  us  proceed  with  our 
legislation  until  we  have  determined  the  exer 
cises  which  are  suited  to  the  souls  of  young 
children,  in  the  same  manner  in  which  we  have 
begun  to  go  through  the  rules  relating  to  their 
bodies. 

Cle.  By  all  means. 

Ath.  Let  us  assume,  then,  as  a  first  principle 
In  relation  both  to  the  body  and  soul  of  very 
young  creatures,  that  nursing  and  moving  about 
by  day  and  night  is  good  for  them  all,  and  that 
the  younger  they  are,  the  more  they  will  need 
It;  *  infants  should  live,  if  that  were  possible,  as 
if  they  were  always  rocking  at  sea.  This  is  the 
lesson  which  we  may  gather  from  the  experi 
ence  of  nurses,  and  likewise  from  the  use  of  the 
remedy  of  motion  in  the  rites  of  the  Cory- 
bantes;  for  when  mothers  want  their  restless 
children  to  go  to  sleep  they  do  not  employ  rest, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  motion — rocking  them  in 
their  arms;  nor  do  they  give  them  silence,  but 
they  sing  to  them  and  lap  them  in  sweet  strains; 
and  the  Bacchic  women  are  cured  of  their 
frenzy  in  the  same  manner  by  the  use  of  the 
dance  and  of  music. 

Cle.  Well,  Stranger,  and  what  is  the  reason 
of  this? 

Ath.  The  reason  is  obvious. 

Cle.  What? 

Ath.  The  affection  both  of  the  Bacchantes 
and  of  the  children  is  an  emotion  of  fear,  which 
springs  out  of  an  evil  habit  of  the  soul.  And 
when  some  one  applies  external  agitation  to  af 
fections  of  this  /79/J  sort,  the  motion  coming 
from  without  gets  the  better  of  the  terrible  and 
violent  internal  one,  and  produces  a  peace  and 
calm  in  the  soul,  and  quiets  the  restless  palpita 
tion  of  the  heart,  which  is  a  thing  much  to  be 
desired,  sending  the  children  to  sleep,  and 
8  Cf.  Republic,  v.  449. 
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making  the  Bacchantes,  although  they  remain 
awake,  to  dance  to  the  pipe  with  the  help  of 
the  Gods  to  whom  they  offer  acceptable  sacri 
fices,  and  producing  in  them  a  sound  mind, 
which  takes  the  place  of  their  frenzy.  And,  to 
express  what  I  mean  in  a  word,  there  is  a  good 
deal  to  be  said  in  favour  of  this  treatment. 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  But  if  fear  has  such  a  power  we  ought 
to  infer  from  these  facts,  that  every  soul  which 
from  youth  upward  has  been  familiar  with 
fears,  will  be  made  more  liable  to  fear,1  and 
every  one  will  allow  that  this  is  the  way  to  form 
a  habit  of  cowardice  and  not  of  courage. 

Cle.  No  doubt. 

Ath.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  the  habit  of 
overcoming,  from  our  youth  upwards,  the  fears 
and  terrors  which  beset  us,  may  be  said  to  be 
an  exercise  of  courage. 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  And  we  may  say  that  the  use  of  exercise 
and  motion  in  the  earliest  years  of  life  greatly 
contributes  to  create  a  part  of  virtue  in  the  soul. 

Cle.  Quite  true. 

Ath.  Further,  a  cheerful  temper,  or  the  re 
verse,  may  be  regarded  as  having  much  to  do 
with  high  spirit  on  the  one  hand,  or  with  cow 
ardice  on  the  other. 

Cle.  To  be  sure. 

Ath.  Then  now  we  must  endeavour  to  show 
how  and  to  what  extent  we  may,  if  we  please, 
without  difficulty  implant  either  character  in 
the  young. 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  There  is  a  common  opinion,  that  lux 
ury  makes  the  disposition  of  youth  discon 
tented  and  irascible  and  vehemently  excited  by 
trifles;  that  on  the  other  hand  excessive  and 
savage  servitude  makes  men  mean  and  abject, 
and  haters  of  their  kind,  and  therefore  makes 
them  undesirable  associates. 

Cle.  But  how  must  the  state  educate  those 
who  do  not  as  yet  understand  the  language  of 
the  country,  and  are  therefore  incapable  of  ap 
preciating  any  sort  of  instruction? 

Ath.  I  will  tell  you  how: — Every  animal 
that  is  born  is  wont  to  utter  some  cry,  and  this 
is  especially  the  case  with  man,  and  he  is  also 
affected  with  the  inclination  to  weep  more  than 
any  other  animal. 

Cle.  Quite  true. 

Ath.  Do  not  nurses,  when  they  want  to 
-know  what  an  infant  desires,  [792]  judge  by 
these  signs? — when  anything  is  brought  to  the 
infant  and  he  is  silent,  then  he  is  supposed  to 
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be  pleased,  but,  when  he  weeps  and  cries  out, 
then  he  is  not  pleased.  For  tears  and  cries  are 
the  inauspicious  signs  by  which  children  show 
what  they  love  and  hate.  Now  the  time  which 
is  thus  spent  is  no  less  than  three  years,  and  is 
a  very  considerable  portion  of  life  to  be  passed 
ill  or  well. 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  Does  not  the  discontented  and  ungra 
cious  nature  appear  to  you  to  be  full  of  lamenta 
tions  and  sorrows  more  than  a  good  man  ought 
to  be? 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  Weil,  but  if  during  these  three  years 
every  possible  care  were  taken  that  our  nurs 
ling  should  have  as  little  of  sorrow  and  fear, 
and  in  general  of  pain  as  was  possible,  might 
we  not  expect  in  early  childhood  to  make  his 
soul  more  gentle  and  cheerful? 2 

Cle.  To  be  sure,  Stranger — more  especially 
if  we  could  procure  him  a  variety  of  pleasures. 

Ath.  There  I  can  no  longer  agree,  Cleinias: 
you  amaze  me.  To  bring  him  up  in  such  a  way 
would  be  his  utter  ruin;  for  the  beginning  is 
always  the  most  critical  part  of  education.  Let 
us  see  whether  I  am  right. 

Cle.  Proceed. 

Ath.  The  point  about  which  you  and  I  dif 
fer  is  of  great  importance,  and  I  hope  that  you, 
Megillus,  will  help  to  decide  between  us.  For 
I  maintain  that  the  true  life  should  neither  seek 
for  pleasures,  nor,  on  the  other  hand,  entirely 
avoid  pains,  but  should  embrace  the  middle 
state/  which  I  just  spoke  of  as  gentle  and  be 
nign,  and  is  a  state  which  we  by  some  divine 
presage  and  inspiration  righdy  ascribe  to  God. 
Now,  I  say,  he  among  men,  too,  who  would  be 
divine  ought  to  pursue  after  this  mean  habit — 
he  should  not  rush  headlong  into  pleasures,  for 
he  will  not  be  free  from  pains;  nor  should  we 
allow  any  one,  young  or  old,  male  or  female,  to 
be  thus  given  any  more  than  ourselves,  and 
least  of  all  the  newly-born  infant,  for  in  infancy 
more  than  at  any  other  time  the  character  is 
engrained  by  habit.  Nay,  more,  if  I  were  not 
afraid  of  appearing  to  be  ridiculous,  I  would 
say  that  a  woman  during  her  year  of  pregnancy 
should  of  all  women  be  most  carefully  tended, 
and  kept  from  violent  or  excessive  pleasures 
and  pains,  and  should  at  that  time  cultivate 
gendeness  and  benevolence  and  kindness. 

[793]  £^.  You  need  not  ask  Megillus,  Stran 
ger,  which  of  us  has  most  truly  spoken;  for  I 
myself  agree  that  all  men  ought  to  avoid  the 

3  Cf.  Aristotle,  Politics,  vii.  17, 1336  a  34-40. 
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life  of  unmtngled  pain  or  pleasure,  and  pursue 
always  a  middle  course.  And  having  spoken 
well,  may  I  add  that  you  have  been  well  an 
swered  r 

Ath.  Very  good,  Cleinias;  and  now  let  us  all 
three  consider  a  further  point. 

Cle.  What  Is  It? 

Ath.  That  all  the  matters  which  we  are  now 
describing  are  commonly  called  by  the  general 
name  of  unwritten  customs,  and  what  are 
termed  the  laws  of  our  ancestors  are  all  of  simi 
lar  nature.  And  the  reflection  which  lately  arose 
In  our  minds,2  that  we  can  neither  call  these 
things  laws,  nor  yet  leave  them  unmentloned, 
Is  justified;  for  they  are  the  bonds  of  the  whole 
state,  and  come  in  between  the  written  laws 
which  are  or  are  hereafter  to  be  laid  down;  they 
are  just  ancestral  customs  of  great  antiquity, 
which,  if  they  are  rightly  ordered  and  made 
habitual,  shield  and  preserve  the  previously  ex 
isting  written  law;  but  if  they  depart  from  right 
and  fall  into  disorder,  then  they  are  like  the 
props  of  builders  which  slip  away  out  of  their 
place  and  cause  a  universal  ruin  —  one  part 
drags  another  down,  and  the  fair  superstruc 
ture  falls  because  the  old  foundations  are  under 
mined.  Reflecting  upon  this,  Cleinias,  you  ought 
to  bind  together  the  new  state  in  every  possible 
way,  omitting  nothing,  whether  great  or  small, 
of  what  are  called  laws  or  manners  or  pursuits, 
for  by  these  means  a  city  is  bound  together,  and 
all  these  things  are  only  lasting  when  they  de 
pend  upon  one  another;  and,  therefore,  we 
must  not  wonder  if  we  find  that  many  appar 
ently  trifling  customs  or  usages  come  pouring 
In  and  lengthening  out  our  laws. 

Cle.  Very  true:  we  are  disposed  to  agree  with 
you. 

Ath.  Up  to  the  age  of  three  years,  whether 
o£  boy  or  girl,  if  a  person  strictly  carries  out 
our  previous  regulations  and  makes  them  a 
principal  aim,  he  will  do  much  for  the  advan 
tage  of  the  young  creatures.  But  at  three,  four, 
five,  and  even  six  years  the  childish  nature  will 
require  sports;  now  is  the  time  to  get  rid  of 
self-will  in  him,  punishing  him,  but  not  so  as 
to  disgrace  him.  We  were  saying  about  slaves/ 
that  we  ought  neither  to  add  insult  to  punish 
ment  so  as  to  anger  them,  [794]  nor  yet  to 
leave  them  unpunished  lest  they  become  self- 
willed;  and  a  like  rule  is  to  be  observed  in  the 
case  of  the  free-born.  Children  at  that  age  have 
certain  natural  modes  of  amusement  which  they 
find  out  for  themselves  when  they  meet.  And 
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all  the  children  who  are  between  the  ages  of 
three  and  six  ought  to  meet  at  the  tempi esof  the 
villages,  the  several  families  of  a  village  uniting 
on  one  spot.  The  nurses  are  to  see  that  the  chil 
dren  behave  properly  and  orderly — they  them 
selves  and  ail  their  companies  are  to  be  under 
the  control  of  twelve  matrons,  one  for  each 
company,  who  are  annually  selected  to  inspect 
them  from  the  women  previously  mentioned,® 
[i.e.,  the  women  who  have  authority  over  mar 
riage],  whom  the  guardians  of  the  law  appoint. 
These  matrons  shall  be  chosen  by  the  women 
who  have  authority  over  marriage,  one  out  of 
each  tribe;  all  are  to  be  of  the  same  age;  and  let 
each  of  them,  as  soon  as  she  is  appointed,  hold 
office  and  go  to  the  temples  every  day,  punish 
ing  all  offenders,  male  or  female,  who  are  slaves 
or  strangers,  by  the  help  of  some  of  the  public 
slaves;  but  If  any  citizen  disputes  the  punish 
ment,  let  her  bring  him  before  the  wardens  of 
the  city;  or,  if  there  be  no  dispute,  let  her  pun 
ish  him  herself.  After  the  age  o£  six  years  the 
time  has  arrived  for  the  separation  of  the  sexes 
— let  boys  live  with  boys,  and  girls  in  like  man 
ner  with  girls.  Now  they  must  begin  to  learn — 
the  boys  going  to  teachers  of  horsemanship  and 
the  use  of  the  bow,  the  javelin,  and  sling.,  and 
the  girls  too,  if  they  do  not  object,  at  any  rate 
until  they  know  how  to  manage  these  weapons, 
and  especially  how  to  handle  heavy  arms;  for  I 
may  note,  that  the  practice  which  now  prevails 
is  almost  universally  misunderstood. 

Cle.  In  what  respect? 

Ath.  In  that  the  right  and  left  hand  are  sup 
posed  to  be  by  nature  differently  suited  for  our 
various  uses  of  them;  whereas  no  difference  is 
found  in  the  use  of  thefeetand  the  lower  limbs; 
but  in  the  use  of  the  hands  we  are,  as  it  were, 
maimed  by  the  folly  of  nurses  and  mothers; 
for  although  our  several  limbs  are  by  nature 
balanced,  we  create  a  difference  in  them  by 
bad  habit.  In  some  cases  this  is  of  no  conse 
quence,  as,  for  example,  when  we  hold  the  lyre 
in  the  left  hand,  and  the  plectrum  in  the  right, 
but  it  is  downright  folly  to  make  the  same  dis 
tinction  in  other  cases.  /795/  The  custom  of 
the  Scythians  proves  our  error;  for  they  not 
only  hold  the  bow  from  them  with  the  left 
hand  and  draw  the  arrow  to  them  with  their 
right,  but  use  either  hand  for  both  purposes. 
And  there  are  many  similar  examples  In  chario 
teering  and  other  things,  from  which  we  may 
learn  that  those  who  make  the  left  side  weaker 
than  the  right  act  contrary  to  nature.  In  the 
case  of  the  plectrum,  which  is  of  horn  only,  and 
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similar  instruments,  as  I  was  saying.  It  is  of  no 
consequence,  but  makes  a  great  difference,  and 
may  be  of  very  great  importance  to  the  warrior 
who  has  to  use  iron  weapons,  bows  and  javelins, 
and  the  like;  above  all,  when  in  heavy  armour, 
he  has  to  fight  against  heavy  armour.  And  there 
Is  a  very  great  difference  between  one  who  has 
learnt  and  one  who  has  not,  and  between  one 
who  has  been  trained  in  gymnastic  exercises 
and  one  who  has  not  been.  For  as  he  who  Is 
perfecdy  skilled  in  the  Pancratium  or  boxing 
or  wrestling,  is  not  unable  to  fight  from  his  left 
side,  and  does  not  limp  and  draggle  In  confu 
sion  when  his  opponent  makes  him  change  his 
position,  so  in  heavy-armed  fighting,  and  in  all 
other  things,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  the  like 
holds — he  who  has  these  double  powers  of  at 
tack  and  defence  ought  not  in  any  case  to  leave 
them  either  unused  or  untrained,  if  he  can 
help;  and  if  a  person  had  the  nature  of  Geryon 
or  Briareus  he  ought  to  be  able  with  his  hun 
dred  hands  to  throw  a  hundred  darts.  Now,  the 
magistrates,  male  and  female,  should  see  to  ail 
these  things,  the  women  superintending  the 
nursing  and  amusements  of  the  children,  and 
the  men  superintending  their  education,  that 
all  of  them,  boys  and  girls  alike,  may  be  sound 
hand  and  foot,  and  may  not,  if  they  can  help, 
spoil  the  gifts  of  nature  by  bad  habits. 

Education  has  two  branches — one  of  gym 
nastic,  which  is  concerned  with  the  body,  and 
the  other  of  music,  which  is  designed  for  the 
improvement  of  the  soul.1  And  gymnastic  has 
also  two  branches — dancing  and  wresding;  and 
one  sort  of  dancing  imitates  musical  recitation, 
and  aims  at  preserving  dignity  and  freedom, 
the  other  aims  at  producing  health,  agility,  and 
beauty  in  the  limbs  and  parts  of  the  body,  giv 
ing  the  proper  flexion  and  extension  to  each  of 
them,  a  harmonious  motion  being  diffused 
everywhere,  and  forming  a  suitable  accompani 
ment  to  the  dance.  [796]  As  regards  wrestling, 
the  tricks  which  Antaeus  and  Cercyon  devised 
in  their  systems  out  of  a  vain  spirit  of  competi 
tion,  or  the  tricks  of  boxing  which  Epeius  or 
Amycus  Invented,  are  useless  and  unsuitable 
for  war,  and  do  not  deserve  to  have  much  said 
about  them;  but  the  art  of  wresding  erect  and 
keeping  free  the  neck  and  hands  and  sides, 
working  with  energy  and  constancy,  with  a 
composed  strength,  and  for  the  sake  of  health 
— these  are  always  useful,  and  are  not  to  be 
neglected,  but  to  be  enjoined  alike  on  masters 
and  scholars,  when  we  reach  that  part  of  legis 
lation;  and  we  will  desire  the  one  to  give  their 
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instructions  freely,  and  the  others  to  receive 
them  thankfully.3  Nor,  again,  must  we  omit 
suitable  Imitations  o£  war  In  our  choruses;  here 
In  Crete  you  have  the  armed  dances  of  the 
Curetes,  and  the  Lacedaemonians  have  those 
of  the  Dioscuri,  And  our  virgin  lady,  delight 
ing  In  the  amusement  of  the  dance,  thought  It 
not  fit  to  amuse  herself  with  empty  hands;  she 
must  be  clothed  In  a  complete  suit  of  armour, 
and  In  this  attire  go  through  the  dance; s  and 
youths  and  maidens  should  in  every  respect 
imitate  her.  esteeming  highly  the  favour  of  the 
Goddess,  both  with  a  view  to  the  necessities  of 
war,  and  to  festive  occasions:  it  will  be  right 
also  for  the  boys,  until  such  time  as  they  go  out 
to  war,  to  make  processions  and  supplications 
to  all  the  Gods  in  goodly  array,  armed  and  on 
horseback,  in  dances,  and  marches,  fast  or 
slow,  offering  up  prayers  to  the  Gods  and  to 
the  sons  of  Gods;  and  also  engaging  in  contests 
and  preludes  of  contests,  if  at  all,  with  these 
objects.  For  these  sorts  of  exercises,  and  no 
others,  are  useful  both  in  peace  and  war,  and 
are  beneficial  alike  to  states  and  to  private 
houses.  But  other  labours  and  sports  and  exer 
cises  of  the  body  are  unworthy  of  freemen,  O 
Megillus  and  Cleinlas. 

I  have  now  completely  described  the  kind  of 
gymnastic  which  I  said  at  first  ought  to  be  de 
scribed;  if  you  know  of  any  better,  will  you 
communicate  your  thoughts? 

Cle*  It  is  not  easy,  Stranger,  to  put  aside  these 
principles  of  gymnastic  and  wresding  and  to 
enunciate  better  ones. 

Ath.  Now  we  must  say  what  has  yet  to  be 
said  about  the  gifts  of  the  Muses  and  of  Apollo: 
before,  we  fancied  that  we  had  said  all,  and  that 
gymnastic  alone  remained;4  but  now  we  see 
clearly  what  points  have  been  omitted,  and 
should  be  first  proclaimed;  of  these,  then,  let 
us  proceed  to  speak. 

/7977  Cl€-  By  all  means. 

Ath.  Let  me  tell  you  once  more — although 
you  have  heard  me  say  the  same  before — that 
caution  must  be  always  exercised,  both  by  the 
speaker  and  by  the  hearer,  about  anything  that 
is  very  singular  and  unusual.  For  my  tale  is  one 
which  many  a  man  would  be  afraid  to  tell,  and 
yet  I  have  a  confidence  which  makes  me  go  on. 

Cle.  What  have  you  to  say,  Stranger? 

Ath.  I  say  that  in  states  generally  no  one  has 
observed  that  the  plays  of  childhood  have  a 
great  deal  to  do  with  the  permanence  or  want 
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of  permanence  In  legislation.  For  when  plays 
are  ordered  with  a  view  to  children  having  the 
same  plays,  and  amusing  themselves  after  the 
same  manner,  and  finding  delight  in  the  same 
playthings,  the  more  solemn  institutions  of  the 
state  are  allowed  to  remain  undisturbed.  Where 
as  if  sports  are  disturbed,  and  innovations  are 
made  in  them,  and  they  constantly  change,  and 
the  young  never  speak  of  their  having  the  same 
likings,  or  the  same  established  notions  of  good 
and  bad  taste,  either  in  the  bearing  of  their 
bodies  or  in  their  dress,  but  he  who  devises 
something  new  and  out  of  the  way  in  figures 
and  colours  and  the  like  is  held  in  special  hon 
our,  we  may  truly  say  that  no  greater  evil  can 
happen  In  a  state;1  for  he  who  changes  the 
sports  is  secretly  changing  the  manners  of  the 
young,  and  making  the  old  to  be  dishonoured 
among  them  and  the  new  to  be  honoured.  And 
I  affirm  that  there  is  nothing  which  is  a  greater 
injury  to  all  states  than  saying  or  thinking  thus. 
Will  you  hear  me  tell  how  great  I  deem  the 
evil  to  be? 

Cle.  You  mean  the  evil  of  blaming  antiquity 
in  states? 

Ath.  Exacdy. 

Cle.  If  you  are  speaking  of  that,  you  will  find 
in  us  hearers  who  are  disposed  to  receive  what 
you  say  not  unfavourably  but  most  favourably. 

Ath.  I  should  expect  so. 

Cle.  Proceed. 

Ath.  Well,  then,  let  us  give  all  the  greater 
heed  to  one  another's  words.  The  argument 
affirms  that  any  change  whatever  except  from 
evil  Is  the  most  dangerous  of  all  things;  this  is 
true  in  the  case  of  the  seasons  and  of  the  winds, 
in  the  management  of  our  bodies  and  the  habits 
of  our  minds — true  of  all  things  except,  as  I 
said  before,  of  the  bad.  He  who  looks  at  the 
constitution  of  individuals  accustomed  to  eat 
any  sort  of  meat,  or  drink  any  drink,  or  to  do 
any  work  which  they  can  get,  may  see  that  they 
are  at  first  disordered  by  them,  but  afterwards, 
as  time  goes  on,  their  bodies  grow  adapted  to 
them,  and  they  learn  to  know  and  like  variety, 
and  have  good  health  and  enjoyment  of  life; 
[798]  and  if  ever  afterwards  they  are  confined 
again  to  a  superior  diet,  at  first  they  are  troubled 
with  disorders,  and  with  difficulty  become  ha 
bituated  to  their  new  food.  A  similar  principle 
we  may  imagine  to  hold  good  about  the  minds 
of  men  and  the  natures  of  their  souls.  For  when 
they  have  been  brought  up  in  certain  laws, 
which  by  some  Divine  Providence  have  re 
mained  unchanged  during  long  ages,  so  that 
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no  one  has  any  memory  or  tradition  of  their 
ever  having  been  otherwise  than  they  are,  then 
every  one  Is  afraid  and  ashamed  to  change  that 
which  Is  established.  The  legislator  must  some 
how  find  a  way  of  implanting  this  reverence 
for  antiquity,  and  I  would  propose  the  follow 
ing  way: — People  are  apt  to  fancy,  as  I  was  say- 
Ing  before,  that  when  the  plays  of  children  are 
altered  they  are  merely  plays,  not  seeing  that 
the  most  serious  and  detrimental  consequences 
arise  out  of  the  change;  and  they  readily  com 
ply  with  the  child's  wishes  instead  of  deterring 
him,  not  considering  that  these  children  who 
make  innovations  in  their  games,  when  they 
grow  up  to  be  men,  will  be  different  from  the 
last  generation  of  children,  and,  being  different, 
will  desire  a  different  sort  of  life,  and  under  the 
influence  of  this  desire  will  want  other  institu 
tions  and  laws;  and  no  one  of  them  reflects  that 
there  will  follow  what  I  just  now  called  the 
greatest  of  evils  to  states.  Changes  in  bodily 
fashions  are  no  such  serious  evils,  but  frequent 
changes  in  the  praise  and  censure  of  manners 
are  the  greatest  of  evils,  and  require  the  utmost 
prevision. 

Cle.  To  be  sure. 

Ath.  And  now  do  we  still  hold  to  our  former 
assertion,  that  rhythms  and  music  in  general 
are  imitations  of  good  and  evil  characters  in 
men?  3  What  say  you? 

Cle.  That  is  the  only  doctrine  which  we  can 
admit. 

Ath.  Must  we  not,  then,  try  in  every  possible 
way  to  prevent  our  youth  from  even  desiring 
to  imitate  new  modes  either  in  dance  or  song?  s 
nor  must  any  one  be  allowed  to  offer  them  va 
rieties  of  pleasures. 

Cle.  Most  true. 

[799]  dtA.  Can  any  of  us  imagine  a  better 
mode  of  effecting  this  object  than  that  of  the 
Egyptians? 

Cle.  What  is  their  method? 

Ath.  To  consecrate  every  sort  of  dance  or 
melody.  First  we  should  ordain  festivals — 
calculating  for  the  year  what  they  ought  to  be, 
and  at  what  time,  and  in  honour  of  what  Gods, 
sons  of  Gods,  and  heroes  they  ought  to  be  cele 
brated;  and,  in  the  next  place,  what  hymns 
ought  to  be  sung  at  the  several  sacrifices,  and 
with  what  dances  the  particular  festival  is  to 
be  honoured.  This  has  to  be  arranged  at  first 
by  certain  persons,  and,  when  arranged,  the 
whole  assembly  of  the  citizens  are  to  offer  sacri 
fices  and  libations  to  the  Fates  and  all  the  other 
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Gods,  and  to  consecrate  the  several  odes  to  Gods 
and  heroes:  and  if  any  one  offers  any  other 
hymns  or  dances  to  any  one  of  the  Gods,  the 
priests  and  priestesses,  acting  in  concert  with 
the  guardians  of  the  law,  shall,  with  the  sanc 
tion  of  religion  and  the  law,  exclude  him,  and 
he  who  is  excluded,  if  he  do  not  submit,  shall 
be  liable  all  his  life  long  to  have  a  suit  of  im 
piety  brought  against  him  by  any  one  who 
likes. 

Cle.  Very  good. 

Ath.  In  the  consideration  of  this  subject,  let 
us  remember  what  is  due  to  ourselves. 

Cle.  To  what  are  you  referring? 

Ath.  I  mean  that  any  young  man,  and  much 
more  any  old  one,  when  he  sees  or  hears  any 
thing  strange  or  unaccustomed,  does  not  at 
once  run  to  embrace  the  paradox,  but  he  stands 
considering,  like  a  person  who  is  at  a  place 
where  three  paths  meet,  and  does  not  very  well 
know  his  way — he  may  be  alone  or  he  may  be 
walking  with  others,  and  he  will  say  to  him 
self  and  them,  "Which  is  the  way?"  and  will 
not  move  forward  until  he  is  satisfied  that  he 
is  going  right.  And  this  is  what  we  must  do  in 
the  present  instance: — A  strange  discussion  on 
the  subject  of  law  has  arisen,  which  requires 
the  utmost  consideration,  and  we  should  not 
at  our  age  be  too  ready  to  speak  about  such 
great  matters,  or  be  confident  that  we  can  say 
anything  certain  all  in  a  moment. 

Cle.  Most  true. 

Ath.  Then  we  will  allow  time  for  reflection, 
and  decide  when  we  have  given  the  subject 
sufficient  consideration.  But  that  we  may  not 
be  hindered  from  completing  the  natural  ar 
rangement  of  our  laws,  let  us  proceed  to  the 
conclusion  of  them  in  due  order;  for  very  pos 
sibly,  if  God  will,  the  exposition  of  them,  when 
completed,  may  throw  light  on  our  present 
perplexity. 

Cle.  Excellent,  Stranger;  let  us  do  as  you  pro 
pose. 

Ath.  Let  us  then  affirm  the  paradox  that 
strains  of  music  are  our  laws  (vo/xot)>  [800] 
and  this  latter  being  the  name  which  the  an 
cients  gave  to  lyric  songs,1  they  probably  would 
not  have  very  much  objected  to  our  proposed 
application  of  the  word.  Some  one,  either  asleep 
or  awake,  must  have  had  a  dreamy  suspicion 
of  their  nature.  And  let  our  decree  be  as  fol 
lows: — No  one  in  singing  or  dancing  shall 
offend  against  public  and  consecrated  models, 
and  the  general  fashion  among  the  youth,  any 
more  than  he  would  offend  against  any  other 
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law.  And  he  who  observes  this  law  shall  be 
blameless;  but  he  who  is  disobedient,  as  I  was 
saying,  shall  be  punished  by  the  guardians  of 
the  laws,  and  by  the  priests  and  priestesses. 
Suppose  that  we  imagine  this  to  be  our  law. 

Cle.  Very  good. 

Ath.  Can  any  one  who  makes  such  laws  es 
cape  ridicule?  Let  us  see.  I  think  that  our  only 
safety  will  be  in  first  framing  certain  models 
for  composers.  One  of  these  models  shall  be  as 
follows: — If  when  a  sacrifice  is  going  on,  and 
the  victims  are  being  burnt  according  to  law 
— if,  I  say,  any  one  who  may  be  a  son  or  brother, 
standing  by  another  at  the  altar  and  over  the 
victims,  horribly  blasphemes,  will  not  his  words 
inspire  despondency  and  evil  omens  and  fore 
bodings  in  the  mind  of  his  father  and  of  his 
other  kinsmen? 

Cle.  Of  course. 

Ath.  And  this  is  just  what  takes  place  in  al 
most  all  our  cities.  A  magistrate  offers  a  public 
sacrifice,  and  there  come  in  not  one  but  many 
choruses,  who  take  up  a  position  a  little  way 
from  the  altar,  and  from  time  to  time  pour 
forth  all  sorts  of  horrible  blasphemies  on  the 
sacred  rites,  exciting  the  souls  of  the  audience 
with  words  and  rhythms  and  melodies  most 
sorrowful  to  hear;  and  he  who  at  the  moment 
when  the  city  is  offering  sacrifice  makes  the 
citizens  weep  most,  carries  away  the  palm  of 
victory.  Now,  ought  we  not  to  forbid  such 
strains  as  these?  And  if  ever  our  citizens  must 
hear  such  lamentations,  then  on  some  unblest 
and  inauspicious  day  let  there  be  choruses  of 
foreign  and  hired  minstrels,  like  those  hire 
lings  who  accompany  the  departed  at  funerals 
with  barbarous  Carian  chants.  That  is  the  sort 
of  thing  which  will  be  appropriate  if  we  have 
such  strains  at  all;  and  let  the  apparel  of  the 
singers  be,  not  circlets  and  ornaments  of  gold, 
but  the  reverse.  Enough  of  all  this.  I  will  sim 
ply  ask  once  more  whether  we  shall  lay  down 
as  one  of  our  principles  of  song 

Cfo.What? 

[801]  Ath.  That  we  should  avoid  every  word 
of  evil  omen;  let  that  kind  of  song  which  is  of 
good  omen  be  heard  everywhere  and  always 
in  our  state.  I  need  hardly  ask  again,  but  shall 
assume  that  you  agree  with  me. 

Cle.  By  all  means;  that  law  is  approved  by 
the  suffrages  of  us  all. 

Ath.  But  what  shall  be  our  next  musical  law 
or  type?  Ought  not  prayers  to  be  offered  up  to 
the  Gods  when  we  sacrifice? 
Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  And  our  third  law,  if  I  am  not  mis- 
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taken,  will  be  to  the  effect  that  our  poets,  un 
derstanding  prayers  to  be  requests  which,  we 
make  to  the  Gods,  will  take  especial  heed  that 
they  do  not  by  mistake  ask  for  evil  instead  of 
good.  To  make  such  a  prayer  would  surely  be 
too  ridiculous. 
Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  Were  we  not  a  little  while  ago  quite 
convinced  that  no  silver  or  golden  Piutus  should 
dwell  in  our  state?  x 

Cle.  To  be  sure. 

Ath.  And  what  has  it  been  the  object  of  our 
argument  to  show?  Did  we  not  imply  that  the 
poets  are  not  always  quite  capable  of  knowing 
what  is  good  or  evil?  And  if  one  of  them  utters 
a  mistaken  prayer  in  song  or  words,  he  will 
make  our  citizens  pray  for  the  opposite  of  what 
is  good  in  matters  of  the  highest  import;  than 
which,  as  I  was  saying,  there  can  be  few  greater 
mistakes.  Shall  we  then  propose  as  one  of  our 
laws  and  models  relating  to  the  Muses 

Cle.  What  ? — will  you  explain  the  law  more 
precisely? 

Aih.  Shall  we  make  a  law  that  the  poet  shall 
compose  nothing  contrary  to  the  ideas  of  the 
lawful,  or  just,  or  beautiful,  or  good,  which  are 
allowed  in  the  state?  nor  shall  he  be  permitted 
to  communicate  his  compositions  to  any  pri 
vate  individuals,  until  he  shall  have  shown 
them  to  the  appointed  judges  and  the  guardians 
of  the  law,  and  they  are  satisfied  with  them. 
As  to  the  persons  whom  we  appoint  to  be  our 
legislators  about  music £  and  as  to  the  director 
of  education,8  these  have  been  already  indi 
cated.  Once  more  then,  as  I  have  asked  more 
than  once,  shall  this  be^our  third  law,  and  type, 
and  model — What  do  you  say? 

Cle.  Let  it  be  so,  by  all  means. 

Ath.  Then  it  will  be  proper  to  have  hymns 
and  praises  of  the  Gods/  intermingled  with 
prayers;  and  after  the  Gods  prayers  and  praises 
should  be  offered  in  like  manner  to  demigods 
and  heroes,  suitable  to  their  several  characters. 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  In  the  next  place  there  will  be  no  objec 
tion  to  a  law,  that  citizens  who  are  departed 
and  have  done  good  and  energetic  deeds,  either 
with  their  souls  or  with  their  bodies,  and  have 
been  obedient  to  the  laws,  should  receive  eulo 
gies;  this  will  be  very  fitting. 

[802]  Cle.  Quite  true. 

Ath.  But  to  honour  with  hymns  and  pane- 

1Cf.v.74i. 
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gyrics  those  who  are  still  alive  is  not  safe;  a 
man  should  run  his  course,  and  make  a  fair 
ending,  and  then  we  will  praise  him;  and  let 
praise  be  given  equally  to  women  as  well  as 
men  who  have  been  distinguished  in  virtue. 
The  order  of  songs  and  dances  shall  be  as  fol 
lows: — There  are  many  ancient  musical  com 
positions  and  dances  which  are  excellent,  and 
from  these  the  newly-founded  city  may  freely 
select  what  is  proper  and  suitable;  and  they 
shall  choose  judges  of  not  less  than  fifty  years 
of  age,  who  shall  make  the  selection,  and  any 
of  the  old  poems  which  they  deem  sufficient 
they  shall  include;  any  that  are  deficient  or  al 
together  unsuitable,  they  shall  either  utterly 
throw  aside,  or  examine  and  amend,  taking 
into  their  counsel  poets  and  musicians,  and 
making  use  of  their  poetical  genius;  but  ex 
plaining  to  them  the  wishes  of  the  legislator  in 
order  that  they  may  regulate  dancing,  music, 
and  all  choral  strains,  according  to  the  mind  of 
the  judges;  and  not  allowing  them  to  indulge, 
except  in  some  few  matters,  their  individual 
pleasures  and  fancies.  Now  the  irregular  strain 
of  music  is  always  made  ten  thousand  times 
better  by  attaining  to  law  and  order,  and  reject 
ing  the  honeyed  Muse — not  however  that  we 
mean  wholly  to  exclude  pleasure,  which  is  the 
characteristic  of  all  music.  And  if  a  man  be 
brought  up  from  childhood  to  the  age  of  dis 
cretion  and  maturity  in  the  use  of  the  orderly 
and  severe  music,  when  he  hears  the  opposite 
he  detests  it,  and  calls  it  illiberal;  but  if  trained 
in  the  sweet  and  vulgar  music,  he  deems  the 
severer  kind  cold  and  displeasing.5  So  that,  as 
I  was  saying  before,  while  he  who  hears  them 
gains  no  more  pleasure  from  the  one  than  from 
the  other,  the  one  has  the  advantage  of  making 
those  who  are  trained  in  it  better  men,  whereas 
the  other  makes  them  worse. 
Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  Again,  we  must  distinguish  and  deter 
mine  on  some  general  principle  what  songs  are 
suitable  to  women,  and  what  to  men,  and  must 
assign  to  them  their  proper  melodies  and 
rhythms.  It  is  shocking  for  a  whole  harmony 
to  be  inharmonical,  or  for  a  rhythm  to  be  un 
rhythmical,  and  this  will  happen  when  the 
melody  is  inappropriate  to  them.  And  there 
fore  the  legislator  must  assign  to  these  also 
their  forms.  Now  both  sexes  have  melodies  and 
rhythms  which  of  necessity  belong  to  them; 
and  those  of  women  are  clearly  enough  indi 
cated  by  their  natural  difference.  The  grand, 

5  Cf.  Aristotle,  Politics,  viiL  6,  134 ia  12-15;  viiL 
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and  that  which  tends  to  courage,  may  be  fairly 
called  manly;  but  that  which  inclines  to  moder 
ation  and  temperance,  [803]  may  be  declared 
both  in  law  and  in  ordinary  speech  to  be  the 
more  womanly  quality.  This,  then,  will  be  the 
general  order  of  them. 

Let  us  now  speak  of  the  manner  of  teaching 
and  imparting  them,  and  the  persons  to  whom, 
and  the  time  when,  they  are  severally  to  be  im 
parted.  As  the  shipwright  first  lays  down  the 
lines  of  the  keel,  and  thus,  as  it  were,  draws  the 
ship  in  oudine,  so  do  I  seek  to  distinguish  the 
patterns  of  life,  and  lay  down  their  keels  ac 
cording  to  the  nature  of  different  men's  souls; 
seeking  truly  to  consider  by  what  means,  and 
in  what  ways,  we  may  go  through  the  voyage 
of  life  best.  Now  human  affairs  are  hardly  worth 
considering  in  earnest,  and  yet  we  must  be  in 
earnest  about  them — a  sad  necessity  constrains 
us.  And  having  got  thus  far,  there  will  be  a  fit 
ness  in  our  completing  the  matter,  if  we  can 
only  find  some  suitable  method  of  doing  so. 
But  what  do  I  mean?  Some  one  may  ask  this 
very  question,  and  quite  rightly,  too. 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  I  say  that  about  serious  matters  a  man 
should  be  serious,  and  about  a  matter  which  is 
not  serious  he  should  not  be  serious;  and  that 
God  is  the  natural  and  worthy  object  of  our 
most  serious  and  blessed  endeavours,  for  man, 
as  I  said  before,1  is  made  to  be  the  plaything  of 
God,  and  this,  truly  considered,  is  the  best  of 
him;  wherefore  also  every  man  and  woman 
should  walk  seriously,  and  pass  life  in  the  no 
blest  of  pastimes,  and  be  of  another  mind  from 
what  they  are  at  present. 

Cle.  In  what  respect? 

Ath.  At  present  they  think  that  their  serious 
pursuits  should  be  for  the  sake  of  their  sports, 
for  they  deem  war  a  serious  pursuit,  which 
must  be  managed  well  for  the  sake  of  peace; 
but  the  truth  is,,  that  there  neither  is,  nor  has 
been,  nor  ever  will  be,  either  amusement  or  in 
struction  in  any  degree  worth  speaking  of  in 
war,  which  is  nevertheless  deemed  by  us  to  be 
the  most  serious  of  our  pursuits.  And  therefore, 
as  we  say,  every  one  of  us  should  live  the  life  of 
peace  as  long  and  as  well  as  he  can.2  And  what 
is  the  right  way  of  living?  Are  we  to  live  in 
sports  always?  If  so, in  what  kind  of  sports?  We 
ought  to  live  sacrificing,  and  singing,  and  danc 
ing,  and  then  a  man  will  be  able  to  propitiate 
the  Gods,  and  to  defend  himself  against  his 
enemies  and  conquer  them  in  battle.  The  type 

1Cf.  1.644. 
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of  song  or  dance  by  which  he  will  propitiate 
them  has  been  described,  and  the  paths  along 
which  he  is  to  proceed  have  been  cut  for  him. 
He  will  go  forward  in  the  spirit  of  the  poet: 


Tekmachus,  some  things  thou  wilt  thyself  find 
in  thy  heart,  but  other  things  God  will  suggest; 
jor  I  deem  that  thou  wast  not  born  or  brought  up 

without  the  will  of  the  Gods® 

And  this  ought  to  be  the  view  of  our  alumni; 
they  ought  to  think  that  what  has  been  said  is 
enough  for  them,  and  that  any  other  things 
their  Genius  and  God  will  suggest  to  them  —  he 
will  tell  them  to  whom,  and  when,  and  to  what 
Gods  severally  they  are  to  sacrifice  and  perform 
dances,  and  how  they  may  propitiate  the  dei 
ties,  and  live  according  to  the  appointment  of 
nature;  being  for  the  most  part  puppets,  but 
having  some  little  share  of  reality. 

Megillus.  You  have  a  low  opinion  of  man 
kind,  Stranger. 

Ath.  Nay,  Megillus,  be  not  amazed,  but  for 
give  me:  —  I  was  comparing  them  with  the 
Gods;  and  under  that  feeling  I  spoke.  Let  us 
grant,  if  you  wish,  that  the  human  race  is  not  to 
be  despised,  but  is  worthy  of  some  consideration. 

Next  follow  the  buildings  for  gymnasia  and 
schools  open  to  all;  these  are  to  be  in  three 
places  in  the  midst  of  the  city;  and  outside  the 
city  and  in  the  surrounding  country,  also  in 
three  places,  there  shall  be  schools  for  horse  ex 
ercise,  and  large  grounds  arranged  with  a  view 
to  archery  and  the  throwing  of  missiles,  at 
which  young  men  may  learn  and  practise.  Of 
these  mention  has  already  been  made,4  and  if 
the  mention  be  not  sufficiently  explicit,  let  us 
speak  further  of  them  and  embody  them  in 
laws.  In  these  several  schools  let  there  be  dwell 
ings  for  teachers,  who  shall  be  brought  from 
foreign  parts  by  pay,  and  let  them  teach  those 
who  attend  the  schools  the  art  of  war  and  the 
art  of  music,  and  the  children  shall  come  not 
only  if  their  parents  please,  but  if  they  do  not 
please;  there  shall  be  compulsory  education,  as 
the  saying  is,  of  all  and  sundry,  as  far  as  this  is 
possible;  and  the  pupils  shall  be  regarded  as 
belonging  to  the  state  rather  than  to  their  par 
ents,6  My  law  would  apply  to  females  as  well  as 
males;  they  shall  both  go  through  the  same  ex 
ercises.  I  assert  without  fear  of  contradiction 
that  gymnastic  and  horsemanship  are  as  suit 
able  to  women  as  to  men.6  Of  the  truth  of  this 

*  Odyssey,  iii.  26,  ff. 
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I  am  persuaded  from  ancient  tradition,  and  at 
the  present  day  there  are  said  to  be  countless 
myriads  of  women  in  the  neighbourhood  of 
the  Black  Sea,  called  Sauromatides,  who  not 
only  ride  on  horseback  like  men,  £805]  but 
have  enjoined  upon  them  the  use  of  bows  and 
other  weapons  equally  with  the  men.  And  I 
further  affirm,  that  if  these  things  are  possible, 
nothing  can  be  more  absurd  than  the  practice 
which  prevails  in  our  own  country,  of  men  and 
women  not  following  the  same  pursuits  with 
all  their  strength  and  with  one  mind,  for  thus 
the  state,  instead  of  being  a  whole,  is  reduced 
to  a  half/  but  has  the  same  imposts  to  pay  and 
the  same  toils  to  undergo;  and  what  can  be  a 
greater  mistake  for  any  legislator  to  make  than 
this? 

Cle.  Very  true;  yet  much  of  what  has  been 
asserted  by  us?  Stranger,  is  contrary  to  the  cus 
tom  of  states;  still,  in  saying  that  the  discourse 
should  be  allowed  to  proceed,  and  that  when 
the  discussion  is  completed,  we  should  choose 
what  seems  best,  you  spoke  very  properly/  and 
I  now  feel  compunction  for  what  I  have  said. 
Tell  me,  then,  what  you  would  next  wish  to 
say. 

Ath.  I  should  wish  to  say,  Cleinias,  as  I  said 
before,  that  if  the  possibility  of  these  things 
were  not  sufficiently  proven  in  fact,  then  there 
might  be  an  objection  to  the  argument,  but  the 
fact  being  as  I  have  said,  he  who  rejects  the  law 
must  find  some  other  ground  of  objection;  and, 
failing  this,  our  exhortation  will  still  hold  good, 
nor  will  any  one  deny  that  women  ought  to 
share  as  far  as  possible  in  education  and  in 
other  ways  with  men.  For  consider; — if  women 
do  not  share  in  their  whole  life  with  men,  then 
they  must  have  some  other  order  of  life. 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  And  what  arrangement  of  life  to  be 
found  anywhere  is  preferable  to  this  commu 
nity  which  we  are  now  assigning  to  them?  Shall 
we  prefer  that  which  is  adopted  by  the  Thra- 
cians  and  many  other  races  who  use  their 
women  to  till  the  ground  and  to  be  shepherds 
of  their  herds  and  flocks,  and  to  minister  to 
them  like  slaves? — Or  shall  we  do  as  we  and 
people  in  our  part  of  the  world  do — getting  to 
gether,  as  the  phrase  is,  all  our  goods  and  chat 
tels  into  one  dwelling,  we  entrust  them  to  our 
women,  who  are  the  stewards  of  them,  and  who 
also  preside  over  the  shuttles  and  the  whole 
art  of  spinning?  [806]  Or  shall  we  take  a  mid 
dle  course,  as  in  Lacedaemon,Megillus — letting 

1  Cf.  vL  781;  Aristotle,  Politics,  L  13,  1260  b  9-24. 
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the  girls  share  in  gymnastic  and  music,  while 
the  grown-up  women,  no  longer  employed  in 
spinning  wool,  are  hard  at  work  weaving  the 
web  of  life,  which  will  be  no  cheap  or  mean 
employment,  and  in  the  duty  of  serving  and 
taking  care  of  the  household  and  bringing  up 
children,  in  which  they  will  observe  a  sort  of 
mean,  not  participating  in  the  toils  of  war;  and 
if  there  were  any  necessity  that  they  should 
fight  for  their  city  and  families,  unlike  the 
Amazons,  they  would  be  unable  to  take  part  in 
archery  or  any  other  skilled  use  of  missiles,  nor 
could  they,  after  the  example  of  the  Goddess, 
carry  shield  or  spear,  or  stand  up  nobly  for 
their  country  when  it  was  being  destroyed,  and 
strike  terror  into  their  enemies,  if  only  because 
they  were  seen  in  regular  order?  Living  as  they 
do,  they  would  never  dare  at  all  to  imitate  the 
Sauromatides,  who,  when  compared  with  ordi 
nary  women,  would  appear  to  be  like  men.  Let 
him  who  will,  praise  your  legislators,  but  I 
must  say  what  I  think.  The  legislator  ought  to 
be  whole  and  perfect,  and  not  half  a  man  only; 
he  ought  not  to  let  the  female  sex  live  softly 
and  waste  money  and  have  no  order  of  life, 
while  he  takes  the  utmost  care  of  the  male  sex, 
and  leaves  half  of  life  only  blest  with  happi 
ness,  when  he  might  have  made  the  whole  state 
happy. 

Meg.  What  shall  we  do,  Cleinias?  Shall  we 
allow  a  stranger  to  run  down  Sparta  in  this 
fashion? 

Cle.  Yes;  for  as  we  have  given  him  liberty 
of  speech  we  must  let  him  go  on  until  we  have 
perfected  the  work  of  legislation. 

Meg.  Very  true. 

Ath.  Then  now  I  may  proceed? 

Cle.  By  all  means. 

Ath.  What  will  be  the  manner  of  life  among 
men  who  may  be  supposed  to  have  their  food 
and  clothing  provided  for  them  in  moderation,, 
and  who  have  entrusted  the  practice  of  the  arts 
to  others,  and  whose  husbandry,  committed  to 
slaves  paying  a  part  of  the  produce,  brings  them 
a  return  sufficient  for  men  living  temperately; 
who,  moreover,  have  common  tables  in  which 
the  men  are  placed  apart,  and  near  them  are  the 
common  tables  of  their  families,  of  their  daugh 
ters  and  mothers,  which  day  by  day,  the  of 
ficers,  male  and  female,  are  to  inspect — they 
shall  see  to  the  behaviour  of  the  company,  and 
so  dismiss  them;  after  which  the  presiding  ma 
gistrate  and  his  attendants  shall  honour  with 
libations  those  Gods  [8oj]  to  whom  that  day 
and  night  are  dedicated,  and  then  go  home? 
To  men  whose  lives  are  thus  ordered,  is  there 
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no  work  remaining  to  be  done  which  is  neces 
sary  and  fitting;  but  shall  each  one  of  them  live 
fattening  like  a  beast?  Such  a  life  Is  neither 
just  nor  honourable,  nor  can  he  who  lives  it 
fail  of  meeting  his  due;  and  the  due  reward  of 
the  idle  fatted  beast  Is  that  he  should  be  torn 
in  pieces  by  some  other  valiant  beast  whose  fat 
ness  is  worn  down  by  brave  deeds  and  toil. 
These  regulations,  if  we  duly  consider  them, 
will  never  be  exactly  carried  Into  execution  un 
der  present  circumstances,  nor  as  long  as  wom 
en  and  children  and  houses  and  all  other  things 
are  the  private  property  of  individuals;  but  if 
we  can  attain  the  second-best  form  of  polity, 
we  shall  be  very  well  off.  And  to  men  living 
under  this  second  polity  there  remains  a  work 
to  be  accomplished  which  Is  far  from  being 
small  or  insignificant,  but  is  the  greatest  of  all 
works,  and  ordained  by  the  appointment  of 
righteous  law.  For  the  life  which  may  be  truly 
said  to  be  concerned  with  the  virtue  of  body 
and  soul  is  twice,  or  more  than  twice,  as  full  of 
toil  and  trouble  as  the  pursuit  after  Pythian  and 
Olympic  victories,1  which  debars  a  man  from 
every  employment  of  life.  For  there  ought  to 
be  no  bye-work  interfering  with  the  greater 
work  of  providing  the  necessary  exercise  and 
nourishment  for  the  body,  and  instruction  and 
education  for  the  soul.  Night  and  day  are  not 
long  enough  for  the  accomplishment  of  their 
perfection  and  consummation;  and  therefore 
to  this  end  all  freemen  ought  to  arrange  the 
way  in  which  they  will  spend  their  time  dur 
ing  the  whole  course  of  the  day,  from  morning 
till  evening  and  from  evening  till  the  morning 
of  the  next  sunrise.  There  may  seem  to  be  some 
impropriety  in  the  legislator  determining  mi 
nutely  the  numberless  details  of  the  manage 
ment  of  the  house,  including  such  particulars 
as  the  duty  of  wakefulness  in  those  who  are  to 
be  perpetual  watchmen  of  the  whole  city;  for 
that  any  citizen  should  continue  during  the 
whole  of  any  night  in  sleep,  [SoS]  instead  of 
being  seen  by  all  his  servants,  always  the  first 
to  awake  and  get  up — this,  whether  the  regula 
tion  is  to  be  called  a  law  or  only  a  practice, 
should  be  deemed  base  and  unworthy  of  a  free 
man;  also  that  the  mistress  of  the  house  should 
be  awakened  by  her  handmaidens  instead  of 
herself  first  awakening  them,  is  what  the  slaves, 
male  and  female,  and  the  serving-boys,  and,  if 
that  were  possible,  everybody  and  everything 
in  the  house  should  regard  as  base.  If  they  rise 
early,  they  may  all  of  them  do  much  of  their 
public  and  of  their  household  business,  as  mag- 
1  Cf .  Republic,  v.  465, 466. 


Istrates  In  the  city,  and  masters  and  mistresses 
In  their  private  houses,  before  the  sun  Is  up. 
Much  sleep  Is  not  required  by  nature,  either  for 
our  souls  or  bodies,  or  for  the  actions  which 
they  perform.  For  no  one  who  Is  asleep  is  good 
for  anything,  any  more  than  If  he  were  dead; 
but  he  of  us  who  has  the  most  regard  for  life 
and  reason  keeps  awake  as  long  as  he  can,  re 
serving  only  so  much  time  for  sleep  as  is  ex 
pedient  for  health;  and  much  sleep  is  not  re 
quired,  If  the  habit  of  moderation  be  once  right 
ly  formed.  Magistrates  in  states  who  keep 
awake  at  night  are  terrible  to  the  bad,  whether 
enemies  or  citizens,  and  are  honoured  and  rev 
erenced  by  the  just  and  temperate,  and  are  use 
ful  to  themselves  and  to  the  whole  state. 

A  night  which  Is  passed  in  such  a  manner, 
in  addition  to  all  the  above-mentioned  advan 
tages,  infuses  a  sort  of  courage  Into  the  minds 
of  the  citizens.  When  the  day  breaks,  the  time 
has  arrived  for  youth  to  go  to  their  schoolmas 
ters.  Now  neither  sheep  nor  any  other  animals 
can  live  without  a  shepherd,  nor  can  children 
be  left  without  tutors,  or  slaves  without  mas 
ters.  And  of  all  animals  the  boy  is  the  most  un 
manageable,  inasmuch  as  he  has  the  fountain 
of  reason  in  him  not  yet  regulated; 2  he  is  the 
most  insidious,  sharp-witted,  and  insubordi 
nate  of  animals.  Wherefore  he  must  be  bound 
with  many  bridles;  in  the  first  place,  when  he 
gets  away  from  mothers  and  nurses,  he  must  be 
under  the  management  of  tutors  on  account  of 
his  childishness  and  foolishness;  then,  again, 
being  a  freeman,  he  must  be  controlled  by 
teachers,  no  matter  what  they  teach,  and  by 
studies;  but  he  is  also  a  slave,  and  in  that  re 
gard  any  freeman  who  comes  in  his  way  may 
punish  him  and  his  tutor  and  his  instructor,  rf 
any  of  them  does  anything  wrong;  and  he  who 
comes  across  him  and  does  not  inflict  upon  him 
the  punishment  which  he  deserves,  [809]  shall 
incur  the  greatest  disgrace;  and  let  the  guard 
ian  of  the  law,  who  is  the  director  of  education, 
see  to  him  who  coming  in  the  way  of  the  of 
fences  which  we  have  mentioned,  does  not 
chastise  them  when  he  ought,  or  chastises  them 
in  a  way  which  he  ought  not;  let  him  keep  a 
sharp  look-out,  and  take  especial  care  of  the 
training  of  our  children,  directing  their  na 
tures,  and  always  turning  them  to  good  accord 
ing  to  the  law. 

But  how  can  our  law  sufficiently  train  the  di 
rector  of  education  himself;  for^as  yet  all  has 
been  imperfect,  and  nothing  has  been  said  ei 
ther  clear  or  satisfactory?  Now,  as  far  as  pos- 
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sible,  the  law  ought  to  leave  nothing  to  him, 
but  to  explain  everything,  that  he  may  be  an 
interpreter  and  tutor  to  others.  About  dances 
and  music  and  choral  strains,  I  have  already 
spoken  both  as  to  the  character  of  the  selection 
of  them,  and  the  manner  in  which  they  are  to 
be  amended  and  consecrated.  But  we  have  not 
as  yet  spoken,  O  illustrious  guardian  of  educa 
tion,  of  the  manner  in  which  your  pupils  are  to 
use  those  strains  which  are  written  in  prose, 
although  you  have  been  informed  what  mar 
tial  strains  they  are  to  learn  and  practise;  what 
relates  in  the  first  place  to  the  learning  of  let 
ters,  and  secondly,  to  the  lyre,  and  also  to  cal 
culation,  which,  as  we  were  saying,1  is  needful 
for  them  all  to  learn,  and  any  other  things 
which  are  required  with  a  view  to  war  and 
the  management  of  house  and  city,  and,  look 
ing  to  the  same  object,  what  is  useful  in  the 
revolutions  of  the  heavenly  bodies  —  the  stars 
and  sun  and  moon,  and  the  various  regula 
tions  about  these  matters  which  are  necessary 
for  the  whole  state  —  I  am  speaking  of  the  ar 
rangements  of  days  in  periods  of  months,  and 
of  months  in  years,  which  are  to  be  observed, 
in  order  that  seasons  and  sacrifices  and  festi 
vals  may  have  their  regular  and  natural  order, 
and  keep  the  city  alive  and  awake,  the  Gods  re 
ceiving  the  honours  due  to  them,  and  men  hav 
ing  a  better  understanding  about  them:2  all 
these  things,  O  my  friend,  have  not  yet  been 
sufficiently  declared  to  you  by  the  legislator. 
Attend,  then,  to  what  I  am  now  going  to  say:  — 
We  were  telling  you,  in  the  first  place,  that  you 
were  not  sufficiently  informed  about  letters, 
and  the  objection  was  to  this  effect  —  that  you 
were  never  told  whether  he  who  was  meant  to 
be  a  respectable  citizen  should  apply  himself  in 
detail  to  that  sort  of  learning,  or  not  apply  him 
self  at  all;  and  the  same  remark  holds  good  of 
the  study  of  the  lyre.  But  now  we  say  that  he 
ought  to  attend  to  them.  [810]  A  fair  time  for 
a  boy  of  ten  years  old  to  spend  in  letters  is  three 
years;  the  age  of  thirteen  is  the  proper  time  for 
him  to  begin  to  handle  the  lyre,  and  he  may 
continue  at  this  for  another  three  years,  neither 
more  nor  less,  and  whether  his  father  or  him 
self  like  or  dislike  the  study,  he  is  not  to  be  al 
lowed  to  spend  more  or  less  time  in  learning 
music  than  the  law  allows.  And  let  him  who 
disobeys  the  law  be  deprived  of  those  youthful 
honours  of  which  we  shall  hereafter  speak.3 
Hear,  however,  first  of  all,  what  the  young 
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ought  to  learn  in  the  early  years  of  life,  and 
what  their  instructors  ought  to  teach  them. 
They  ought  to  be  occupied  with  their  letters 
until  they  are  able  to  read  and  write;  but  the 
acquisition  of  perfect  beauty  or  quickness  in 
writing,  if  nature  has  not  stimulated  them  to 
acquire  these  accomplishments  in  the  given 
number  of  years,  they  should  let  alone.  And  as 
to  the  learning  of  compositions  committed  to 
writing  which  are  not  set  to  the  lyre,  whether 
metrical  or  without  rhythmical  divisions,  corn- 
positions  in  prose,  as  they  are  termed,  having 
no  rhythm  or  harmony — seeing  how  danger 
ous  are  the  writings  handed  down  to  us  by 
many  writers  of  this  class — what  will  you  do 
with  them,  O  most  excellent  guardians  of  the 
law?  or  how  can  the  lawgiver  rightly  direct 
you  about  them?  I  believe  that  he  will  be  in 
great  difficulty. 

Cle.  What  troubles  you,  Stranger?  and  why 
are  you  so  perplexed  in  your  mind? 

Ath.  You  naturally  ask,  Cleinias,  and  to  you 
and  Megillus,  who  are  my  partners  in  the  work 
of  legislation,  I  must  state  the  more  difficult  as 
well  as  the  easier  parts  of  the  task. 

Cle.  To  what  do  you  refer  in  this  instance? 

Afh.I  will  tell  you.  There  is  a  difficulty  in 
opposing  many  myriads  of  mouths. 

Cle.  Well,  and  have  we  not  already  opposed 
the  popular  voice  in  many  important  enact 
ments? 

Ath.  That  is  quite  true;  and  you  mean  to 
imply  that  the  road  which  we  are  taking  may 
be  disagreeable  to  some  but  is  agreeable  to  as 
many  others,  or  if  not  to  as  many,  at  any  rate 
to  persons  not  inferior  to  the  others,  and  in 
company  with  them  you  bid  me,  at  whatever 
risk,  to  proceed  along  the  path  of  legislation 
which  has  opened  out  of  our  present  discourse, 
and  to  be  of  good  cheer,  and  not  to  faint. 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  And  I  do  not  faint;  I  say,  indeed,  that 
we  have  a  great  many  poets  writing  in  hex 
ameter,  trimeter,  and  all  sorts  of  measures — 
some  who  are  serious,  others  who  aim  only  at 
raising  a  laugh — and  all  mankind  declare  that 
the  youth  who  are  rightly  educated  should  be 
brought  up  in  them  and  saturated  with  them; 
some  insist  that  they  should  be  constantly  hear 
ing  them  read  aloud,  [821  ]  and  always  learn 
ing  them,  so  as  to  get  by  heart  entire  poets; 
while  others  select  choice  passages  and  long 
speeches,  and  make  compendiums  of  them, 
saying  that  these  ought  to  be  committed  to 
memory,  if  a  man  is  to  be  made  good  and  wise 
by  experience  and  learning  of  many  things.  And 
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you  want  me  now  to  tell  them  plainly  In  what 
they  are  right  and  in  what  they  are  wrong. 

Cle.  Yes,  I  do. 

Ath.  But  how  can  I  in  one  word  rightly  com 
prehend  all  of  them?  I  am  of  opinion,  and,  if  I 
am  not  mistaken,  there  is  a  general  agreement, 
that  every  one  of  these  poets  has  said  many 
things  well  and  many  things  the  reverse  of 
well;  and  if  this  be  true,  then  I  do  affirm  that 
much  learning  is  dangerous  to  youth, 

Cle .  How  would  you  advise  the  guardian  of 
the  law  to  act? 

Ath.  In  what  respect? 

Cle.  I  mean  to  what  pattern  should  he  look 
as  his  guide  in  permitting  the  young  to  learn 
some  things  and  forbidding  them  to  learn  oth 
ers.  Do  not  shrink  from  answering. 

Ath.  My  good  Cieinias,  I  rather  think  that  I 
am  fortunate. 

Cle.  How  so? 

Ath.  I  think  that  I  am  not  wholly  in  want  of 
a  pattern,  for  when  I  consider  the  words  which 
we  have  spoken  from  early  dawn  until  now, 
and  which,  as  I  believe,  have  been  inspired  by 
Heaven,  they  appear  to  me  to  be  quite  like  a 
poem.  When  I  reflected  upon  all  these  words 
of  ours,  I  naturally  felt  pleasure,  for  of  all  the 
discourses  which  I  have  ever  learnt  or  heard, 
either  in  poetry  or  prose,  this  seemed  to  me  to 
be  the  justest,  and  most  suitable  for  young  men 
to  hear;  I  cannot  imagine  any  better  pattern 
than  this  which  the  guardian  of  the  law  who 
is  also  the  director  of  education  can  have.  He 
cannot  do  better  than  advise  the  teachers  to 
teach  the  young  these  words  and  any  which  are 
of  a  like  nature,  if  he  should  happen  to  find 
them,  either  in  poetry  or  prose,  or  if  he  come 
across  unwritten  discourses  akin  to  ours,  he 
should  certainly  preserve  them,  and  commit 
them  to  writing.  And,  first  of  all,  he  shall  con 
strain  the  teachers  themselves  to  learn  and  ap 
prove  them,  and  any  of  them  who  will  not, 
shall  not  be  employed  by  him,  but  those  whom 
he  finds  agreeing  in  his  judgment,  he  shall 
make  use  of  and  shall  commit  to  them  the  in 
struction  and  education  of  youth.  [812]  And 
here  and  on  this  wise  let  my  fanciful  tale  about 
letters  and  teachers  of  letters  come  to  an  end. 

Cle.  I  do  not  think,  Stranger,  that  we  have 
wandered  out  of  the  proposed  limits  of  the 
argument;  but  whether  we  are  right  or  not  in 
our  whole  conception,  I  cannot  be  very  certain. 

Ath.  The  truth,  Cieinias,  may  be  expected 
to  become  clearer  when,  as  we  have  often  said, 
we  arrive  at  the  end  of  the  whole  discussion 
about  laws. 


Cle.  Yes. 

Ath.  And  now  that  we  have  done  with  the 
teacher  of  letters,  the  teacher  of  the  lyre  has  to 
receive  orders  from  us. 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  I  think  that  we  have  only  to  recollect 
our  previous  discussions,  and  we  shall  be  able 
to  give  suitable  regulations  touching  all  this 
part  of  instruction  and  education  to  the  teach 
ers  of  the  lyre. 

Cle.  To  what  do  you  refer? 

Ath.  We  were  saying,  if  I  remember  rightly, 
that  the  sixty-year-old  choristers  of  Dionysus 
were  to  be  specially  quick  in  their  perceptions 
of  rhythm  and  musical  composition,  that  they 
might  be  able  to  distinguish  good  and  bad  imi 
tation,  that  is  to  say,  the  imitation  of  the  good 
or  bad  soul  when  under  the  influence  of  pas 
sion,  rejecting  the  one  and  displaying  the  other 
in  hymns  and  songs,  charming  the  souls  of 
youth,  and  inviting  them  to  follow  and  attain 
virtue  by  the  way  of  imitation.* 

Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  And  with  this  view  the  teacher  and  the 
learner  ought  to  use  the  sounds  of  the  lyre,  be 
cause  its  notes  are  pure,  the  player  who  teaches 
and  his  pupil  render  ing  note  for  note  in  unison; 
but  complexity,  and  variation  of  notes,  when 
the  strings  give  one  sound  and  the  poet  or  com 
poser  of  the  melody  gives  another — also  when 
they  make  concords  and  harmonies  in  which 
lesser  and  greater  intervals,  slow  and  quick, 
or  high  and  low  notes,  are  combined — or, 
again,  when  they  make  complex  variations  of 
rhythms,  which  they  adapt  to  the  notes  of  the 
lyre2 — all  that  sort  of  thing  is  not  suited  to 
those  who  have  to  acquire  a  speedy  and  useful 
knowledge  of  music  in  three  years;  for  oppo 
site  principles  are  confusing,  and  create  a  dif 
ficulty  in  learning,  and  our  young  men  should 
learn  quickly,  and  their  mere  necessary  ac 
quirements  are  not  few  or  trifling,  as  will  be 
shown  in  due  course.  Let  the  director  of  educa 
tion  attend  to  the  principles  concerning  music 
which  we  are  laying  down.  As  to  the  songs  and 
words  themselves  which  the  masters  of  cho 
ruses  are  to  teach  and  the  character  of  them, 
[813]  they  have  been  already  described  by  us, 
and  are  the  same  which,  when  consecrated  and 
adapted  to  the  different  festivals,  we  said  were 
to  benefit  cities  by  affording  them  an  innocent 
amusement.3 

Cle*  That,  again,  is  true, 
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Ath.  Then  let  him  who  has  been  elected  a 
director  of  music 1  receive  these  rules  from  us 
as  containing  the  very  truth;  and  may  he  pros 
per  in  his  office!  Let  us  now  proceed  to  lay 
down  other  rules  in  addition  to  the  preceding 
about  dancing  and  gymnastic  exercise  in  gen 
eral.  Having  said  what  remained  to  be  said 
about  the  teaching  of  music,  let  us  speak  in 
like  manner  about  gymnastic.  For  boys  and 
girls  ought  to  learn  to  dance  and  practise  gym 
nastic  exercises — ought  they  not? 

Cle.  Yes. 

Ath.  Then  the  boys  ought  to  have  dancing 
masters,  and  the  girls  dancing  mistresses  to  ex 
ercise  them. 

Cle.  Very  good. 

Alh.  Then  once  more  let  us  summon  him 
who  has  the  chief  concern  in  the  business,  the 
superintendent  of  youth  [i.  e.,  the  director  of 
education];  he  will  have  plenty  to  do,  if  he  is 
to  have  the  charge  of  music  and  gymnastic. 

Cle.  But  how  will  an  old  man  be  able  to  at 
tend  to  such  great  charges? 

Ath.  O  my  friend,  there  will  be  no  difficulty, 
for  the  law  has  already  given  and  will  give  him 
permission  to  select  as  his  assistants  in  this 
charge  any  citizens,  male  or  female,  whom  he 
desires;  and  he  will  know  whom  he  ought  to 
choose,  and  will  be  anxious  not  to  make  a  mis 
take,  from  a  due  sense  of  responsibility,  and 
from  a  consciousness  of  the  importance  of  his 
office,  and  also  because  he  will  consider  that  if 
young  men  have  been  and  are  well  brought  up, 
then  all  things  go  swimmingly,  but  if  not,  it  is 
not  meet  to  say,  nor  do  we  say,  what  will  fol 
low,  lest  the  regarders  of  omens  should  take 
alarm  about  our  infant  state.  Many  things  have 
been  said  by  us  about  dancing  and  about  gym 
nastic  movements  in  general;  for  we  include 
under  gymnastics  all  military  exercises,  such  as 
archery,  and  all  hurling  of  weapons,  and  the 
use  of  the  light  shield,  and  all  fighting  with 
heavy  arms,  and  military  evolutions,  and  move 
ments  of  armies,  and  encampings,  and  all  that 
relates  to  horsemanship.  Of  all  these  things 
there  ought  to  be  public  teachers,  receiving  pay 
from  the  state,  and  their  pupils  should  be  the 
men  and  boys  in  the  state,  and  also  the  girls 
and  women,  who  are  to  know  all  these  things. 
While  they  are  yet  girls  they  should  have  prac 
tised  dancing  in  arms  and  the  whole  art  of 
fighting — when  grown-up  women,  [814]  they 
should  apply  themselves  to  evolutions  and  tac 
tics,  and  the  mode  of  grounding  and  taking  up 
arms;  if  for  no  other  reason,  yet  in  case  the 
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whole  military  force  should  have  to  leave  the 
city  and  carry  on  operations  of  war  outside, 
that  those  who  will  have  to  guard  the  young 
and  the  rest  of  the  city  may  be  equal  to  the  task; 
and,  on  the  other  hand,  when  enemies,  whether 
barbarian  or  Hellenic,  come  from  without  with 
mighty  force  and  make  a  violent  assault  upon 
them,  and  thus  compel  them  to  fight  for  the 
possession  of  the  city,  which  is  far  from  being 
an  impossibility,  great  would  be  the  disgrace 
to  the  state,  if  the  women  had  been  so  miser 
ably  trained  that  they  could  not  fight  for  then- 
young,  as  birds  will,  against  any  creature  how 
ever  strong,  and  die  or  undergo  any  danger, 
but  must  instantly  rush  to  the  temples  and 
crowd  at  the  altars  and  shrines,  and  bring  upon 
human  nature  the  reproach,  that  of  all  animals 
man  is  the  most  cowardly! 

Cle.  Such  a  want  of  education,  Stranger,  is 
certainly  an  unseemly  thing  to  happen  in  a 
state,  as  well  as  a  great  misfortune. 

Ath.  Suppose  that  we  carry  our  law  to  the 
extent  of  saying  that  women  ought  not  to  neg 
lect  military  matters,  but  that  all  citizens,  male 
and  female  alike,  shall  attend  to  them? 

Cle.  I  quite  agree. 

Ath.  Of  wrestling  we  have  spoken  in  part, 
but  of  what  I  should  call  the  most  important 
part  we  have  not  spoken,  and  cannot  easily 
speak  without  showing  at  the  same  time  by 
gesture  as  well  as  in  word  what  we  mean; 
when  word  and  action  combine,  and  not  till 
then,  we  shall  explain  clearly  what  has  been 
said,  pointing  out  that  of  all  movements  wres 
tling  is  most  akin  to  the  military  art,  and  is  to  be 
pursued  for  the  sake  of  this,  and  not  this  for 
the  sake  of  wrestling. 

Cle.  Excellent. 

Ath.  Enough  of  wrestling;  we  will  now  pro 
ceed  to  speak  of  other  movements  of  the  body. 
Such  motion  may  be  in  general  called  dancing, 
and  is  of  two  kinds:  one  of  nobler  figures,  imi 
tating  the  honourable,  the  other  of  the  more 
ignoble  figures,  imitating  the  mean;  and  of 
both  these  there  are  two  further  subdivisions. 
Of  the  serious,  one  kind  is  of  those  engaged  in 
war  and  vehement  action,  and  is  the  exercise 
of  a  noble  person  and  a  manly  heart;  the  other 
exhibits  a  temperate  soul  in  the  enjoyment  of 
prosperity  and  modest  pleasures,  [815]  and 
may  be  truly  called  and  is  the  dance  of  peace. 
The  warrior  dance  is  different  from  the  peace 
ful  one,  and  may  be  rightly  termed  Pyrrhic; 
this  imitates  the  modes  of  avoiding  blows  and 
missiles  by  dropping  or  giving  way,  or  spring 
ing  aside,  or  rising  up  or  falling  down;  also 
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the  opposite  postures  which  2  re  those  of  action, 
as,  for  example,  the  imitation  of  archery  and 
the  hurling  of  javelins,  and  of  ail  sorts  of  blows. 
And  when  the  imitation  is  of  brave  bodies  and 
souls,  and  the  action  is  direct  and  muscular, 
giving  for  the  most  part  a  straight  movement  to 
the  limbs  of  the  body — that,  I  say,  is  the  tree 
sort;  but  the  opposite  is  not  right.  In  the  dance 
of  peace  what  we  have  to  consider  is  whether  a 
man  bears  himself  naturally  and  gracefully, 
and  after  the  manner  of  men  who  duly  con 
form  to  the  law.  But  before  proceeding  I  must 
distinguish  the  dancing  about  which  there  is 
any  doubt,  from  that  about  which  there  is  no 
doubt.  Which  is  the  doubtful  kind,  and  how 
are  the  two  to  be  distinguished?  There  are 
dances  of  the  Bacchic  sort,  both  those  in  which, 
as  they  say,  they  imitate  drunken  men,  and 
which  are  named  after  the  Nymphs,  and  Pan, 
and  Silenuses,  and  Satyrs;  and  also  those  in 
which  purifications  are  made  or  mysteries  cele 
brated — all  this  sort  of  dancing  cannot  be  right 
ly  defined  as  having  either  a  peaceful  or  a  war 
like  character,  or  Indeed  as  having  any  meaning 
whatever,  and  may,  I  think,  be  most  truly 
described  as  distinct  from  the  warlike  dance, 
and  distinct  from  the  peaceful,  and  not  suited 
for  a  city  at  all.  There  let  it  lie;  and  so  leav 
ing  it  to  lie,  we  will  proceed  to  the  dances  of 
war  and  peace,  for  with  these  we  are  undoubt 
edly  concerned.  Now  the  un warlike  muse, 
which  honours  in  dance  the  Gods  and  the 
sons  of  the  Gods,  is  entirely  associated  with 
the  consciousness  of  prosperity;  this  class  may 
be  subdivided  into  two  lesser  classes,  of  which 
one  is  expressive  of  an  escape  from  some  la 
bour  or  danger  into  good,  and  has  greater 
pleasures,  the  other  expressive  of  preservation 
and  increase  of  former  good,  in  which  the 
pleasure  is  less  exciting; — in  all  these  cases, 
every  man  when  the  pleasure  is  greater,  moves 
his  body  more,  and  less  when  the  pleasure  is 
less;  and,  again,  if  he  be  more  orderly  and  has 
learned  courage  from  discipline  he  moves  less, 
[Si6]  but  if  he  be  a  coward,  and  has  no  train 
ing  or  self-control,  he  makes  greater  and  more 
violent  movements,  and  in  general  when  he 
is  speaking  or  singing  he  is  not  altogether 
able  to  keep  his  body  still;  and  so  out  of  the 
imitation  of  words  in  gestures  the  whole  art  of 
dancing  has  arisen.  And  in  these  various  kinds 
of  imitation  one  man  moves  in  an  orderly,  an 
other  in  a  disorderly  manner;  and  as  the  an 
cients  may  be  observed  to  have  given  many 
names  which  are  according  to  nature  and  de 
serving  of  praise,  so  there  is  an  excellent  one 


which  they  have  given  to  the  dances  of  men 
who  in  their  times  of  prosperity  are  moderate 
in  their  pleasures — the  giver  of  names,  who 
ever  he  was,  assigned  to  them  a  very  true,  and 
poetical,  and  rational  name,  when  he  called 
them  Emmeleiai,  or  dances  of  order,  thus  es 
tablishing  two  kinds  of  dances  of  the  nobler 
sort,  the  dance  of  war  which  he  called  the  Pyr 
rhic,  and  the  dance  of  peace  which  he  called 
Emmeleia,  or  the  dance  of  order;  giving  to  each 
their  appropriate  and  becoming  name.1  These 
things  the  legislator  should  Indicate  In  general 
outline,  and  the  guardian  of  the  law  should 
enquire  Into  them  and  search  them  out,  com 
bining  dancing  with  music,  and  assigning  to 
the  several  sacrificial  feasts  that  which  is  suit 
able  to  them;  and  when  he  has  consecrated  all 
of  them  In  due  order,  he  shall  for  the  future 
change  nothing,  whether  of  dance  or  song. 
Thenceforward  the  city  and  the  citizens  shall 
continue  to  have  the  same  pleasures,  themselves 
being  as  far  as  possible  alike,  and  shall  live  well 
and  happily. 

I  have  described  the  dances  which  are  ap 
propriate  to  noble  bodies  and  generous  souls. 
But  it  is  necessary  also  to  consider  and  know 
uncomely  persons  and  thoughts,  and  those 
which  are  intended  to  produce  laughter  in  com 
edy,  and  have  a  comic  character  in  respect  of 
style,  song,  and  dance,  and  of  the  imitations 
which  these  afford.  For  serious  things  cannot 
be  understood  without  laughable  things,  nor 
opposites  at  all  without  opposites,  if  a  man  is 
really  to  have  intelligence  of  either;  but  he  can 
not  carry  out  both  in  action,  if  he  is  to  have  any 
degree  of  virtue.  And  for  this  very  reason  he 
should  learn  them  both,  in  order  that  he  may 
not  in  ignorance  do  or  say  anything  which  is 
ridiculous  and  out  of  place — he  should  com 
mand  slaves  and  hired  strangers  to  imitate  such 
things,  but  he  should  never  take  any  serious  in 
terest  In  them  himself,  nor  should  any  freeman 
or  freewoman  be  discovered  taking  pains  to 
learn  them;  and  there  should  always  be  some 
element  of  novelty  in  the  imitation.  Let  these 
then  be  laid  down,  both  in  law  and  in  our  dis 
course,  as  the  regulations  of  laughable  amuse 
ments  which  are  generally  called  fSi^J  comedy. 
And,  if  any  of  the  serious  poets,  as  they  are 
termed,  who  write  tragedy,  come  to  us  and  say 
— "O  strangers,  may  we  go  to  your  city  and 
country  or  may  we  not,  and  shall  we  bring  with 
us  our  poetry — what  is  your  will  about  these 
matters?" — how  shall  we  answer  the  divine 
men?  I  think  that  our  answer  should  be  as  foi- 
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lows:1 — Best  of  strangers,  we  will  say  to  them, 
we  also  according  to  our  ability  are  tragic  poets, 
and  our  tragedy  is  the  best  and  noblest;  for  our 
whole  state  is  an  imitation  o£  the  best  and  no 
blest  life,  which  we  affirm  to  be  indeed  the  very 
truth  of  tragedy.  You  are  poets  and  we  are  po 
ets,  both  makers  of  the  same  strains,  rivals  and 
antagonists  in  the  noblest  of  dramas,  which 
true  law  can  alone  perfect,  as  our  hope  is.  Do 
not  then  suppose  that  we  shall  all  in  a  moment 
allow  you  to  erect  your  stage  in  the  agora,  or 
introduce  the  fair  voices  of  your  actors,  speak 
ing  above  our  own,  and  permit  you  to  ha 
rangue  our  women  and  children,  and  the  com 
mon  people,  about  our  institutions,  in  language 
other  than  our  own,  and  very  often  the  opposite 
of  our  own.  For  a  state  would  be  mad  which 
gave  you  this  licence,  until  the  magistrates  had 
determined  whether  your  poetry  might  be  re 
cited,  and  was  fit  for  publication  or  not.  Where 
fore,  O  ye  sons  and  scions  of  the  softer  Muses, 
first  of  all  show  your  songs  to  the  magistrates, 
and  let  them  compare  them  with  our  own,  and 
if  they  are  the  same  or  better  we  will  give  you 
a  chorus;  but  if  not,  then,  my  friends,  we  can 
not.  Let  these,  then,  be  the  customs  ordained  by 
law  about  all  dances  and  the  teaching  of  them, 
and  let  matters  relating  to  slaves  be  separated 
from  those  relating  to  masters,  if  you  do  not 
object. 

Cle*  We  can  have  no  hesitation  in  assenting 
when  you  put  the  matter  thus. 

Ath.  There  still  remain  three  studies  suit 
able  for  freemen.  Arithmetic  is  one  of  them; 
the  measurement  of  length,  surface,  and  depth 
is  the  second;  and  the  third  has  to  do  with  the 
revolutions  of  the  stars  in  relation  to  one  an 
other.  [818]  Not  every  one  has  need  to  toil 
through  all  these  things  in  a  strictly  scientific 
manner,  but  only  a  few,  and  who  they  are  to 
be  we  will  hereafter  indicate  at  the  end,  which 
will  be  the  proper  place;2  not  to  know  what  is 
necessary  for  mankind  in  general,  and  what  is 
the  truth,  is  disgraceful  to  every  one:  and  yet  to 
enter  into  these  matters  minutely  is  neither 
easy,  nor  at  all  possible  for  every  one;  but  there 
is  something  in  them  which  is  necessary  and 
cannot  be  set  aside,  and  probably  he  who  made 
the  proverb  about  God  originally  had  this  in 
view  when  he  said,  that  "not  even  God  himself 
can  fight  against  necessity"; — he  meant,  if  I  am 
not  mistaken,  divine  necessity;  for  as  to  the 
human  necessities  of  which  the  many  speak, 
when  they  talk  in  this  manner,  nothing  can  be 
1  Of,  Republic,  ni.  398;  x.  607. 
3  Cf .  xii.  967. 


more  ridiculous  than  such  an  application  of  the 
words. 

Cle.  And  what  necessities  of  knowledge  are 
there,  Stranger,  which  are  divine  and  not  hu 
man? 

Ath.  I  conceive  them  to  be  those  of  which  he 
who  has  no  use  nor  any  knowledge  at  all  can 
not  be  a  God,  or  demi-god,  or  hero  to  mankind, 
or  able  to  take  any  serious  thought  or  charge 
of  them.  And  very  unlike  a  divine  man  would 
he  be,  who  is  unable  to  count  one,  two,  three, 
or  to  distinguish  odd  and  even  numbers,3  or  is 
unable  to  count  at  all,  or  reckon  night  and  day, 
and  who  is  totally  unacquainted  with  the  revo 
lution  of  the  sun  and  moon,  and  the  other 
stars.  There  would  be  great  folly  in  supposing 
that  all  these  are  not  necessary  parts  of  knowl 
edge  to  him  who  intends  to  know  anything 
about  the  highest  kinds  of  knowledge;  *  but 
which  these  are,  and  how  many  there  are  of 
them,  and  when  they  are  to  be  learned,  and 
what  is  to  be  learned  together  and  what  apart, 
and  the  whole  correlation  of  them,  must  be 
rightly  apprehended  first;  and  these  leading 
the  way  we  may  proceed  to  the  other  parts  of 
knowledge.  For  so  necessity  grounded  in  na 
ture  constrains  us,  against  which  we  say  that 
no  God  contends,  or  ever  will  contend. 

Cle.  I  think,  Stranger,  that  what  you  have 
now  said  is  very  true  and  agreeable  to  nature. 

Ath.  Yes,  Cleinias,  that  is  so.  But  it  is  diffi 
cult  for  the  legislator  to  begin  with  these  stud 
ies;  at  a  more  convenient  time  we  will  make 
regulations  for  them. 

Cle.  You  seem,  Stranger,  to  be  afraid  of  our 
habitual  ignorance  of  the  subject:  [819]  there 
is  no  reason  why  that  should  prevent  you  from 
speaking  out. 

Ath.  I  certainly  am"  afraid  of  the  difficulties 
to  which  you  allude,  but  I  am  still  more  afraid 
of  those  who  apply  themselves  to  this  sort  of 
knowledge,  and  apply  themselves  badly.  For 
entire  ignorance  is  not  so  terrible  or  extreme  an 
evil,  and  is  far  from  being  the  greatest  of  all; 
too  much  cleverness  and  too  much  learning, 
accompanied  with  an  ill  bringing  up,  are  far 
more  fatal/ 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  All  freemen,  I  conceive,  should  learn 
as  much  of  these  .branches  of  knowledge  as 
every  child  in  Egypt  is  taught  when  he  learns 
the  alphabet.  In  that  country  arithmetical  games 
have  been  invented  for  the  use  of  mere  chil- 
8  Cf.  Republic,  vii.  522. 
*Cf.  ibid.,  523,  524,  525,  £F. 
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dren,  which  they  learn  as  a  pleasure  and  amuse 
ment.  They  have  to  distribute  apples  and  gar 
lands,  using  the  same  number  sometimes  for  a 
larger  and  sometimes  for  a  lesser  number  of 
persons;  and  they  arrange  pugilists  and  wres 
tlers  as  they  pair  together  by  lot  or  remain  over, 
and  show  how  their  turns  come  in  natural  or 
der.  Another  mode  of  amusing  them  is  to  dis 
tribute  vessels,  sometimes  of  gold,  brass,  silver, 
and  the  like,  intermixed  with  one  another, 
sometimes  of  one  metal  only;  as  I  was  saying 
they  adapt  to  their  amusement  the  numbers  in 
common  use,  and  in  this  way  make  more  intel 
ligible  to  their  pupils  the  arrangements  and 
movements  of  armies  and  expeditions,  and  in 
the  management  of  a  household  they  make 
people  more  useful  to  themselves,  and  more 
wide  awake;  and  again  in  measurements  of 
things  which  have  length,  and  breadth,  and 
depth,  they  free  us  from  that  natural  ignorance 
of  all  these  things  which  is  so  ludicrous  and 
disgraceful.1 

Cle.  What  kind  of  ignorance  da  you  mean? 

Ath.  O  my  dear  Cleinias,  I,  like  yourself, 
have  late  in  life  heard  with  amazement  of  our 
ignorance  in  these  matters;  to  me  we  appear  to 
be  more  like  pigs  than  men,  and  I  am  quite 
ashamed,  not  only  of  myself,  but  of  all  Hel 
lenes. 

Cle.  About  what?  Say,  Stranger,  what  you 
mean. 

Ath.  I  will;  or  rather  I  will  show  you  my 
meaning  by  a  question,  and  do  you  please  to 
answer  me:  You  know,  I  suppose,  what  length 
is? 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  And  what  breadth  is? 

Cle.  To  be  sure. 

Ath.  And  you  know  that  these  are  two  dis 
tinct  things,  and  that  there  is  a  third  thing 
called  depth? 

Cle.  Of  course. 

Ath.  And  do  not  all  these  seem  to  you  to  be 
commensurable  with  themselves? 

Cle.  Yes. 

Ath.  That  is  to  say,  length  is  naturally  com 
mensurable  with  length,  [820]  and  breadth 
with  breadth,  and  depth  in  like  manner  with 
depth? 

Cle.  Undoubtedly. 

Ath.  But  if  some  things  are  commensurable 
and  others  wholly  incommensurable,  and  you 
think  that  all  things  are  commensurable,  what 
is  your  position  in  regard  to  them? 

Cle.  Clearly,  far  from  good. 


Ath.  Concerning  length  and  breadth  when 
compared  with  depth,  or  breadth  and  length 
when  compared  with  one  another,  are  not  all 
the  Hellenes  agreed  that  these  are  commensu 
rable  with  one  another  in  some  way? 
Cle.  Quite  true. 

Ath.  But  if  they  are  absolutely  incommensu 
rable,  and  yet  all  of  us  regard  them  as  commen 
surable,  have  we  not  reason  to  be  ashamed  of 
our  compatriots;  and  might  we  not  say  to  them: 
— O  ye  best  of  Hellenes,  is  not  this  one  of  the 
things  of  which  we  were  saying  that  not  to 
know  them  is  disgraceful,  and  of  which  to  have 
a  bare  knowledge  only  is  no  great  distinction? 
Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  And  there  are  other  things  akin  to 
these,  in  which  there  spring  up  other  errors  of 
the  same  family. 
Cle.  What  are  they? 

Ath.  The  natures  of  commensurable  and  in 
commensurable  quantities  in  their  relation  to 
one  another.  A  man  who  is  good  for  anything 
ought  to  be  able,  when  he  thinks,  to  distinguish 
them;  and  different  persons  should  compete 
with  one  another  in  asking  questions,  which 
will  be  a  far  better  and  more  graceful  way  of 
passing  their  time  than  the  old  man's  game  of 
draughts. 

Cle.  I  dare  say;  and  these  pastimes  are  not  so 
very  unlike  a  game  of  draughts. 

Ath.  And  these,  as  I  maintain,  Cleinias,  are 
the  studies  which  our  youth  ought  to  learn,  for 
they  are  innocent  and  not  difficult;  the  learning 
of  them  will  be  an  amusement,  and  they  will 
benefit  the  state.  If  any  one  is  of  another  mind, 
let  him  say  what  he  has  to  say. 
Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  Then  if  these  studies  are  such  as  we 
maintain,  we  will  include  them;  if  not,  they 
shall  be  excluded. 

Cle.  Assuredly:  but  may  we  not  now,  Stran 
ger,  prescribe  these  studies  as  necessary,  and  so 
fill  up  the  lacunae  of  our  laws? 

Ath.  They  shall  be  regarded  as  pledges  which 
may  be  hereafter  redeemed  and  removed  from 
our  state,  if  they  do  not  please  either  us  who 
give  them,  or  you  who  accept  them. 
Cle.  A  fair  condition. 

Ath.  Next  let  us  see  whether  we  are  or  are 
not  willing  that  the  study  of  astronomy  shall 
be  proposed  for  our  youth.2 
Cle.  Proceed. 

Ath.  Here  occurs  a  strange  phenomenon, 
which  certainly  cannot  in  any  point  of  view  be 
tolerated. 
3  C£  tind.,  vii.  527,  ff. 
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[821]  Cle,  To  what  are  you  referring? 

Ath.  Men  say  that  we  ought  not  to  enquire 
into  the  supreme  God  and  the  nature  of  the 
universe,  nor  busy  ourselves  in  searching  out 
the  causes  of  things,  and  that  such  enquiries  are 
impious;  whereas  the  very  opposite  is  the  truth. 

Cle.  What  do  you  mean? 

Ath.  Perhaps  what  I  am  saying  may  seem 
paradoxical,  and  at  variance  with  the  usual  lan 
guage  of  age.  But  when  any  one  has  any  good 
and  true  notion  which  is  for  the  advantage  of 
the  state  and  in  every  way  acceptable  to  God, 
he  cannot  abstain  from  expressing  it. 

Cle.  Your  words  are  reasonable  enough;  but 
shall  we  find  any  good  or  true  notion  about  the 
stars? 

Ath.  My  good  friends,  at  this  hour  all  of  us 
Hellenes  tell  lies,  if  I  may  use  such  an  expres 
sion,  about  those  great  Gods,  the  Sun  and  the 
Moon. 

Cle.  Lies  of  what  nature? 

Ath.  We  say  that  they  and  divers  other  stars 
do  not  keep  the  same  path,  and  we  call  them 
planets  or  wanderers. 

Cle.  Very  true,  Stranger;  and  in  the  course  of 
rny  life  I  have  often  myself  seen  the  morning 
star  and  the  evening  star  and  divers  others  not 
moving  in  their  accustomed  course,  but  wan 
dering  out  of  their  path  in  all  manner  of  ways, 
and  I  have  seen  the  sun  and  moon  doing  what 
we  all  know  that  they  do. 

Ath.  Just  so,  Megillus  and  Cleinias;  and  I 
maintain  that  our  citizens  and  our  youth  ought 
to  learn  about  the  nature  of  the  Gods  in  heaven, 
so  far  as  to  be  able  to  offer  sacrifices  and  pray 
to  them  in  pious  language,  and  not  to  blas 
pheme  about  them. 

Cle.  There  you  are  right,  if  such  a  knowl 
edge  be  only  attainable;  and  if  we  are  wrong  in 
our  mode  of  speaking  now,  and  can  be  better 
instructed  and  learn  to  use  better  language, 
then  I  quite  agree  with  you  that  such  a  degree 
of  knowledge  as  will  enable  us  to  speak  rightly 
should  be  acquired  by  us.  And  now  do  you  try 
to  explain  to  us  your  whole  meaning,  and  we, 
on  our  part,  will  endeavour  to  understand  you. 

Ath.  There  is  some  difficulty  in  understand 
ing  my  meaning,  but  not  a  very  great  one,  nor 
will  any  great  length  of  time  be  required.  And 
of  this  I  am  myself  a  proof;  for  I  did  not  know 
these  things  long  ago,  nor  in  the  days  of  my 
youth,  and  yet  I  can  explain  them  to  you  in  a 
brief  space  of  time;  whereas  if  they  had  been 
difficult  I  could  certainly  never  have  explained 
them  all,  old  as  I  am,  to  old  men  like  your 
selves. 


Cle.  True;  but  what  is  this  study  which  you 
describe  as  wonderful  and  fitting  for  youth  to 
learn,  [822]  but  of  which  we  are  ignorant? 
Try  and  explain  the  nature  of  it  to  us  as  clearly 
as  you  can. 

Ath.  I  will.  For,  O  my  good  friends,  that 
other  doctrine  about  the  wandering  of  the  sun 
and  the  moon  and  the  other  stars  is  not  the 
truth,  but  the  very  reverse  of  the  truth.  Each  of 
them  moves  in  the  same  path — not  in  many 
paths,  but  in  one  only,  which  is  circular,  and 
the  varieties  are  only  apparent.  Nor  are  we 
right  in  supposing  that  the  swiftest  of  them  is 
the  slowest,  nor  conversely,  that  the  slowest  is 
the  quickest.  And  if  what  I  say  is  true,  only  just 
imagine  that  we  had  a  similar  notion  about 
horses  running  at  Olympia,  or  about  men  who 
ran  in  the  long  course,  and  that  we  addressed 
the  swiftest  as  the  slowest  and  the  slowest  as 
the  swiftest,  and  sang  the  praises  of  the  van 
quished  as  though  he  were  the  victor, — in  that 
case  our  praises  would  not  be  true,  nor  very 
agreeable  to  the  runners,  though  they  be  but 
men;  and  now,  to  commit  the  same  error  about 
the  Gods  which  would  have  been  ludicrous  and 
erroneous  in  the  case  of  men — is  not  that  ludi 
crous  and  erroneous? 

Cle.  Worse  than  ludicrous,  I  should  say. 

Ath.  At  all  events,  the  Gods  cannot  like  us  to 
be  spreading  a  false  report  of  them. 

Cle.  Most  true,  if  such  is  the  fact. 

Ath.  And  if  we  can  show  that  such  is  really 
the  fact,  then  all  these  matters  ought  to  be 
learned  so  far  as  is  necessary  for  the  avoidance 
of  impiety;  but  if  we  cannot,  they  may  be  let 
alone,  and  let  this  be  our  decision. 

Cle.  Very  good. 

Ath.  Enough  of  laws  relating  to  education 
and  learning.  But  hunting  and  similar  pur 
suits  in  like  manner  claim  our  attention.  For 
the  legislator  appears  to  have  a  duty  imposed 
upon  him  which  goes  beyond  mere  legislation. 
There  is  something  over  and  above  law  which 
lies  in  a  region  between  admonition  and  law, 
and  has  several  times  occurred  to  us  in  the 
course  of  discussion;  for  example,  in  the  educa 
tion  of  very  young  children  there  were  things, 
as  we  maintain,  which  are  not  to  be  defined, 
and  to  regard  them  as  matters  of  positive  law 
is  a  great  absurdity.  Now,  our  laws  and  the 
whole  constitution  of  our  state  having  been 
thus  delineated,  the  praise  of  the  virtuous  citi 
zen  is  not  complete  when  he  is  described  as  the 
person  who  serves  the  laws  best  and  obeys  them 
most,  but  the  higher  form  of  praise  is  that 
which  describes  him  as  the  good  [823]  citizen 
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who  passes  through  life  undefiled  and  Is  obedi 
ent  to  the  words  of  the  legislator,  both  when  he 
is  giving  laws  and  when  he  assigns  praise  and 
blame.  This  is  the  truest  word  that  can  be  spok 
en  in  praise  of  a  citizen;  and  the  true  legislator 
ought  not  only  to  write  his  laws,  but  also  to 
interweave  with  them  all  such  things  as  seem 
to  him  honourable  and  dishonourable.  And  the 
perfect  citizen  ought  to  seek  to  strengthen  these 
no  less  than  the  principles  o£  law  which  are 
sanctioned  by  punishments.  I  will  adduce  an 
example  which  will  clear  up  my  meaning,  and 
will  be  a  sort  of  witness  to  my  words.  Hunting 
is  of  wide  extent,  and  has  a  name  under  which 
many  things  are  included,  for  there  is  a  hunt 
ing  of  creatures  in  the  water,  and  of  creatures 
in  the  air,  and  there  is  a  great  deal  of  hunting 
of  land  animals  of  all  kinds,  and  not  of  wild 
beasts  only.  The  hunting  after  man  is  also  wor 
thy  of  consideration;  there  is  the  hunting  after 
him  in  war,  and  there  is  often  a  hunting  after 
him  in  the  way  of  friendship,  which  is  praised 
and  also  blamed;  and  there  is  thieving,  and  the 
hunting  which  is  practised  by  robbers,  and  that 
of  armies  against  armies.  Now  the  legislator,  in 
laying  down  laws  about  hunting,  can  neither 
abstain  from  noting  these  things,  nor  can  he 
make  threatening  ordinances  which  will  assign 
rules  and  penalties  about  all  of  them.  What  is 
he  to  do?  He  will  have  to  praise  and  blame 
hunting  with  a  view  to  the  exercise  and  pur 
suits  of  youth.  And,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
young  man  must  listen  obediently;  neither 
pleasure  nor  pain  should  hinder  him,  and  he 
should  regard  as  his  standard  of  action  the 
praises  and  injunctions  of  the  legislator  rather 
than  the  punishments  which  he  imposes  by  law. 
This  being  premised,  there  will  follow  next  in 
order  moderate  praise  and  censure  of  hunting; 
the  praise  being  assigned  to  that  kind  which 
will  make  the  souls  of  young  men  better,  and 
the  censure  to  that  which  has  the  opposite  ef 
fect. 

And  now  let  us  address  young  men  in  the 
form  of  a  prayer  for  their  welfare:  O  friends, 
we  will  say  to  them,  may  no  desire  or  love  of 
hunting  in  the  sea,  or  of  angling  or  of  catching 
the  creatures  in  the  waters,  ever  take  possession 
of  you,  either  when  you  are  awake  or  when 
you  are  asleep,  by  hook  or  with  weels,  which 
latter  is  a  very  lazy  contrivance;  and  let  not  any 
desire  of  catching  men  and  of  piracy  by  sea  en 
ter  into  your  souls  and  make  you  cruel  and  law 
less  hunters.  And  as  to  the  desire  of  thieving 
in  town  or  country,  may  it  never  enter  into 
your  most  passing  thoughts;  nor  let  the  insidi 


ous  fancy  of  catching  birds,  which  is  hardly 
worthy  of  freemen,  come  into  the  head  of  any 
youth.  [824]  There  remains  therefore  for  our 
athletes  only  the  hunting  and  catching  of  land 
animals,  of  which  the  one  sort  is  called  hunting 
by  night,  in  which  the  hunters  sleep  in  turn 
and  are  lazy;  this  is  not  to  be  commended  any 
more  than  that  which  has  intervals  of  rest,  in 
which  the  wild  strength  of  beasts  is  subdued 
by  nets  and  snares,  and  not  by  the  victory  of  a 
laborious  spirit.  Thus,  only  the  best  kind  of 
hunting  is  allowed  at  all — that  of  quadrupeds. 
which  is  carried  on  with  horses  and  dogs  and 
men's  own  persons,  and  they  get  the  victory 
over  the  animals  by  running  them  down  and 
striking  them  and  hurling  at  them,  those  who 
have  a  care  of  godlike  manhood  taking  them 
\vith  itheir  own  hands.  The  praise  and  blame 
which  is  assigned  to  all  these  things  has  now 
been  declared;  and  let  the  law  be  as  follows: — 
Let  no  one  hinder  these  who  verily  are  sacred 
hunters  from  following  the  chase  wherever  and 
whithersoever  they  will;  but  the  hunter  by 
night,  who  trusts  to  his  nets  and  gins,  shall  not 
be  allowed  to  hunt  anywhere.  The  fowler  in 
the  mountains  and  waste  places  shall  be  per 
mitted,  but  on  cultivated  ground  and  on  con 
secrated  wilds  he  shall  not  be  permitted;  and 
any  one  who  meets  him  may  stop  him.  As  to 
the  hunter  in  waters,  he  may  hunt  anywhere 
except  in  harbours  or  sacred  streams  or  marshes 
or  pools,  provided  only  that  he  do  not  pollute 
the  water  with  poisonous  juices.  And  now  we 
may  say  that  all  our  enactments  about  educa 
tion  are  complete. 
Cle.  Very  good. 

BOOK  VIII 

[828]  Athenian  Stranger.  NEXT,  with  the  help 
of  the  Delphian  oracle,  we  have  to  institute  fes 
tivals  and  make  laws  about  them,  and  to  deter 
mine  what  sacrifices  will  be  for  the  good  of  the 
city,  and  to  what  Gods  they  shall  be  offered; 
but  when  they  shall  be  offered,  and  how  often, 
may  be  partly  regulated  by  us. 

Clelnias.  The  number — yes. 

Ath.  Then  we  will  first  determine  the  num 
ber;  and  let  the  whole  number  be  365 — one  for 
every  day — so  that  one  magistrate  at  least  will 
sacrifice  daily  to  some  God  or  demi-god  on  be 
half  of  the  city,  and  the  citizens,  and  their  pos 
sessions.  And  the  interpreters,  and  priests,  and 
priestesses,  and  prophets  shall  meet,  and,  in 
company  with  the  guardians  of  the  law,  ordain 
those  things  which  the  legislator  of  necessity 
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omits;  and  I  may  remark  that  they  are  the  very 
persons  who  ought  to  take  note  of  what  is  omit 
ted.1  The  law  will  say  that  there  are  twelve 
feasts  dedicated  to  the  twelve  Gods,  after  whom 
the  several  tribes  are  named;  and  that  to  each 
of  them  they  shall  sacrifice  every  month,  and 
appoint  choruses,  and  musical  and  gymnastic 
contests,  assigning  them  so  as  to  suit  the  Gods 
and  seasons  of  the  year.  And  they  shall  have  fes 
tivals  for  women,  distinguishing  those  which 
ought  to  be  separated  from  the  men's  festivals, 
and  those  which  ought  not.  Further,  they  shall 
not  confuse  the  infernal  deities  and  their  rites 
with  the  Gods  who  are  termed  heavenly  and 
their  rites,  but  shall  separate  them,  giving  to 
Pluto  his  own  in  the  twelfth  month,  which  is 
sacred  to  him,  according  to  the  law.  To  such  a 
deity  warlike  men  should  entertain  no  aversion, 
but  they  should  honour  him  as  being  always  the 
best  friend  of  man.2  For  the  connection  of  soul 
and  body  is  no  way  better  than  the  dissolution 
of  them,  as  I  am  ready  to  maintain  quite  seri 
ously.  Moreover,  those  who  would  regulate 
these  matters  rightly  should  consider,  that  our 
city  among  existing  cities  has  no  fellow,  either 
in  respect  of  leisure  or  command  of  the  neces 
saries  of  life,  and  that  like  an  individual  she 
ought  to  live  happily.  [829]  And  those  who 
would  live  happily  should  in  the  first  place  do 
no  wrong  to  one  another,  and  ought  not  them 
selves  to  be  wronged  by  others;  to  attain  the 
first  is  not  difficult,  but  there  is  great  difficulty 
in  acquiring  the  power  of  not  being  wronged. 
No  man  can  be  perfectly  secure  against  wrong, 
unless  he  has  become  perfectly  good;  and  cities 
are  like  individuals  in  this,  for  a  city  if  good 
has  a  life  of  peace,  but  if  evil,  a  life  of  war  with 
in  and  without.  Wherefore  the  citizens  ought 
to  practise  war — not  in  time  of  war,  but  rather 
while  they  are  at  peace.  And  every  city  which 
has  any  sense,  should  take  the  field  at  least  for 
one  day  in  every  month,  and  for  more  if  the 
magistrates  think  fit,  having  no  regard  to  win 
ter  cold  or  summer  heat;  and  they  should  go 
out  en  masse,  including  their  wives  and  their 
children,  when  the  magistrates  determine  to 
lead  forth  the  whole  people,  or  in  separate  por 
tions  when  summoned  by  them;  and  they  should 
always  provide  that  there  should  be  games  and 
sacrificial  feasts,  and  they  should  have  tourna 
ments,  imitating  in  as  lively  a  manner  as  they 
can  real  battles.  And  they  should  distribute 
prizes  of  victory  and  valour  to  the  competitors, 
passing  censures  and  encomiums  on  one  anoth- 

1  Cf.  vi.  770,  and  Republic,  v.  458. 

a  Cf.  Cratylus,  403;  Republic,  iii.  386. 


er  according  to  the  characters  which  they  bear 
in  the  contests  and  in  their  whole  life,  honour 
ing  him  who  seems  to  be  the  best,  and  blaming 
him  who  is  the  opposite.  And  let  poets  cele 
brate  the  victors — not  however  every  poet,  but 
only  one  who  in  the  first  place  is  not  less  than 
fifty  years  of  age;  nor  should  he  be  one  who,  al 
though  he  may  have  musical  and  poetical  gifts, 
has  never  in  his  life  done  any  noble  or  illustri 
ous  action;  but  those  who  are  themselves  good 
and  also  honourable  in  the  state,  creators  of  no 
ble  actions — let  their  poems  be  sung,  even 
though  they  be  not  very  musical.  And  let  the 
judgment  of  them  rest  with  the  instructor  of 
youth  and  the  other  guardians  of  the  laws,  who 
shall  give  them  this  privilege,  and  they  alone 
shall  be  free  to  sing;  but  the  rest  of  the  world 
shall  not  have  this  liberty.  Nor  shall  any  one 
dare  to  sing  a  song  which  has  not  been  approved 
by  the  judgment  of  the  guardians  of  the  kws, 
not  even  if  his  strain  be  sweeter  than  the  songs 
of  Thamyras and  Orpheus;  but  only  such  poems 
as  have  been  judged  sacred  and  dedicated  to 
the  Gods,  and  such  as  are  the  works  of  good 
men,  in  which  praise  or  blame  has  been  awarded 
and  which  have  been  deemed  to  fulfil  their  de 
sign  fairly. 

The  regulations  about  war,  and  about  liberty 
of  speech  in  poetry,  ought  to  apply  equally  to 
men  and  women.  The  legislator  may  be  sup 
posed  to  argue  the  question  in  his  own  mind: 
— Who  are  my  citizens  for  whom  I  have  set  in 
order  the  city?  [830]  Are  they  not  competitors 
in  the  greatest  of  all  contests,8  and  have  they 
not  innumerable  rivals?  To  be  sure,  will  be  the 
natural  reply.  Well,  but  if  we  were  training 
boxers,  or  pancratiasts,  or  any  other  sort  of  ath 
letes,  would  they  never  meet  until  the  hour  of 
contest  arrived;  and  should  we  do  nothing  to 
prepare  ourselves  previously  by  daily  practice? 
Surely,  if  we  were  boxers,  we  should  have  been 
learning  to  fight  for  many  days  before,  and  ex 
ercising  ourselves  in  imitating  all  those  blows 
and  wards  which  we  were  intending  to  use  in 
the  hour  of  conflict;  and  in  order  that  we  might 
come  as  near  to  reality  as  possible,  instead  of 
cestuses  we  should  put  on  boxing  gloves,  that 
the  blows  and  the  wards  might  be  practised  by 
us  to  the  utmost  of  our  power.  And  if  there 
were  a  lack  of  competitors,  the  ridicule  of  fools 
would  not  deter  us  from  hanging  up  a  lifeless 
image  and  practising  at  that.  Or  if  we  had  no 
adversary  at  all,  animate  or  inanimate,  should 
we  not  venture  in  the  dearth  of  antagonists  to 
spar  by  ourselves?  In  what  other  manner  could 

8  Cf .  Republic,  iii.  403. 


LAWS  VIII 


733 


we  ever  study  the  art  of  self-defence? 

Cle.  The  way  which  you  mention,  Stranger, 
would  be  the  only  way. 

Ath.  And  shall  the  warriors  of  our  city,  who 
are  destined  when  occasion  calls  to  enter  the 
greatest  of  all  contests,  and  to  fight  for  their 
lives,  and  their  children,  and  their  property, 
and  the  whole  city,  be  worse  prepared  than  box 
ers?  And  will  the  legislator,  because  he  is  afraid 
that  their  practising  with  one  another  may  ap 
pear  to  some  ridiculous,  abstain  from  command 
ing  them  to  go  out  and  fight;  will  he  not  ordain 
that  soldiers  shall  perform  lesser  exercises  with 
out  arms  every  day,  making  dancing  and  all 
gymnastic  tend  to  this  end;  and  also  will  he  not 
require  that  they  shall  practise  some  gymnastic 
exercises,  greater  as  well  as  lesser,  as' often  as 
every  month;  and  that  they  shall  have  contests 
one  with  another  in  every  part  of  the  country, 
seizing  upon  posts  and  lying  in  ambush,  and 
imitating  In  every  respect  the  reality  of  war; 
fighting  with  boxing-gloves  and  hurling  jave 
lins,  and  using  weapons  somewhat  dangerous, 
and  as  nearly  as  possible  like  the  true  ones,  In 
order  that  the  sport  may  not  be  altogether  with 
out  fear,  but  may  have  terrors  and  to  a  certain 
degree  show  the  man  who  has  and  who  has  not 
courage;  [831]  and  that  the  honour  and  dis 
honour  which  are  assigned  to  them  respective 
ly,  may  prepare  the  whole  city  for  the  true 
conflict  of  life  ?  If  any  one  dies  In  these  mimic 
contests,  the  homicide  is  involuntary,  and  we 
will  make  the  slayer,  when  he  has  been  purified 
according  to  law,  to  be  pure  of  blood,  consider 
ing  that  if  a  few  men  should  die,  others  as  good 
as  they  will  be  born;  but  that  if  fear  is  dead, 
then  the  citizens  will  never  find  a  test  of  supe 
rior  and  inferior  natures,  which  is  a  far  greater 
evil  to  the  state  than  the  loss  of  a  few. 

Cle.  We  are  quite  agreed,  Stranger,  that  we 
should  legislate  about  such  things,  and  that  the 
whole  state  should  practise  them. 

Ath.  And  what  is  the  reason  that  dances  and 
contests  of  this  sort  hardly  ever  exist  in  states, 
at  least  not  to  any  extent  worth  speaking  of?  Is 
this  due  to  the  ignorance  of  mankind  and  their 
legislators? 

Cle.  Perhaps. 

Ath.  Certainly  not,  sweet  Cleinias;  there  are 
two  causes,  which  are  quite  enough  to  account 
for  the  deficiency. 

Cle.  What  are  they? 

Ath.  One  cause  is  the  love  of  wealth,  which 
wholly  absorbs  men,  and  never  for  a  moment 
allows  them  to  think  of  anything  but  their  own 
private  possesions;  on  this  the  soul  of  every 


citizen  hangs  suspended,  and  can  attend  to 
nothing  but  his  dally  gain;  mankind  are  ready 
to  learn  any  branch  of  knowledge,  and  to  fol 
low  any  pursuit  which  tends  to  this  end,  and 
they  laugh  at  every  other: — that  is  one  reason 
why  a  city  will  not  be  in  earnest  about  such  con 
tests  or  any  other  good  and  honourable  pursuit. 
But  from  an  Insatiable  love  of  gold  and  silver, 
every  man  will  stoop  to  any  art  or  contrivance, 
seemly  or  unseemly,  in  the  hope  of  becoming 
rich;  and  will  make  no  objection  to  performing 
any  action,  holy,  or  unholy  and  utterly  base,  if 
only  like  a  beast  he  have  the  power  of  eating 
and  drinking  all  kinds  of  things,  and  procur 
ing  for  himself  in  every  sort  of  way  the  gratifi 
cation  of  his  lusts. 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  Let  this,  then,  be  deemed  one  of  the 
causes  which  prevent  states  from  pursuing  in 
an  efficient  manner  the  art  of  war,  or  any  other 
noble  aim,  but  makes  the  orderly  and  temper 
ate  part  of  mankind  Into  merchants,  and  cap 
tains  of  ships,  and  servants,  and  converts  the 
valiant  sort  into  thieves  and  burglars,  and  rob 
bers  of  temples,  [832]  and  violent,  tyrannical 
persons;  many  of  whom  are  not  without  ability, 
but  they  are  unfortunate.1 

Cle.  What  do  you  mean? 

Ath.  Must  not  they  be  truly  unfortunate 
whose  souls  are  compelled  to  pass  through  life 
always  hungering? 

Cle.  Then  that  is  one  cause,  Stranger;  but 
you  spoke  of  another. 

Ath.  Thank  you  for  reminding  me. 

Cle.  The  insatiable  lifelong  love  of  wealth,  as 
you  were  saying,  is  one  cause  which  absorbs 
mankind,  and  prevents  them  from  rightly  prac 
tising  the  arts  of  war: — Granted;  and  now  tell 
me,  what  is  the  other? 

Ath.  Do  you  imagine  that  I  delay  because  I 
am  in  a  perplexity? 

Cle.  No;  but  we  think  that  you  are  too  severe 
upon  the  money-loving  temper,  of  which  you 
seem  In  the  present  discussion  to  have  a  pecul 
iar  dislike. 

Ath.  That  is  a  very  fair  rebuke,  Cleinias;  and 
I  will  now  proceed  to  the  second  cause. 

Cle.  Proceed. 

Ath.  I  say  that  governments  are  a  cause — 
democracy,  oligarchy,  tyranny,  concerning 
which  I  have  often  spoken  in  the  previous  dis 
course;  2  or  rather  governments  they  are  not, 
for  none  of  them  exercises  a  voluntary  rule  over 
voluntary  subjects;  but  they  may  be  truly  called 

xCf.  Republic,  vi.  491,  495. 
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states  of  discord,  in  which  while  the  govern 
ment  is  voluntary,  the  subjects  always  obey 
against  their  will,  and  have  to  be  coerced;  and 
the  ruler  fears  the  subject,  and  will  not,  if  he 
can  help,  allow  him  to  become  either  noble,  or 
rich,  or  strong,  or  valiant,  or  warlike  at  all.1 
These  two  are  the  chief  causes  of  almost  all  evils, 
and  of  the  evils  of  which  I  have  been  speaking 
they  are  notably  the  causes.  But  our  state  has 
escaped  both  of  them;  for  her  citizens  have  the 
greatest  leisure,  and  they  are  not  subject  to  one 
another,  and  will,  I  think,  be  made  by  these 
laws  the  reverse  of  lovers  of  money.  Such  a  con 
stitution  may  be  reasonably  supposed  to  be  the 
only  one  existing  which  will  accept  the  educa 
tion  which  we  have  described,  and  the  martial 
pastimes  which  have  been  perfected  according 
to  our  idea. 
Cle.  True. 

Ath.  Then  next  we  must  remember,  about 
all  gymnastic  contests,  that  only  the  warlike 
sort  of  them  are  to  be  practised  and  to  have 
prizes  of  victory;  and  those  which  are  not  mili 
tary  are  to  be  given  up.  The  military  sort  had 
better  be  completely  described  and  established 
by  law;  and  first,  let  us  speak  of  running  and 
swiftness. 

Cle.  Very  good. 

-  Ath.  Certainly  the  most  military  of  all  quali 
ties  is  general  activity  of  body,  whether  of  foot 
or  hand.  For  escaping  or  for  capturing  an  en 
emy,  [833]  quickness  of  foot  is  required;  but 
hand-to-hand  conflict  and  combat  need  vigour 
and  strength. 
Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  Neither  of  them  can  attain  their  great 
est  efficiency  without  arms. 
Cle.  How  can  they? 

Ath.Thtn  our  herald,  in  accordance  with  the 
prevailing  practice,  will  first  summon  the  run 
ner; — he  will  appear  armed,  for  to  an  unarmed 
competitor  we  will  not  give  a  prize.  And  he 
shall  enter  first  who  is  to  run  the  single  course 
bearing  arms;  next,  he  who  is  to  run  the  double 
course;  third,  he  who  is  to  run  the  horse-course; 
and  fourthly,  he  who  is  to  run  the  long  course; 
the  fifth  whom  we  start,  shall  be  the  first  sent 
forth  in  heavy  armour,  and  shall  run  a  course 
of  sixty  stadia  to  some  temple  of  Ares — and  we 
will  send  forth  another,  whom  we  will  style  the 
more  heavily  armed,  to  run  over  smoother 
ground.  There  remains  the  archer;  and  he  shall 
run  in  the  full  equipments  of  an  archer  a  dis 
tance  of  100  stadia  over  mountains,  and  across 
every  sort  of  country,  to  a  temple  of  Apollo 
1CL  Aristotle,  Politics,  v.  n,  1313  a  38;  1314  * 


and  Artemis;  this  shall  be  the  order  of  the  con 
test,  and  we  will  wait  for  them  until  they  re 
turn,  and  will  give  a  prize  to  the  conqueror  in 
each. 

Cle.  Very  good. 

y4^.Let  us  suppose  that  there  are  three  kinds 
of  contests — one  of  boys,  another  of  beardless 
youths,  and  a  third  of  men.  For  the  youths  we 
will  fix  the  length  of  the  contest  at  two-thirds, 
and  for  the  boys  at  half  of  the  entire  course, 
whether  they  contend  as  archers  or  as  heavy- 
armed.  Touching  the  women,  let  the  girls  who 
are  not  grown  up  compete  naked  in  the  stadi 
um  and  the  double  course,  and  the  horse-course 
and  the  long  course,  and  let  them  run  on  the 
race-ground  itself;  those  who  are  thirteen  years 
of  age  and  upwards  until  their  marriage  shall 
continue  to  share  in  contests  if  they  are  not 
more  than  twenty,  and  shall  be  compelled  to 
run  up  to  eighteen;  and  they  shall  descend  into 
the  arena  in  suitable  dresses.  Let  these  be  the 
regulations  about  contests  in  running  both  for 
men  and  women. 

Respecting  contests  of  strength,  instead  of 
wrestling  and  similar  contests  of  the  heavier 
sort,  we  will  institute  conflicts  in  armour  of  one 
against  one,  and  two  against  two,  and  so  on  up 
to  ten  against  ten.  As  to  what  a  man  ought  not 
to  suffer  or  do,  and  to  what  extent,  in  order  to 
gain  the  victory — as  in  wrestling,  the  masters 
of  the  art  have  laid  down  what  is  fair  and  what 
is  not  fair,  so  in  fighting  in  armour — we  ought 
to  call  in  skilful  persons,  who  shall  judge  for 
us  and  be  our  assessors  in  the  work  of  legisla 
tion;  they  shall  say  who  deserves  to  be  victor  in 
combats  of  this  sort,  and  what  he  is  not  to  do  or 
have  done  to  him,  and  in  like  manner  what 
rule  determines  who  is  defeated;  [834]  and  let 
these  ordinances  apply  to  women  until  they  are 
married  as  well  as  to  men.  The  pancration  shall 
have  a  counterpart  in  a  combat  of  the  light- 
armed;  they  shall  contend  with  bows  and  with 
light  shields  and  with  javelins  and  in  the  throw 
ing  of  stones  by  slings  and  by  hand:  and  laws 
shall  be  made  about  it,  and  rewards  and  prizes 
given  to  him  who  best  fulfils  the  ordinances  of 
the  law. 

Next  in  order  we  shall  have  to  legislate  about 
the  horse  contests.  Now  we  do  not  need  many 
horses,  for  they  cannot  be  of  much  use  in  a 
country  like  Crete,2  and  hence  we  naturally  do 
not  take  great  pains  about  the  rearing  of  them 
or  about  horse  races. There  is  no  one  who  keeps 
a  chariot  among  us,  and  any  rivalry  in  such 
matters  would  be  altogether  out  of  place:  there 
2  Cf.  1.625. 
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would  be  no  sense  nor  any  shadow  of  sense  in 
instituting  contests  which  are  not  after  the 
manner  of  our  country.  And  therefore  we  give 
our  prizes  for  single  horses — for  colts  who  have 
not  yet  cast  their  teeth,  and  for  those  who  are 
intermediate,  and  for  the  full-grown  horses 
themselves;  and  thus  our  equestrian  games  will 
accord  with  the  nature  of  the  country.  Let  them 
have  conflict  and  rivalry  in  these  matters  in  ac 
cordance  with  the  law,  and  let  the  colonels  and 
generals  of  horse  decide  together  about  all 
courses  and  about  the  armed  competitors  in 
them.  But  we  have  nothing  to  say  to  the  un 
armed  either  in  gymnastic  exercises  or  in  these 
contests.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Cretan  bow 
man  or  javelin-man  who  fights  in  armour  on 
horseback  is  useful,  and  therefore  we  may  as 
well  place  a  competition  of  this  sort  among  our 
amusements.  Women  are  not  to  be  forced  to 
compete  by  laws  and  ordinances;  but  if  from 
previous  training  they  have  acquired  the  habit 
and  are  strong  enough  and  like  to  take  part,  let 
them  do  so,  girls  as  well  as  boys,  and  no  blame 
to  them. 

Thus  the  competition  in  gymnastic  and  the 
mode  of  learning  it  have  been  described;  and 
we  have  spoken  also  of  the  toils  of  the  contest, 
and  of  daily  exercises  under  the  superintend 
ence  of  masters.  Likewise,  what  relates  to  music 
has  been,  for  the  most  part,  completed.  But  as 
to  rhapsodes  and  the  like,  and  the  contests  of 
choruses  which  are  to  perform  at  feasts,  all  this 
shall  be  arranged  when  the  months  and  days 
and  years  have  been  appointed  for  Gods  and 
demi-gods,  whether  every  third  year,  or  again 
every  fifth  year,  or  in  whatever  way  or  manner 
the  Gods  may  put  into  men's  minds  [835]  the 
distribution  and  order  of  them.  At  the  same 
time,  we  may  expect  that  the  musical  contests 
will  be  celebrated  in  their  turn  by  the  command 
of  the  judges  and  the  director  of  education  and 
the  guardians  of  the  law  meeting  together  for 
this  purpose,  and  themselves  becoming  legis 
lators  of  the  times  and  nature  and  conditions 
of  the  choral  contests  and  of  dancing  in  general. 
What  they  ought  severally  to  be  in  language 
and  song,  and  in  the  admixture  of  harmony 
with  rhythm  and  the  dance,  has  been  often  de 
clared  by  the  original  legislator;  and  his  suc 
cessors  ought  to  follow  him,  making  the  games 
and  sacrifices  duly  to  correspond  at  fitting  times, 
and  appointing  public  festivals.  It  is  not  diffi 
cult  to  determine  how  these  and  the  like  mat 
ters  may  have  a  regular  order;  nor,  again,  will 
the  alteration  of  them  do  any  great  good  or 
harm  to  the  state.  There  is,  however,  another 


matter  of  great  importance  and  difficulty,  con 
cerning  which  God  should  legislate,  if  there 
were  any  possibility  of  obtaining  from  him  an 
ordinance  about  it.  But  seeing  that  divine  aid  is 
not  to  be  had,  there  appears  to  be  a  need  of  some 
bold  man  who  specially  honours  plainness  of 
speech,  and  will  say  outright  what  he  thinks 
best  for  the  city  and  citizens — ordaining  what 
is  good  and  convenient  for  the  whole  state  amid 
the  corruptions  of  human  souls,  opposing  the 
mightiest  lusts,  and  having  no  man  his  helper 
but  himself  standing  alone  and  following  rea 
son  only. 

Cle.  What  is  this,  Stranger,  that  you  are  say 
ing?  For  we  do  not  as  yet  understand  your 
meaning. 

Ath.  Very  likely;  I  will  endeavour  to  explain 
myself  more  clearly.  When  I  came  to  the  sub 
ject  of  education,  I  beheld  young  men  and 
maidens  holding  friendly  intercourse  with  one 
another.  And  there  naturally  arose  in  my  mind 
a  sort  of  apprehension — I  could  not  help  think 
ing  how  one  is  to  deal  with  a  city  in  which 
youths  and  maidens  are  well  nurtured,  and 
have  nothing  to  do,  and  are  not  undergoing 
the  excessive  and  servile  toils  which  extinguish 
wantonness,  and  whose  only  cares  during  their 
whole  life  are  sacrifices  and  festivals  and  dances. 
How,  in  such  a  state  as  this,  will  they  abstain 
from  desires  which  thrust  many  a  man  and 
woman  into  perdition;  and  from  which  reason, 
[836]  assuming  the  functions  of  law,  commands 
them  to  abstain?  The  ordinances  already  made 
may  possibly  get  the  better  of  most  of  these  de 
sires;  the  prohibition  of  excessive  wealth  is  a 
very  considerable  gain  in  the  direction  of  tem 
perance,  and  the  whole  education  of  our  youth 
imposes  a  law  of  moderation  on  them;  more 
over,  the  eye  of  the  rulers  is  required  always  to 
watch  over  the  young,  and  never  to  lose  sight 
of  them;  and  these  provisions  do,  as  far  as  hu 
man  means  can  effect  any  thing,  exercise  a  regu 
lating  influence  upon  the  desires  in  general. 
But  how  can  we  take  precautions  against  the 
unnatural  loves  of  either  sex,  from  which  in 
numerable  evils  have  come  upon  individuals 
and  cities?  How  shall  we  devise  a  remedy  and 
way  of  escape  out  of  so  great  a  danger?  Truly, 
Cleinias,  here  is  a  difficulty.  In  many  ways 
Crete  and  Lacedaemon  furnish  a  great  help  to 
those  who  make  peculiar  laws;  but  in  the  mat 
ter  of  love,  as  we  are  alone,  I  must  confess  that 
they  are  quite  against  us.  For  if  any  one  follow 
ing  nature  should  lay  down  the  law  which  ex 
isted  before  the  days  of  Laius,  and  denounce 
these  lusts  as  contrary  to  nature,  adducing  the 
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animals  as  a  proof  that  such  unions  were  mon 
strous,  he  might  prove  his  point,  but  he  would 
be  wholly  at  variance  with  the  custom  of  your 
states.  Further,  they  are  repugnant  to  a  prin 
ciple  which  we  say  that  a  legislator  should  al 
ways  observe;  for  we  are  always  enquiring 
which  of  our  enactments  tends  to  virtue  and 
which  not.1  And  suppose  we  grant  that  these 
loves  are  accounted  by  law  to  be  honourable, 
or  at  least  not  disgraceful,  in  what  degree  will 
they  contribute  to  virtue?  Will  such  passions 
implant  in  the  soul  of  him  who  is  seduced  the 
habit  of  courage,  or  in  the  soul  of  the  seducer 
the  principle  of  temperance?  Who  will  ever  be 
lieve  this? — or  rather,  who  will  not  blame  the 
effeminacy  of  him  who  yields  to  pleasures  and 
is  unable  to  hold  out  against  them?  Will  not  all 
men  censure  as  womanly  him  who  imitates  the 
woman?  And  who  would  ever  think  of  estab 
lishing  such  a  practice  by  law?  Certainly  no 
one  who  had  in  his  mind  the  image  of  true  law. 
How  can  we  prove  that  what  I  am  saying  is 
true?  [837]  He  who  would  rightly  consider 
these  matters  must  see  the  nature  of  friendship 
and  desire,  and  of  these  so-called  loves,  for  they 
are  of  two  kinds,  and, out  of  the  two  arises  a 
third  kind,  having  the  same  name;  and  this 
similarity  of  name  causes  all  the  difficulty  and 
obscurity. 

Cle.  How  is  that? 

Ath.  Dear  is  the  like  in  virtue  to  the  like,  and 
the  equal  to  the  equal;  dear  also,  though  un 
like,  is  he  who  has  abundance  to  him  who  is  in 
want.  And  when  either  of  these  friendships  be 
comes  excessive,  we  term  the  excess  love. 

Cle*  Very  true. 

Ath.  The  friendship  which  arises  from  con 
traries  is  horrible  and  coarse,  and  has  often  no 
tie  of  communion;  but  that  which  arises  from 
likeness  is  gentle,  and  has  a  tie  of  communion 
which  lasts  through  life.  As  to  the  mixed  sort 
which  is  made  up  of  them  both,  there  is,  first 
of  all,  a  difficulty  in  determining  what  he  who 
is  possessed  by  this  third  love  desires;  more 
over,  he  is  drawn  different  ways,  and  is  in  doubt 
between  the  two  principles;  the  one  exhorting 
him  to  enjoy  the  beauty  of  youth,  and  the  other 
forbidding  him.  For  the  one  is  a  lover  of  the 
body,  and  hungers  after  beauty,  like  ripe  fruit, 
and  would  fain  satisfy  himself  without  any  re 
gard  to  the  character  of  the  beloved;  the  other 
holds  the  desire  of  the  body  to  be  a  secondary 
matter,  and  looking  rather  than  loving  and 
with  his  soul  desiring  the  soul  of  the  other  in  a 
becoming  manner,  regards  the  satisfaction  of 

1  Cf.  ill  693;  iv  705;  vi.  770;  xii.  963. 


the  bodily  love  as  wantonness; 2  he  reverences 
and  respects  temperance  and  courage  and  mag 
nanimity  and  wisdom,  and  wishes  to  live  chaste 
ly  with  the  chaste  object  of  his  affection.  Now 
the  sort  of  love  which  is  made  up  of  the  other 
two  is  that  which  we  have  described  as  the 
third.  Seeing  then  that  there  are  these  three 
sorts  of  love,  ought  the  law  to  prohibit  and  for 
bid  them  all  to  exist  among  us?  Is  it  not  rather 
clear  that  we  should  wish  to  have  in  the  state 
the  love  which  is  of  virtue  and  which  desires 
the  beloved  youth  to  be  the  best  possible;  and 
the  other  two,  if  possible,  we  should  hinder? 
What  do  you  say,  friend  Megillus? 

Megillus.  I  think,  Stranger,  that  you  are  per 
fectly  right  in  what  you  have  been  now  saying. 

Ath.  I  knew  well,  my  friend,  that  I  should 
obtain  your  assent,  which  I  accept,  and  therefore 
have  no  need  to  analyse  your  custom  any  fur 
ther.  Cleinias  shall  be  prevailed  upon  to  give 
me  his  assent  at  some  other  time.  Enough  of 
this;  and  now  let  us  proceed  to  the  laws. 

[838}  Meg.  Very  good, 

Ath.  Upon  reflection  I  see  a  way  of  imposing 
the  law,  which,  in  one  respect,  is  easy,  but,  in 
another,  is  of  the  utmost  difficulty. 

Meg.  What  do  you  mean? 

Ath.  We  are  all  aware  that  most  men,  in 
spite  of  their  lawless  natures,  are  very  strictly 
and  precisely  restrained  from  intercourse  with 
the  fair,  and  this  is  not  at  all  against  their  will, 
but  entirely  with  their  will. 

Meg.  When  do  you  mean? 

Ath.  When  any  one  has  a  brother  or  sister 
who  is  fair;  and  about  a  son  or  daughter  the 
same  unwritten  law  holds,  and  is  a  most  per 
fect  safeguard,  so  that  no  open  or  secret  connec 
tion  ever  takes  place  between  them.  Nor  does 
the  thought  of  such  a  thing  ever  enter  at  all  in 
to  the  minds  of  most  of  them. 

Meg.  Very  true. 

Ath.  Does  not  a  little  word  extinguish  all 
pleasures  of  that  sort?  , 

Meg,  What  word? 

Ath.  The  declaration  that  they  are  unholy, 
hated  of  God,  and  most  infamous;  and  is  not 
the  reason  of  this  that  no  one  has  ever  said  the 
opposite,  but  every  one  from  his  earliest  child 
hood  has  heard  men  speaking  in  the  same  man 
ner  about  them  always  and  everywhere,  wheth 
er  in  comedy  or  in  the  graver  language  .of  trag 
edy?  When  the  poet  introduces  on  the  stage  a 
Thyestes  or  an  Oedipus,  or  a  Macareus  having 
secret  intercourse  with  his  sister,  he  represents 
him,  when  found  out,  ready  to  kill  himself  as 
2  Cf.  Phaedrus,  251. 
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the  penalty  of  his  sin. 

Meg.  You.  are  very  right  in  saying  that  tradi 
tion,  if  no  breath  of  opposition  ever  assails  it, 
has  a  marvellous  power. 

Ath.  Am  I  not  also  right  in  saying  that  the 
legislator  who  wants  to  master  any  of  the  pas 
sions  which  master  man  may  easily  know  how 
to  subdue  them?  He  will  consecrate  the  tradi 
tion  of  their  evil  character  among  all,slavesand 
freemen,  women  and  children,  throughout  the 
city: — that  will  be  the  surest  foundation  of  the 
law  which  he  can  make. 

Meg.  Yes;  but  will  he  ever  succeed  in  mak 
ing  all  mankind  use  the  same  language  about 
them? 

Ath.  A  good  obj  ection ;  but  was  I  not  ]  ust  now 
saying  that  I  had  a  way  to  make  men  use  nat 
ural  love  and  abstain  from  unnatural,  not  in 
tentionally  destroying  the  seeds  of  human  in 
crease,  [839]  or  sowing  them  in  stony  places, 
In  which  they  will  take  no  root;  and  that  I 
would  command  them  to  abstain  too  from  any 
female  field  of  increase  in  which  that  which  is 
sown  is  not  likely  to  grow?  Now  if  a  law  to  this 
effect  could  only  be  made  perpetual,  and  gain 
an  authority  such  as  already  prevents  inter 
course  of  parents  and  children — such  a  law,  ex 
tending  to  other  sensual  desires,  and  conquer 
ing  them,  would  be  the  source  of  ten  thousand 
blessings.  For,  in  the  first  place,  moderation  is 
the  appointment  of  nature,  and  deters  men  from 
all  frenzy  and  madness  of  love,  and  from 
all  adulteries  and  Immoderate  use  of  meats  and 
drinks,  and  makes  them  good  friends  to  their 
own  wives.  And  innumerable  other  benefits 
would  result  if  such  a  law  could  only  be  en 
forced.  I  can  imagine  some  lusty  youth  who  is 
standing  by,  and  who,  on  hearing  this  enact 
ment,  declares  in  scurrilous  terms  that  we  are 
making  foolish  and  impossible  laws,  and  fills 
the  world  with  his  outcry.  And  therefore  I  said 
that  I  knew  a  way  of  enacting  and  perpetuat 
ing  such  a  law,  which  was  very  easy  In  one  re 
spect,  but  in  another  most  difficult.  There  is  no 
difficulty  in  seeing  that  such  a  law  is  possible, 
and  in  what  way;  for,  as  I  was  saying,  the  ordi 
nance  once  consecrated  would  master  the  soul 
of  every  man,  and  terrify  him  into  obedience. 
But  matters  have  now  come  to  such  a  pass  that 
even  then  the  desired  result  seems  as  if  it  could 
not  be  attained,  just  as  the  continuance  of  an 
entire  state  in  the  practice  of  common  meals  is 
also  deemed  impossible.  And  although  this  lat 
ter  is  partly  disproven  by  the  fact  of  their  exist 
ence  among  you,  still  even  in  your  cities  the 
common  meals  of  women  would  be  regarded 


as  unnatural  and  impossible.  I  was  thinking  of 
the  rebelliousness  of  the  human  heart  when  I 
said  that  the  permanent  establishment  of  these 
things  is  very  difficult, 

Meg.  Very  true. 

Ath.  Shall  I  try  and  find  some  sort  of  persua 
sive  argument  which  will  prove  to  you  that 
such  enactments  are  possible,  and  not  beyond 
human  nature? 

Cle.  By  all  means. 

Ath.  Is  a  man  more  likely  to  abstain  from  the 
pleasures  of  love  and  to  do  what  he  is  bidden 
about  them,  when  his  body  Is  in  a  good  condi 
tion,  or  when  he  is  in  an  ill  condition,  and  out 
of  training? 

Cle.  He  will  be  far  more  temperate  when  he 
is  in  training. 

Ath.  And  have  we  not  heard  of  Iccus  of  Ta- 
rentum,  who,  with  a  view  to  the  Olympic  and 
other  contests,  [840]  in  his  zeal  for  his  art,  and 
also  because  he  was  of  a  manly  and  temperate 
disposition,  never  had  any  connection  with  a 
woman  or  a  youth  during  the  whole  time  of  his 
training?  And  the  same  is  said  of  Crison  and 
Astylus  and  Diopompus  and  many  others;  and 
yet,  Cleinias,  they  were  far  worse  educated  in 
their  minds  than  your  and  my  citizens,  and  in 
their  bodies  far  more  lusty. 

Cle.  No  doubt  this  fact  has  been  often  af 
firmed  positively  by  the  ancients  of  these  ath 
letes. 

Ath.  And  had  they  the  courage  to  abstain 
from  what  is  ordinarily  deemed  a  pleasure  for 
the  sake  of  a  victory  in  wrestling,  running,  and 
the  like;  and  shall  our  young  men  be  Incapable 
of  a  similar  endurance  for  the  sake  of  a  much 
nobler  victory,  which  is  the  noblest  of  all,  as 
from  their  youth  upwards  we  will  tell  them, 
charming  them,  as  we  hope,  into  the  belief  of 
this  by  tales  and  sayings  and  songs? 

Cle.  Of  what  victory  are  you  speaking? 

Ath.  Of  the  victory  over  pleasure,  which  if 
they  win,  they  will  live  happily;  or  if  they  are 
conquered,  the  reverse  of  happily.  And,  further, 
may  we  not  suppose  that  the  fear  of  Impiety 
will  enable  them  to  master  that  which  other  in 
ferior  people  have  mastered? 

Cle.  I  dare  say. 

Ath.  And  since  we  have  reached  this  point 
in  our  legislation,  and  have  fallen  into  a  diffi 
culty  by  reason  of  the  vices  of  mankind,  I  af 
firm  that  our  ordinance  should  simply  run  in 
the  following  terms:  Our  citizens  ought  not  to 
fall  below  the  nature  of  birds  and  beasts  in  gen 
eral,  who  are  born  in  great  multitudes,  and  yet 
remain  until  the  age  for  procreation  virgin  and 
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unmarried,  but  when  they  have  reached  the 
proper  time  of  life  are  coupled,  male  and  fe 
male,  and  lovingly  pair  together,  and  live  the 
rest  of  their  lives  in  holiness  and  innocence, 
abiding  firmly  In  their  original  compact: — 
surely,  we  will  say  to  them,  you  should  be  bet 
ter  than  the  animals.  But  if  they  are  corrupted 
by  the  other  Hellenes  and  the  common  practice 
of  barbarians,  and  they  see  with  their  eyes  and 
hear  with  their  ears  of  the  so-called  free  love 
everywhere  prevailing  among  them,  and  they 
themselves  are  not  able  to  get  the  better  of  the 
temptation,  the  guardians  of  the  law,  exercising 
the  functions  of  lawgivers,  shall  devise  a  sec 
ond  law  against  them. 

[841]  Cle.  And  what  law  would  you  advise 
them  to  pass  if  this  one  failed? 

Ath.  Clearly,  Cleinias,  the  one  which  would 
naturally  follow. 

Cle.  What  is  that? 

Ath.  Our  citizens  should  not  allow  pleasures 
to  strengthen  with  indulgence,  but  should  by 
toil  divert  the  aliment  and  exuberance  of  them 
Into  other  parts  of  the  body;  and  this  will  hap 
pen  if  no  immodesty  be  allowed  in  the  practice 
of  love.  Then  they  will  be  ashamed  of  frequent 
intercourse,  and  they  will  find  pleasure,  if  sel 
dom  enjoyed,  to  be  a  less  imperious  mistress. 
They  should  not  be  found  out  doing  anything 
of  the  sort.  Concealment  shall  be  honourable, 
and  sanctioned  by  custom  and  made  law  by  un 
written  prescription;  on  the  other  hand,  to  be 
detected  shall  be  esteemed  dishonourable,  but 
not,  to  abstain  wholly.  In  this  way  there  will  be 
a  second  legal  standard  of  honourable  and  dis 
honourable,  involving  a  second  notion  of  right. 
Three  principles  will  comprehend  all  those  cor 
rupt  natures  whom  we  call  inferior  to  them 
selves,  and  who  form  but  one  class,  and  will 
compel  them  not  to  transgress. 

Cle.  What  are  they? 

Aih.  The  principle  of  piety,  the  love  of  hon 
our,  and  the  desire  of  beauty,  not  in  the  body 
but  in  the  soul.  These  are,  perhaps,  romantic 
aspirations;  but  they  are  the  noblest  of  aspira 
tions,  if  they  could  only  be  realized  in  all  states, 
and,  God  willing,  in  the  matter  of  love  we  may 
be  able  to  enforce  one  of  two  things — either 
that  no  one  shall  venture  to  touch  any  person 
of  the  freeborn  or  noble  class  except  his  wedded 
wife,  or  sow  the  unconsecrated  and  bastard  seed 
among  harlots,  or  in  barren  and  unnatural 
lusts;  or  at  least  we  may  abolish  altogether  the 
connection  of  men  with  men;  and  as  to  women, 
if  any  man  has  to  do  with  any  but  those  who 
come  into  his  house  duly  married  by  sacred 


rites,  whether  they  be  bought  or  acquired  in 
any  other  way,  and  he  offends  publicly  in  the 
face  of  all  mankind,  we  shall  be  right  in  enact 
ing  that  he  be  deprived  of  civic  honours  and 
privileges,  and  be  deemed  to  be,  as  he  truly  is, 
a  stranger.  Let  this  law,  then,  whether  it  is  one, 
or  ought  rather  to  be  called  two,  be  laid  down 
respecting  love  in  general,  and  the  intercourse 
of  the  sexes  which  arises  out  of  the  desires, 
whether  rightly  or  wrongly  indulged. 

[842]  Meg.  I,  for  my  part,  Stranger,  would 
gladly  receive  this  law.  Cleinias  shall  speak  for 
himself,  and  tell  you  what  is  his  opinion. 

Cle.  I  will,  Megillus,  when  an  opportunity 
offers;  at  present,  I  think  that  we  had  better  al 
low  the  Stranger  to  proceed  with  his  laws. 

Meg.  Very  good. 

Ath.  We  had  got  about  as  far  as  the  estab 
lishment  of  the  common  tables,  which  in  most 
places  would  be  difficult,  but  in  Crete  no  one 
would  think  of  introducing  any  other  custom. 
There  might  arise  a  question  about  the  man 
ner  of  them — whether  they  shall  be  such  as 
they  are  here  in  Crete,  or  such  as  they  are  in 
Lacedaemon, — or  is  there  a  third  kind  which 
may  be  better  than  either  of  them?  *  The  an 
swer  to  this  question  might  be  easily  discov 
ered,  but  the  discovery  would  do  no  great  good, 
for  at  present  they  are  very  well  ordered. 

Leaving  the  common  tables,  we  may  there 
fore  proceed  to  the  means  of  providing  food. 
Now,  in  cities  the  means  of  life  are  gained  in 
many  ways  and  from  divers  sources,  and  in 
general  from  two  sources,  whereas  our  city  has 
only  one.  For  most  of  the  Hellenes  obtain  their 
food  from  sea  and  land,  but  our  citizens  from 
land  only.  And  this  makes  the  task  of  the  legis 
lator  less  difficult — half  as  many  laws  will  be 
enough,  and  much  less  than  half;  and  they  will 
be  of  a  kind  better  suited  to  free  men.  For  he 
has  nothing  to  do  with  laws  about  shipowners 
and  merchants  and  retailers  and  innkeepers 
and  tax  collectors  and  mines  and  money- 
lending  and  compound  interest  and  innumer 
able  other  things — bidding  good-bye  to  these, 
he  gives  laws  to  husbandmen  and  shepherds  and 
bee-keepers,  and  to  the  guardians  and  superin 
tendents  of  their  implements;  and  he  has  al 
ready  legislated  for  greater  matters,  as  for  ex 
ample,  respecting  marriage  and  the  procrea 
tion  and  nurture  of  children,  and  for  education, 
and  the  establishment  of  offices — and  now  he 
must  direct  his  laws  to  those  who  provide  food 
and  labour  in  preparing  it. 
Let  us  first  of  all,  then,  have  a  class  of  laws 
*  Cf.  Aristotle,  Politics,  vii.  10,  1330  a  3-10. 
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which  shall  be  called  the  laws  of  husbandmen. 
And  let  the  first  of  them  be  the  law  of  Zeus, 
the  god  of  boundaries.  Let  no  one  shift  the 
boundary  line  either  of  a  fellow-citizen  who  is 
a  neighbour,  or,  if  he  dwells  at  the  extremity  of 
the  land,  [843]  of  any  stranger  who  is  conter 
minous  with  him,  considering  that  this  is  truly 
"to  move  the  immovable,"  and  every  one  should 
be  more  willing  to  move  the  largest  rock  which 
is  not  a  landmark,  than  the  least  stone  which  is 
the  sworn  mark  of  friendship  and  hatred  be 
tween  neighbours;  for  Zeus,  the  god  of  kin 
dred,  is  the  witness  of  the  citizen,  and  Zeus,  the 
god  of  strangers,  of  the  stranger,  and  when 
aroused,  terrible  are  the  wars  which  they  stir 
up.  He  who  obeys  the  law  will  never  know  the 
fatal  consequences  of  disobedience,  but  he  who 
despises  the  law  shall  be  liable  to  a  double  pen 
alty,  the  first  coming  from  the  Gods,  and  the 
second  from  the  law.  For  let  no  one  wilfully  re 
move  the  boundaries  of  his  neighbour's  land, 
and  if  any  one  does,  let  him  who  will  inform 
the  landowners,  and  let  them  bring  him  into 
court,  and  if  he  be  convicted  of  re-dividing  the 
land  by  stealth  or  by  force,  let  the  court  deter 
mine  what  he  ought  to  suffer  or  pay.  In  the 
next  place,  many  small  injuries  done  by  neigh 
bours  to  one  another,  through  their  multiplica 
tion,  may  cause  a  weight  of  enmity,  and  make 
neighbourhood  a  very  disagreeable  and  bitter 
thing.  Wherefore  a  man  ought  to  be  very  care 
ful  of  committing  any  offence  against  hisneigh- 
bour,  and  especially  of  encroaching  on  his  neigh 
bour's  land;  for  any  man  may  easily  do  harm, 
but  not  every  man  can  do  good  to  another.  He 
who  encroaches  on  his  neighbour's  land,  and 
transgresses  his  boundaries,  shall  make  good 
the  damage,  and,  to  cure  him  of  his  impudence 
and  also  of  his  meanness,  he  shall  pay  a  double 
penalty  to  the  injured  party.  Of  these  and  the 
like  matters  the  wardens  of  the  country  shall 
take  cognizance,  and  be  the  judges  of  them  and 
assessors  of  the  damage;  in  the  more  important 
cases,  as  has  been  already  said,1  the  whole  num 
ber  of  them  belonging  to  any  one  of  the  twelve 
divisions  shall  decide,  and  in  the  lesser  cases  the 
commanders:  or,  again,  if  any  one  pastures  his 
cattle  on  his  neighbour's  land,  they  shall  see  the 
injury,  and  adjudge  the  penalty.  And  if  any 
one,  by  decoying  the  bees,  gets  possession  of  an 
other's  swarms,  and  draws  them  to  himself  by 
making  noises,  he  shall  pay  the  damage;  or  if 
anyone  sets  fire  to  his  own  wood  and  takes  no 
care  of  his  neighbour's  property,  he  shall  be 
fined  at  the  discretion  of  the  magistrates.  And 
1  Cf.  vL  761, 


if  in  planting  he  does  not  leave  a  fair  distance 
between  his  own  and  his  neighbour's  land,  he 
shall  be  punished,  in  accordance  with  the  enact 
ments  of  many  lawgivers,  which  we  may  use, 
not  deeming  it  necessary  that  the  great  legisla 
tor  of  our  state  should  [844]  determine  all  the 
trifles  which  might  be  decided  by  any  body;  for 
example,  husbandmen  have  had  of  old  excel 
lent  laws  about  waters,  and  there  is  no  reason 
why  we  should  propose  to  divert  their  course: 
He  who  likes  may  draw  water  from  the  foun 
tain-head  of  the  common  stream  on  to  his  own 
land,  if  he  do  not  cut  off  the  spring  which  clear 
ly  belongs  to  some  other  owner;  and  he  may 
take  the  water  in  any  direction  which  he  pleases, 
except  through  a  house  or  temple  or  sepulchre, 
but  he  must  be  careful  to  do  no  harm  beyond 
the  channel.  And  if  there  be  in  any  place  a  nat 
ural  dryness  of  the  earth,  which  keeps  in  the 
rain  from  heaven, and  causes  a  deficiency  in  the 
supply  of  water,  let  him  dig  down  on  his  own 
land  as  far  as  the  clay,  and  if  at  this  depth  he 
finds  no  water,  let  him  obtain  water  from  his 
neighbours,  as  much  as  is  required  for  his  serv 
ants'  drinking,  and  if  his  neighbours,  too,  are 
limited  in  their  supply,  let  him  have  a  fixed 
measure,  which  shall  be  determined  by  the  war 
dens  of  the  country.  This  he  shall  receive  each 
day,  and  on  these  terms  have  a  share  of  his 
neighbours'  water.  If  there  be  heavy  rain,  and 
one  of  those  on  the  lower  ground  injures  some 
tiller  of  the  upper  ground,  or  some  one  who 
has  a  common  wall,  by  refusing  to  give  them  an 
outlet  for  water;  or,  again,  if  some  one  living  on 
the  higher  ground  recklessly  lets  off  the  water 
on  his  lower  neighbour,  and  they  cannot  come 
to  terms  with  one  another,  let  him  who  will  call 
in  a  warden  of  the  city,  if  he  be  in  the  city,  or  if 
he  be  in  the  country,  a  warden  of  the  country, 
and  let  him  obtain  a  decision  determiningwhat 
each  of  them  is  to  do.  And  he  who  will  not  abide 
by  the  decision  shall  suffer  for  his  malignant 
and  morose  temper,  and  pay  a  fine  to  the  injured 
party,  equivalent  to  double  the  value  of  the  in 
jury,  because  he  was  unwilling  to  submit  to  the 
magistrates. 

Now  the  participation  of  fruits  shall  be  or 
dered  on  this  wise.  The  goddess  of  Autumn  has 
two  gracious  gifts:  one,  the  joy  of  Dionysus 
which  is  not  treasured  up;  the  other,  which  na 
ture  intends  to  be  stored.  Let  this  be  the  law, 
then,  concerning  the  fruits  of  autumn:  He  who 
tastes  the  common  or  storing  fruits  of  autumn, 
whether  grapes  or  figs,  before  the  season  of  vin 
tage  which  coincides  with  Arcturus,  either  on 
his  own  land  or  on  that  of  others — let  him  pay 


740 


DIALOGUES  OF  PLATO 


fifty  drachmae,  which  shall  be  sacred  to  Dion?' 
sus,  If  he  pluck  them  from  his  own  land;  and  if 
from  his  neighbour's  land,  a  mina,  and  if  from 
any  others',  two-thirds  of  a  mina.  And  he  who 
would  gather  the  "choice"  grapes  or  the  "choice" 
figs,  as  they  arc  now  termed,  if  he  take  them 
off  his  owe  land,  let  him  pluck  them  how  and 
when  he  likes;  but  if  he  take  them  from  the 
ground  of  others  without  their  leave,  let  him  in 
that  case  be  a!  ways  punished  in  accordance  with 
the  law  which  ordains  that  he  should  not  move 
what  he  has  not  laid  down.1  [$45]  And  if  a 
slave  touches  any  fruit  of  this  sort,  without  the 
consent  of  the  owner  of  the  land,  he  shall  be 
beaten  with  as  many  blows  as  there  are  grapes 
on  the  bunch,  or  figson  the  fig-tree.  Leta  metric 
purchase  the  "choice"  autumnal  fruit,  and  then, 
if  he  pleases,  he  may  gather  it;  but  if  a  stranger 
is  passing  along  the  road,  and  desires  to  eat,  let 
him  take  of  the  "choice"  grapes  for  himself  and 
a  single  follower  without  payment,  as  a  tribute 
of  hospitality.  The  law  however  forbids  stran 
gers  from  sharing  in  the  sort  which  is  not  used 
for  eating;  and  if  any  one,  whether  he  be  mas 
ter  or  slave,  takes  of  them  in  ignorance,  let  the 
slave  be  beaten,  and  the  freeman  dismissed 
with  admonitions,  and  instructed  to  take  of  the 
other  autumnal  fruits  which  are  unfit  for  mak 
ing  raisins  and  wine,  or  for  laying  by  as  dried 
figs.  As  to  pears,  and  apples,  and  pomegran 
ates,  and  similar  fruits,  there  shall  be  no  dis 
grace  in  taking  them  secretly;  but  he  who  is 
caught,  if  he  be  of  less  than  thirty  years  of  age, 
shall  be  struck  and  beaten  of?,  but  not  wound 
ed;  and  no  freeman  shall  have  any  right  of  sat 
isfaction  for  such  blows.  Of  these  fruits  the 
stranger  may  partake,  just  as  he  may  of  the 
fruits  of  autumn.  And  if  an  elder,  who  is  more 
than  thirty  years  of  age,  eat  of  them  on  the  spot, 
let  him,  like  the  stranger,  be  allowed  to  partake 
of  all  such  fruits,  but  he  must  carry  away  noth 
ing.  If,  however,  he  will  not  obey  the  law,  let 
him  run  the  risk  of  failing  in  the  competition 
of  virtue,  in  case  any  one  takes  notice  of  his  ac 
tions  before  the  judges  at  the  time.  ' 

Water  is  the  greatest  element  of  nutrition  in 
gardens,  but  is  easily  polluted.  You  cannot  poi 
son  the  soil,  or  the  sun,  or  the  air,  which  are  the 
other  elements  of  nutrition  in  plants,  or  divert 
them,  or  steal  them;  but  all  these  things  may 
very  likely  happen  in  regard  to  water,  which 
must  therefore  be  protected  by  law.  And  let 
this  be  the  law: — If  any  one  intentionally  pol 
lutes  the  water  of  another,  whether  the  wafer 
of  a  spring,  or  collected  in  reservoirs,  either  by 
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poisonous  substances,  or  by  digging,  or  by  theft, 
let  the  injured  party  bring  the  cause  before  the 
wardens  of  the  city,  and  claim  in  writing  the 
value  of  the  loss;  if  the  accused  be  found  guilty 
of  injuring  the  water  by  deleterious  substances, 
let  him  not  only  pay  damages,  but  purify  the 
stream  or  the  cistern  which  contains  the  water, 
in  such  manner  as  the  laws  of  the  interpreters fl 
order  the  purification  to  be  made  by  the  offend 
er  in  each  case. 

With  respect  to  the  gathering  in  of  the  fruits 
of  the  soil,  let  a  man,  if  he  pleases,  [8^6]  carry 
his  own  fruits  through  any  place  in  which  he 
either  does  no  harm  to  anyone,  or  himself  gains 
three  times  as  much  as  his  neighbour  loses. 
Now  of  these  things  the  magistrates  should  be 
cognisant,  as  of  all  other  things  in  which  a  man 
intentionally  does  injury  to  another  or  to  the 
property  of  another,  by  fraud  or  force,  in  the 
use  which  he  makes  of  his  own  property.  All 
these  matters  a  man  should  lay  before  the  magis 
trates,  and  receive  damages,  supposing  the  in 
jury  to  be  not  more  than  three  minae;  or  if  he 
have  a  charge  against  another  which  involves 
a  larger  amount,  let  him  bring  his  suit  into  the 
public  courts  and  have  the  evil-doer  punished. 
But  if  any  of  the  magistrates  appear  to  adjudge 
the  penalties  which  he  imposes  in  an  unjust 
spirit,  let  him  be  liable  to  pay  double  to  the  in 
jured  party.  Any  one  may  bring  the  offences  of 
magistrates,  in  any  particular  case,  before  the 
public  courts.  There  are  innumerable  little  mat 
ters  relating  to  the  modes  of  punishment,  and 
applications  for  suits,  and  summonses  and  the 
witnesses  to  summonses — f  or  example,  whether 
two  witnesses  should  be  required  for  a  sum 
mons,  or  how  many — an  d  all  such  details,  which 
cannot  be  omitted  in  legislation,  but  are  beneath 
the  wisdom  of  an  aged  legislator.  These  lesser 
matters,  as  they  indeed  are  in  comparison  with 
the  greater  ones,  let  a  younger  generation  regu 
late  by  law,  after  the  patterns  which  have  pre 
ceded,  and  according  to  their  own  experience  of 
the  usefulness  and  necessity  of  such  laws;  and 
when  they  are  duly  regulated  let  there  be  no 
alteration,  but  let  the  citizens  live  in  the  ob 
servance  of  them. 

Now  of  artisans,  let  the  regulations  be  as  fol 
lows: — In  the  first  place,  let  no  citizen  or  serv 
ant  of  a  citizen  be  occupied  in  handicraft  arts; 
for  he  who  is  to  secure  and  preserve  the  public 
order  of  the  state,  has  an  art  which  requires 
much  study  and  many  kinds  of  knowledge,  and 
does  not  admit  of  being  made  a  secondary  oc 
cupation;  and  hardly  any  human  being  is  capa- 
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ble  of  pursuing  two  professions  or  two  arts 
rightly,  or  of  practising  one  art  himself,  and 
superintending  some  one  else  who  is  practising 
another.  Let  this,  then,  be  our  first  principle  in 
the  state: — No  one  who  is  a  smith  shall  also  he 
a  carpenter,  and  if  he  be  a  carpenter,  he  shall 
not  superintend  the  smith's  art  rather  than  his 
own,  under  the  pretext  that  in  superintending 
many  servants  who  are  working  for  him,  he  is 
likely  to  superintend  them  better,  because  more 
revenue  will  accrue  to  him  from  them  than 
from  his  own  art;  [84?]  but  let  every  man  in 
the  state  have  one  art,  and  get  his  living  by  that. 
Let  the  wardens  of  the  city  labour  to  maintain 
this  law,  and  if  any  citizen  incline  to  any  other 
art  than  the  study  of  virtue,  let  them  punish 
him  with  disgrace  and  infamy,  until  they  bring 
him  back  into  his  own  right  course;  and  if  any 
stranger  profess  two  arts,  let  them  chastise  him 
with  bonds  and  money  penalties,  and  expulsion 
from  the  state,  until  they  compel  him  to  be  one 
only  and  not  many.1 

But  as  touching  payments  for  hire,  and  con 
tracts  of  work,  or  in  case  any  one  does  wrong 
to  any  of  the  citizens,  or  they  do  wrong  to  any 
other,  up  to  fifty  drachmae,  let  the  wardens  of 
the  city  decide  the  case;  but  if  a  greater  amount 
be  involved,  then  let  the  public  courts  decide 
according  to  law.  Let  no  one  pay  any  duty  ei 
ther  on  the  importation  or  exportation  of  goods; 
and  as  to  frankincense  and  similar  perfumes, 
used  in  the  service  of  the  Gods,  which  come 
from  abroad,  and  purple  and  other  dyes  which 
are  not  produced  in  the  country,  or  the  materi 
als  of  any  art  which  have  to  be  imported,  and 
which  are  not  necessary — no  one  should  import 
them;  nor,  again,  should  any  one  export  any 
thing  which  is  wanted  in  the  country.  Of  all 
these  things  let  there  be  inspectors  and  superin 
tendents,  taken  from  the  guardians  of  the  law; 
and  they  shall  be  the  twelve  next  in  order  to  the 
five  seniors.  Concerning  arms,  and  all  imple 
ments  which  are  required  for  military  purposes, 
f  there  be  need  of  introducing  any  art,  or  plant, 
3r  metal,  or  chains  of  any  kind,  or  animals  for 
jse  in  war,  let  the  commanders  of  the  horse 
md  the  generals  have  authority  over  their  im 
portation  and  exportation;  the  city  shall  send 
Jaem  out  and  also  receive  them,  and  the  guard- 
ans  of  the  law  shall  make  fit  and  proper  laws 
ibout  them.  But  let  there  be  no  retail  trade 2 
or  the  sake  of  money-making,  either  in  these 
>r  any  other  articles,  in  the  city  or  country 
it  all. 
- 1  Cf .  Republic,  iii.  397. 

3  Cf.  Aristotle,  Politics,  vil  9, 1329  *  18-24. 


With  respect  to  food  and  the  distribution  of 
the  produce  of  the  country,  the  right  and  prop 
er  way  seems  to  be  nearly  that  which  is  the  cus 
tom  of  Crete; 3  for  all  should  be  required  to  dis 
tribute  the  fruits  of  the  soil  into  twelve  parts, 
and  in  this  way  consume  them.  Let  the  twelfth 
portion  of  each  (as  for  instance  of  wheat  and 
barley,  to  which  the  rest  of  the  fruits  of  the 
earth  shall  be  added,  [848]  as  well  as  the  ani 
mals  which  are  for  sale  in  each  of  the  twelve  di 
visions)  be  divided  in  due  proportion  into 
three  parts;  one  part  for  freemen,  another  for 
their  servants,  and  a  third  for  craftsmen  and  in 
general  for  strangers,  whether  sojourners  who 
may  be  dwelling  in  the  city,  and  like  other  men 
must  live,  or  those  who  come  on  some  business 
which  they  have  with  the  state,  or  with  some 
individual.  Let  only  this  third  part  of  all  neces 
saries  be  required  to  be  sold;  out  of  the  other 
two-thirds  no  one  shall  be  compelled  to  sell. 
And  how  will  they  be  best  distributed?  In  the 
first  place,  we  see  clearly  that  the  distribution 
will  be  of  equals  in  one  point  of  view,  and  in  an 
other  point  of  view  of  unequals. 

Cle.  What  do  you  mean? 

Ath.l  mean  that  the  earth  of  necessity  pro 
duces  and  nourishes  the  various  articles  of  food, 
sometimes  better  and  sometimes  worse. 

Cle.  Of  course. 

Ath.  Such  being  the  case,  let  no  one  of  the 
three  portions  be  greater  than  either  of  the  oth 
er  two; — neither  that  which  is  assigned  to  mas 
ters  or  to  slaves,  nor  again  that  of  the  stranger; 
but  let  the  distribution  to  all  be  equal  and  alike, 
and  let  every  citizen  take  his  two  portions  and 
distribute  them  among  slaves  and  freemen,  he 
having  power  to  determine  the  quantity  and 
quality.  And  what  remains  he  shall  distribute 
by  measure  and  number  among  the  animals 
who  have  to  be  sustained  from  the  earth,  taking 
the  whole  number  of  them. 

In  the  second  place,  our  citizens  should  have 
separate  houses  duly  ordered;  and  this  will  be 
the  order  proper  for  men  like  them.  There 
shall  be  twelve  hamlets,  one  in  the  middle  of 
each  twelfth  portion,  and  in  each  hamlet  they 
shall  first  set  apart  a  market-place,  and  the  tem 
ples  of  the  Gods,  and  of  their  attendant  demi 
gods;  and  if  there  be  any  local  deities  of  the 
Magnetes,  or  holy  seats  of  other  ancient  deities, 
whose  memory  has  been  preserved,  to  these  let 
them  pay  their  ancient  honours.*  But  Hestia, 
and  Zeus,  and  Athene  will  have  temples  every 
where  together  with  the  God  who  presides  in 

*C£  ibid.,  ii.  10, 1272  *  11-21. 
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each  of  the  twelve  districts.1  And  the  first  erec 
tion  of  houses  shall  be  around  these  temples, 
where  the  ground  is  highest,  in  order  to  pro 
vide  the  safest  and  most  defensible  place  of  re 
treat  for  the  guards.  All  the  rest  of  the  country 
they  shall  settle  in  the  following  manner: — 
They  shall  make  thirteen  divisions  of  the  crafts 
men;  one  of  them  they  shall  establish  in  the 
city,  and  this,  again,  they  shall  subdivide  into 
twelve  lesser  divisions,  among  the  twelve  dis 
tricts  of  the  city,  and  the  remainder  shall  be  dis 
tributed  in  the  country  round  about;  and  in 
each  village  they  shall  settle  various  classes  of 
craftsmen,  with  a  view  to  the  convenience  of 
the  husbandmen.  And  the  chief  officers  of  the 
wardens  of  the  country  shall  superintend  all 
these  matters,  and  see  how  many  of  them,  and 
which  class  of  them,  each  place  requires;  [849] 
and  fix  them  where  they  are  likely  to  be  least 
troublesome,  and  most  useful  to  the  husband 
man.  And  the  wardens  of  the  city  shall  see  to 
similar  matters  in  the  city. 

Now  the  wardens  of  the  agora  ought  to  see 
to  the  details  of  the  agora.  Their  first  care,  aft 
er  the  temples  which  are  in  the  agora  have  been 
seen  to,  should  be  to  prevent  any  one  from  do 
ing  any  wrong  in  dealings  between  man  and 
man;  in  the  second  place,  as  being  inspectors  of 
temperance  and  violence,  they  should  chastise 
him  who  requires  chastisement.  Touching  ar 
ticles  of  sale,  they  should  first  see  whether  the 
articles  which  the  citizens  are  under  regulations 
to  sell  to  strangers  are  sold  to  them,  as  the  law 
ordains.  And  let  the  law  be  as  follows: — On  the 
first  day  of  the  month,  the  persons  in  charge, 
whoever  they  are,  whether  strangers  or  slaves, 
who  have  the  charge  on  behalf  of  the  citizens, 
shall  produce  to  the  strangers  the  portion  which 
falls  to  them,  in  the  first  place,  a  twelfth  portion 
of  the  corn; — the  stranger  shall  purchase  corn 
for  the  whole  month,  and  other  cereals,  on  the 
first  market  day;  and  on  the  tenth  day  of  the 
month  the  one  party  shall  sell,  and  the  other 
buy,  liquids  sufficient  to  last  during  the  whole 
month;  and  on  the  twenty-third  day  there  shall 
be  a  sale  of  animals  by  those  who  are  willing  to 
sell  to  the  people  who  want  to  buy,  and  of  im 
plements  and  other  things  which  husbandmen 
sell  (such  as  skins  and  all  kinds  of  clothing, 
either  woven  or  made  of  felt  and  other  goods  of 
the  same  sort),  and  which  strangers  are  com 
pelled  to  buy  and  purchase  of  others.  As  to  the 
retail  trade  in  these  things,  whether  of  barley 
or  wheat  set  apart  for  meal  and  flour,  or  any 
other  kind  of  food,  no  one  shall  sell  them  to 


citizens  or  their  slaves,  nor  shall  any  one  buy  of 
a  citizen;  but  let  the  stranger  sell  them  in  the 
market  of  strangers,  to  artisans  and  their  slaves, 
making  an  exchange  of  wine  and  food,  which  is 
commonly  called  retail  trade.  And  butchers 
shall  offer  for  sale  parts  of  dismembered  ani 
mals  to  the  strangers,  and  artisans,  and  their 
servants.  Let  any  stranger  who  likes  buy  fuel 
from  day  to  day  wholesale,  from  those  who  have 
the  care  of  it  in  the  country,  and  let  him  sell  to 
the  strangers  as  much  as  he  pleases  and  when  he 
pleases.  As  to  other  goods  and  implements 
which  are  likely  to  be  wanted,  they  shall  sell 
them  in  the  common  market,  at  any  place  which 
the  guardians  of  the  law  and  the  wardens  of 
the  market  and  city,  choosing  according  to 
their  judgment,  shall  determine;  at  such  places 
they  shall  exchange  money  for  goods,  and  goods 
for  money,  neither  party  giving  credit  to  the 
other; s  and  he  who  gives  credit  must  be  satis 
fied,  whether  he  obtain  his  money  or  not,  [850] 
for  in  such  exchanges  he  will  not  be  protected 
by  law.  But  whenever  property  has  been  bought 
or  sold,  greater  in  quantity  or  value  than  is  al 
lowed  by  the  law,  which  has  determined  with 
in  what  limits  a  man  may  increase  and  dimin 
ish  his  possessions,  let  the  excess  be  registered  in 
the  books  of  the  guardians  of  the  law;  or  in  case 
of  diminution,  let  there  be  an  erasure  made. 
And  let  the  same  rule  be  observed  about  the 
registration  of  the  property  of  the  metics.  Any 
one  who  likes  may  come  and  be  a  metic  on  cer 
tain  conditions;  a  foreigner,  if  he  likes,  and  is 
able  to  settle,  may  dwell  in  the  land,  but  he  must 
practise  an  art,  and  not  abide  more  than  twenty 
years  from  the  time  at  which  he  has  registered 
himself;  and  he  shall  pay  no  sojourner's  tax, 
however  small,  except  good  conduct,  nor  any 
other  tax  for  buying  and  selling.  But  when  the 
twenty  years  have  expired,  he  shall  take  his 
property  with  him  and  depart.  And  if  in  the 
course  of  these  years  he  should  chance  to  dis 
tinguish  himself  by  any  considerable  benefit 
which  he  confers  on  the  state,  and  he  thinks  that 
he  can  persuade  the  council  and  assembly,  ei 
ther  to  grant  him  delay  in  leaving  the  country, 
or  to  allow  him  to  remain  for  the  whole  of  his 
life,  let  him  go  and  persuade  the  city,  and  what 
ever  they  assent  to  at  his  instance  shall  take  ef 
fect.  For  the  children  of  the  metics,  being  arti 
sans,  and  of  fifteen  years  of  age,  let  the  time  of 
their  sojourn  commence  after  their  fifteenth 
year;  and  let  them  remain  for  twenty  years,  and 
then  go  where  they  like;  but  any  of  them  who 
wishes  to  remain,  may  do  so?  if  he  can  persuade 
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the  council  and  assembly.  And  if  he  depart,  let 
him  erase  all  the  entries  which  have  been  made 
by  him  in  the  register  kept  by  the  magistrates. 

BOOK  IX 

[853]  NEXT  to  all  the  matters  which  have  pre 
ceded  in  the  natural  order  of  legislation  will 
come  suits  of  law.  Of  suits  those  which  relate  to 
agriculture  have  been  already  described,  but  the 
more  important  have  not  been  described.  Hav 
ing  mentioned  them  severally  under  their  usu 
al  names,  we  will  proceed  to  say  what  punish 
ments  are  to  be  inflicted  for  each  offence,  and 
who  are  to  be  the  judges  of  them. 

Cleinias.  Very  good. 

Athenian  Stranger.  There  is  a  sense  of  dis 
grace  in  legislating,  as  we  are  about  to  do,  for 
all  the  details  of  crime  in  a  state  which,  as  we 
say,  is  to  be  well  regulated  and  will  be  perfectly 
adapted  to  the  practice  of  virtue.  To  assume 
that  in  such  a  state  there  will  arise  some  one  who 
will  be  guilty  of  crimes  as  heinous  as  any  which 
are  ever  perpetrated  in  other  states,  and  that  we 
must  legislate  for  him  by  anticipation,  and 
threaten  and  make  laws  against  him  if  he 
should  arise,  in  order  to  deter  him,  and  punish 
his  acts,  under  the  idea  that  he  will  arise — this, 
as  I  was  saying,  is  in  a  manner  disgraceful.  Yet 
seeing  that  we  are  not  like  the  ancient  legisla 
tors,  who  gave  laws  to  heroes  and  sons  of  gods, 
being,  according  to  the  popular  belief,  them 
selves  the  offspring  of  the  gods,  and  legislating 
for  others,  who  were  also  the  children  of  divine 
parents,  but  that  we  are  only  men  who  are  legis 
lating  for  the  sons  of  men,  there  is  no  uncharit- 
ableness  in  apprehending  that  some  one  of  our 
citizens  may  be  like  a  seed  which  has  touched 
the  ox's  horn,  having  a  heart  so  hard  that  it  can 
not  be  softened  any  more  than  those  seeds  can 
be  softened  by  fire.  Among  our  citizens  there 
may  be  those  who  cannot  be  subdued  by  all  the 
strength  of  the  laws;  and  for  their  sake,  though 
an  ungracious  task,  I  will  proclaim  my  first 
law  about  the  robbing  of  temples,  in  case  any 
one  should  dare  to  commit  such  a  crime.  I  do 
not  expect  or  imagine  that  any  well-brought-up 
citizen  will  ever  take  the  infection,  but  their 
servants,  and  strangers,  and  strangers'  servants 
may  be  guilty  of  many  impieties.  [854]  And 
with  a  view  to  them  especially,  and  yet  not  with 
out  a  provident  eye  to  the  weakness  of  human 
nature  generally,  I  will  proclaim  the  law  about 
robbers  of  temples  and  similar  incurable,  or 
almost  incurable,  criminals.  Having  already 
agreed  that  such  enactments  ought  always  to 


have  a  short  prelude,  we  may  speak  to  the  crim 
inal,  whom  some  tormenting  desire  by  night  and 
by  day  tempts  to  go  and  rob  a  temple,  the  few 
est  possible  words  of  admonition  and  exhorta 
tion: — O  sir,  we  will  say  to  him,  the  impulse 
which  moves  you  to  rob  temples  is  not  an  ordi 
nary  human  malady,  nor  yet  a  visitation  of 
heaven,  but  a  madness  which  is  begotten  in  a 
man  from  ancient  and  unexpiated  crimes  of  his 
race,  an  ever-recurring  curse; — against  this  you 
must  guard  with  all  your  might,  and  how  you 
are  to  guard  we  will  explain  to  you.  When  any 
such  thought  comes  into  your  mind,  go  and 
perform  expiations,  go  as  asuppliantto  the  tem 
ples  of  the  Gods  who  avert  evils,  go  to  the  so 
ciety  of  those  who  are  called  good  men  among 
you;  hear  them  tell  and  yourself  try  to  repeat 
after  them,  that  every  man  should  honour  the 
noble  and  the  just.  Fly  from  the  company  of  the 
wicked — fly  and  turn  not  back;  and  if  your  dis 
order  is  lightened  by  these  remedies,  well  and 
good,  but  if  not,  then  acknowledge  death  to  be 
nobler  than  life,  and  depart  hence. 

Such  are  the  preludes  which  we  sing  to  all 
who  have  thoughts  of  unholy  and  treasonable 
actions,  and  to  him  who  hearkens  to  them  the 
law  has  nothing  to  say.  But  to  him  who  is  diso 
bedient  when  the  prelude  is  over,  cry  with  a 
loud  voice — He  who  is  taken  in  the  act  of  rob 
bing  temples,  if  he  be  a  slave  or  stranger,  shall 
have  his  evil  deed  engraven  on  his  face  and 
hands,  and  shall  be  beaten  with  as  many  stripes 
as  may  seem  good  to  the  judges,  and  be  cast 
naked  beyond  the  borders  of  the  land.  And  if 
he  suffers  this  punishment  he  will  probably  re 
turn  to  his  right  mind  and  be  improved;  for  no 
penalty  which  the  law  inflicts  is  designed  for 
evil,  but  always  makes  him  who  suffers  either 
better  or  not  so  much  worse  as  he  would  have 
been.1  But  if  any  citizen  be  found  guilty  of  any 
great  or  unmentionable  wrong,  either  in  rela 
tion  to  the  gods,  or  his  parents,  or  the  state,  let 
the  judge  deem  him  to  be  incurable,  remember 
ing  that  after  receiving  such  an  excellent  educa 
tion  and  training  from  youth  upward,  he  has 
not  abstained  from  the  greatest  of  crimes.2  His 
punishment  shall  be  death,  [855]  which  to  him 
will  be  the  least  of  evils;  and  his  example  will 
benefit  others,  if  he  perish  ingloriously,  and  be 
cast  beyond  the  borders  of  the  land.  But  let  his 
children  and  family,  if  they  avoid  the  ways  of 
their  father,  have  glory,  and  let  honourable 
mention  be  made  of  them,  as  having  nobly  and 
manfully  escaped  out  of  evil  into  good.  None 

1  Cf.  Protagoras,  323,  fE;  Gorgias,  525. 

2  Cf .  Statesman,  308. 
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of  them  should  have  their  goods  confiscated  to 
the  state,  for  the  lots  of  the  citizens  ought  al 
ways  to  continue  the  same  and  equal. 

Touching  the  exaction  of  penalties,  when  a 
man  appears  to  have  done  anything  which  de 
serves  a  fine,  he  shall  pay  the  fine,  if  he  have 
anything  in  excess  of  the  lot  which  Is  assigned 
to  him;  but  more  than  that  he  shall  not  pay. 
And  to  secure  exactness,  let  the  guardians  of  the 
law  refer  to  the  registers,  and  inform  the  judges 
of  the  precise  truth,  in  order  that  none  of  die 
lots  may  go  uncultivated  for  want  of  money. 
Bat  if  any  one  seems  to  deserve  a  greater  penal 
ty,  let  him  undergo  a  long  and  public  imprison 
ment  and  be  dishonoured,  unless  some  of  his 
friends  are  willing  to  be  surety  for  him,  and 
liberate  him  by  assisting  him  to  pay  the  fine. 
No  criminal  shall  go  unpunished,  not  even  for 
a  single  offence,  nor  if  he  have  fled  the  country; 
but  let  the  penalty  be  according  to  his  deserts 
— death,  or  bonds, or  blows,  or  degrading  places 
of  sitting  or  standing,  or  removal  to  some  tem 
ple  on  the  borders  of  the  land;  or  let  him  pay 
fines,  as  we  said  before.  In  cases  of  death,  let  the 
judges  be  the  guardians  of  the  law,  and  a  court 
selected  by  merit  from  the  last  year's  magis 
trates.  But  how  the  causes  are  to  be  brought  in 
to  court,  how  the  summonses  are  to  be  served, 
and  the  like,  these  things  may  be  left  to  the 
younger  generation  of  legislators  to  determine; 
the  manner  of  voting  we  must  determine  our 
selves. 

Let  the  vote  be  given  openly;  but  before  they 
come  to  the  vote  let  the  judges  sit  in  order  of 
seniority  over  against  plaintiff  and  defendant, 
and  let  all  the  citizens  who  can  spare  time  hear 
and  take  a  serious  interest  in  listening  to  such 
causes.  First  of  all  the  plaintiff  shall  make  one 
speech,  and  then  the  defendant  shall  make  an 
other;  and  after  the  speeches  have  been  made 
the  eldest  judge  shall  begin  to  examine  the  par 
ties,  and  proceed  to  make  an  adequate  enquiry 
into  what  has  been  said;  and  after  the  oldest  has 
spoken,  the  rest  shall  proceed  in  order  to  exam 
ine  either  party  as  to  what  he  finds  defective  in 
the  evidence,  whether  of  statement  or  omission; 
and  he  who  has  nothing  to  ask  shall  hand  over 
the  examination  to  another.  And  on  so  much  of 
what  has  been  said  as  is  to  the  purpose  all  the 
judges  shall  set  their  seals,  and  place  the  writ 
ings  on  the  altar  of  Hestia.  [856]  On  the  next 
day^they  .shall  meet  again,  and  in  like  manner 
put  their  questions  and  go  through  the  cause, 
and  &gain  set  their  seals  upon  the  evidence; 
and  when  they  have  three  times  done  this,  and 
have  had  witnesses  and  evidence  enough,  they 


shall  each  of  them  give  a  holy  vote,  after  prom 
ising  by  Hestia  that  they  will  decide  justly  and 
truly  to  the  utmost  of  their  power;  and  so  they 
shall  put  an  end  to  the  suit. 

Next,  after  what  relates  to  the  Gods,  follows 
what  relates  to  the  dissolution  of  the  state: — 
Whoever  by  promoting  a  man  to  power  en 
slaves  the  laws,  and  subjects  the  city  to  factions, 
using  violence  and  stirring  up  sedition  contrary 
to  law,  him  we  will  deem  the  greatest  enemy  of 
the  whole  state.  But  he  who  takes  no  part  in 
such  proceedings,  and,  being  one  of  the  chief 
magistrates  of  the  state,  has  no  knowledge  of 
the  treason,  or,  having  knowledge  of  it,  by  rea 
son  of  cowardice  does  not  interfere  on  behalf  of 
his  country,  such  an  one  we  must  consider  near 
ly  as  bad.  Every  man  who  is  worth  anything 
will  inform  the  magistrates,  and  bring  the  con 
spirator  to  trial  for  making  a  violent  and  il 
legal  attempt  to  change  the  government.  The 
judges  of  such  cases  shall  be  die  same  as  of  the 
robbers  of  temples;  and  let  the  whole  proceed 
ing  be  carried  on  in  the  same  way,  and  the  vote 
of  the  majority  condemn  to  death.  But  let  there 
be  a  general  rule,  that  the  disgrace  and  punish 
ment  of  the  father  is  not  to  be  visited  on  the 
children,  except  in  the  case  of  some  one  whose 
father,  grandfather,  and  great-grandfather  have 
successively  undergone  the  penalty  of  death. 
Such  persons  the  city  shall  send  away  with  all 
their  possessions  to  the  city  and  country  of 
their  ancestors,  retaining  only  and  wholly  their 
appointed  lot.  And  out  of  the  citizens  who  have 
more  than  one  son  of  not  less  than  ten  years  of 
age,  they  shall  select  ten  whom  their  father  or 
grandfather  by  the  mother's  or  father's  side 
shall  appoint,  and  let  them  send  to  Delphi  the 
names  of  those  who  are  selected,  and  him  whom 
the  God  chooses  they  shall  establish  as  heir  of 
the  house  which  has  failed;  and  may  he  have 
better  fortune  than  his  predecessors! 
Cle.  Very  good. 

Ath.  Once  more  let  there  be  a  third  general 
law  respecting  the  judges  who  are  to  give  judg 
ment,  and  the  manner  of  conducting  suits 
against  those  who  are  tried  on  an  accusation  of 
treason;  [B$j]  and  as  concerning  the  remain 
ing  or  departure  of  their  descendants — there 
shall  be  one  law  for  all  three,  for  the  traitor,  and 
the  robber  of  temples,  and  the  subverter  by  vi 
olence  of  the  laws  of  the  state.  For  a  thief, 
whether  he  steal  much  or  Htde,  let  there  be  one 
law,  and  one  punishment  for  all  alike;  in  the 
first  place,  let  him  pay  double  the  amount  of 
the  theft  if  he  be  convicted,  and  if  he  have  so 
much  over  and  above  the  allotment; — if  he  have 
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not,  lie  shall  be  bound  until  lie  pay  the  penalty, 
or  persuade  him  who  has  obtained  the  sentence 
against  him  to  forgive  him.  But  if  a  person  be 
convicted  of  a  theft  against  the  state,  then  if  he 
can  persuade  the  city,  or  if  he  will  pay  back 
twice  the  amount  of  the  theft,  he  shall  beset  free 
from  his  bonds.1 

Cle.  What  makes  you  say,  Stranger,  that  a 
theft  is  all  one,  whether  the  thief  may  have  tak 
en  much  or  little,  and  either  from  sacred  or  sec 
ular  places — and  these  are  not  the  only  differ 
ences  in  thefts: — seeing,  then,  that  they  are  of 
many  kinds,  ought  not  the  legislator  to  adapt 
himself  to  them,  and  impose  upon  them  entire 
ly  different  penalties? 

Ath.  Excellent.  I  was  running  on  too  fast, 
Cleinias,  and  you  impinged  upon  me,  and 
brought  me  to  my  senses,  reminding  me  of 
what,  indeed,  had  occurred  to  my  mind  already, 
that  legislation  was  never  yet  rightly  worked 
out,  as  I  may  say  in  passing. — Do  you  remember 
the  image  in  which  I  likened  the  men  for 
whom  laws  are  now  made  to  slaves  who  are 
doctored  by  slaves?  3  For  of  this  you  may  be 
very  sure,  that  if  one  of  those  empirical  physi 
cians,  who  practise  medicine  without  science, 
were  to  come  upon  the  gentleman  physician 
talking  to  his  gentleman  patient,  and  using  the 
language  almost  of  philosophy,  beginning  at 
the  beginning  of  the  disease  and  discoursing 
about  the  whole  nature  of  the  body,  he  would 
burst  into  a  hearty  laugh — he  would  say  what 
most  of  those  who  are  called  doctors  always 
have  at  their  tongue's  end: — Foolish  fellow,  he 
would  say,  you  are  not  healing  the  sick  man, 
but  you  are  educating  him;  and  he  does  not 
want  to  be  made  a  doctor,  but  to  get  well. 

Cle.  And  would  he  not  be  right? 

Ath.  Perhaps  he  would;  and  he  might  remark 
upon  us,  that  he  who  discourses  about  laws,  as 
we  are  now  doing,  is  giving  the  citizens  educa 
tion  and  not  laws;  that  would  be  rather  a  tell 
ing  observation. 

Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  But  we  are  fortunate. 

[858]  Cle.  In  what  way? 

Ath.  Inasmuch  as  we  are  not  compelled  to 
give  laws,  but  we  may  take  into  consideration 
every  form  of  government,  and  ascertain  what 
is  best  and  what  is  most  needful,  and  how  they 
may  both  be  carried  into  execution;  and  we  may 
also,  if  we  please,  at  this  very  moment  choose 
what  is  best,  or,  if  we  prefer,  what  is  most  nec 
essary — which  shall  we  do? 

1  Cf.  xi.  933;  xii.  941. 

2Cf.  iv.  720. 


Cle.  There  is  something  ridiculous,  Stranger, 
in  our  proposing  such  an  alternative,  as  if  we 
were  legislators,  simply  bound  under  some 
great  necessity  which  cannot  be  deferred  to  the 
morrow.  But  we,  as  I  may  by  the  grace  of  Heav 
en  affirm,  like  gatherers  of  stones  or  beginners 
of  some  composite  work,  may  gather  a  heap  of 
materials,  and  out  of  this,  at  our  leisure,  select 
what  is  suitable  for  our  projected  construction. 
Let  us  then  suppose  ourselves  to  be  at  leisure, 
not  of  necessity  building,  but  rather  like  men 
who  are  partly  providing  materials,  and  part 
ly  putting  them  together.  And  we  may  truly 
say  that  some  of  our  laws,  like  stones,  are  al 
ready  fixed  in  their  places,  and  others  lie  at 
hand. 

Ath.  Certainly,  in  that  case,  Cleinias,  our 
view  of  law  will  be  more  in  accordance  with 
nature.  For  there  is  another  matter  affecting 
legislators,  which  I  must  earnestly  entreat  you 
to  consider. 

Of.  What  is  it? 

Ath.  There  are  many  writings  to  be  found  in 
cities,  and  among  them  there  are  discourses 
composed  by  legislators  as  well  as  by  other  per 
sons. 

Cle.  To  be  sure. 

Ath.  Shall  we  give  heed  rather  to  the  writings 
of  those  others — poets  and  the  like,  who  either 
in  metre  or  out  of  metre  have  recorded  their 
advice  about  the  conduct  of  life,  and  not  to  the 
writings  of  legislators?  or  shall  we  give  heed  to 
them  above  all? 

Cle .  Yes;  to  them  far  above  all  others. 

Ath.  And  ought  the  legislator  alone  among 
writers  to  withhold  his  opinion  about  the  beau 
tiful,  the  good,  and  the  just,  and  not  to  teach 
what  they  are,  and  how  they  are  to  be  pursued 
by  those  who  intend  to  be  happy? 

Cle.  Certainly  not. 

Ath.  And  is  it  disgraceful  for  Homer  and 
Tyrtaeus  and  other  poets  to  lay  down  evil  pre 
cepts  in  their  writings  respecting  life  and  the 
pursuits  of  men,  but  not  so  disgraceful  for  Ly- 
curgus  and  Solon  and  others  who  were  legis 
lators  as  well  as  writers?  Is  it  not  true  that  of 
all  the  writings  to  be  found  in  cities,  those  which 
relate  to  laws,  when  you  unfold  and  read  them, 
ought  to  be  by  far  the  noblest  and  the  best? 
[859]  and  should  not  other  writings  either 
agree  with  them,  or  if  they  disagree,  be  deemed 
ridiculous?  We  should  consider  whether  the 
laws  of  states  ought  not  to  have  the  character 
of  loving  and  wise  parents,  rather  than  of  ty 
rants  and  masters,  who  command  and  threaten, 
and,  after  writing  their  decrees  on1  walls,  go 
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their  ways;  and  whether.  In  discoursing  of 
laws,  we  should  not  take  the  gentler  view  of 
them  which  may  or  may  not  be  attainable — at 
any  rate,  we  will  show  our  readiness  to  enter 
tain  such  a  view,  and  be  prepared  to  undergo 
whatever  may  be  the  result.  And  may  the  result 
be  good,  and  if  God  be  gracious,  it  will  be  good ! 
Clc.  Excellent;  let  us  do  as  you  say. 
Ath.  Then  we  will  now  consider  accurately, 
as  we  proposed,  what  relates  to  robbers  of  tem 
ples,  and  all  kinds  of  thefts,  and  offences  in 
general;  and  we  must  not  be  annoyed  if,  in  the 
course  of  legislation,  we  have  enacted  some 
things,  and  have  not  made  up  our  minds  about 
some  others;  for  as  yet  we  are  not  legislators, 
but  we  may  soon  be.  Let  us,  if  you  please,  con 
sider  these  matters. 
Clc .  By  all  means. 

Ath.  Concerning  all  things  honourable  and 
just,  let  us  then  endeavour  to  ascertain  how  far 
we  are  consistent  with  ourselves,  and  how  far 
we  are  inconsistent,  and  how  far  the  many,  from 
whom  at  any  rate  we  should  profess  a  desire 
to  differ,  agree  and  disagree  among  themselves. 
Cle.  What  are  the  inconsistencies  which  you 
observe  in  us? 

Ath.  I  will  endeavour  to  explain.  If  I  am  not 
mistaken,  we  are  all  agreed  that  justice,  and  just 
men  and  things  and  actions,  are  all  fair,  and,  if 
a  person  were  to  maintain  that  just  men,  even 
when  they  are  deformed  in  body,  are  still  per 
fectly  beautiful  in  respect  of  the  excellent  jus 
tice  of  their  minds,  no  one  would  say  that  there 
was  any  inconsistency  in  this. 
Cle.  They  would  be  quite  right. 
Ath.  Perhaps;  but  let  us  consider  further, 
that  if  all  things  which  are  just  are  fair  and 
honourable,  in  the  term  "all"  we  must  include 
just  sufferings  which  are  the  correlatives  of 
just  actions. 

Cle.  And  what  is  the  inference? 
Ath.  The  inference  is,  that  a  just  action  in 
partaking  of  the  just  partakes  also  in  the  same 
degree  of  the  fair  and  honourable, 
Cle .  Certainly. 

Ath.  And  must  not  a  suffering  which  par 
takes  of  the  just  principle  be  admitted  to  be  in 
the  same  degree  fair  and  honourable,  [860]  if 
the  argument  is  consistently  carried  out? 
Cle.  True. 

Ath.  But  then  if  we  admit  suffering  to  be  just 
and  yet  dishonourable,  and  the  term  "dishon 
ourable"  is  applied  to  justice,  will  not  the  just 
and  the  honourable  disagree? 
Clc.  What  do  you  mean? 
Ath.  A  thing  not  difficult  to  understand;  the 


laws  which  have  been  already  enacted  would 
seem  to  announce  principles  directly  opposed 
to  what  we  are  saying. 
Clc.  To  what? 

Ath.  We  had  enacted,  if  I  am  not  mistaken, 
that  the  robber  of  temples,  and  he  who  was  the 
enemy  of  law  and  order,  might  justly  be  put  to 
death,  and  we  were  proceeding  to  make  divers 
other  enactments  of  a  similar  nature.  But  we 
stopped  short,  because  we  saw  that  these  suffer 
ings  are  infinite  in  number  and  degree,  and 
that  they  are,  at  once,  the  most  just  and  also  the 
most  dishonourable  of  all  sufferings.  And  if 
this  be  true,  are  not  the  just  and  the  honour 
able  at  one  time  all  the  same,  and  at  another 
time  in  the  most  diametrical  opposition  ? 
Cle.  Such  appears  to  be  the  case. 
Ath.  In  this  discordant  and  inconsistent  fash 
ion  does  the  language  of  the  many  rend  asunder 
the  honourable  and  just. 
Cle.  Very  true,  Stranger. 
Ath.  Then  now,  Cleinias,  let  us  see  how  far 
we  ourselves  are  consistent  about  these  matters. 
Cle.  Consistent  in  what? 
Ath.  I  think  that  I  have  clearly  stated  in  the 
former  part  of  the  discussion,  but  if  I  did  not, 

let  me  now  state 

Cle.  What? 

Ath.  That  all  bad  men  are  always  involun 
tarily  bad;  and  from  this  I  must  proceed  to 
draw  a  further  inference. 
Cle.  What  is  it? 

Ath.  That  the  unjust  man  may  be  bad,  but 
that  he  is  bad  against  his  will.  Now  that  an 
action  which  is  voluntary  should  be  done  invol 
untarily  is  a  contradiction;  wherefore  he  who 
maintains  that  injustice  is  involuntary  will 
deem  that  the  unjust  does  injustice  involun 
tarily.  I  too  admit  that  all  men  do  injustice 
involuntarily,  and  if  any  contentious  or  dispu 
tatious  person  says  that  men  are  unjust  against 
their  will,  and  yet  that  many  do  injustice  will 
ingly,  I  do  not  agree  with  him.  But,  then,  how 
can  I  avoid  being  inconsistent  with  myself,  if 
you,  Cleinias,  and  you,  Megillus,  say  to  me — 
Well,  Stranger,  if  all  this  be  as  you  say,  how 
about  legislating  for  the  city  of  the  Magnetes— 
shall  we  legislate  or  not — what  do  you  advise? 
Certainly  we  will,  I  should  reply.  Then  will 
you  determine  for  them  what  are  voluntary 
and  what  are  involuntary  crimes,  and  shall  we 
make  the  punishments  greater  of  voluntary 
errors  and  crimes  and  less  for  the  involuntary? 
or  shall  we  make  the  punishment  of  all  to  be 
alike,  [861]  under  the  idea  that  there  is  no 
such  thing  as  voluntary  crime? 
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Cle.  Very  good,  Stranger;  and  what  shall  we 
say  in  answer  to  these  objections? 
Aih.  That  is  a  very  fair  question.  In  the 

first  place,  let  us 

Cle.  Do  what? 

Ath.  Let  us  remember  what  has  been  weU 
said  by  us  already,  that  our  ideas  of  justice  are 
in  the  highest  degree  confused  and  contradic 
tory.  Bearing  this  in  mind,  let  us  proceed  to  ask 
ourselves  once  more  whether  we  have  discov 
ered  a  way  out  of  the  difficulty.  Have  we  ever 
determined  in  what  respect  these  two  classes  of 
actions  differ  from  one  another?  For  in  all 
states  and  by  all  legislators  whatsoever,  two 
kinds  of  actions  have  been  distinguished — the 
one,  voluntary,  the  other,  involuntary;  and 
they  have  legislated  about  them  accordingly. 
But  shall  this  new  word  of  ours,  like  an  oracle 
of  God,  be  only  spoken,  and  get  away  without 
giving  any  explanation  or  verification  of  itself? 
How  can  a  word  not  understood  be  the  basis 
of  legislation?  Impossible.  Before  proceeding 
to  legislate,  then,  we  must  prove  that  they  are 
two,  and  what  is  the  difference  between  them, 
that  when  we  impose  the  penalty  upon  either, 
every  one  may  understand  our  proposal,  and 
be  able  in  someway  to  judgewhetner  the  penal 
ty  is  fitly  or  unfitly  inflicted. 

Cle.  I  agree  with  you,  Stranger;  for  one  o£ 
two  things  is  certain:  either  we  must  not  say 
that  all  unjust  acts  are  involuntary,  or  we 
must  show  the  meaning  and  truth  of  this  state 
ment. 

Ath.  Of  these  two  alternatives,  the  one  is 
quite  intolerable — not  to  speak  what  I  believe 
to  be  the  truth  would  be  to  me  unlawful  and 
unholy.  But  if  acts  of  injustice  cannot  be  di 
vided  into  voluntary  and  involuntary,  I  must 
endeavour  to  find  some  other  distinction  be 
tween  them. 

Cle.  Very  true,  Stranger;  there  cannot  be  two 
opinions  among  us  upon  that  point. 

Ath.  Reflect,  then;  there  are  hurts  of  various 
kinds  done  by  the  citizens  to  one  another  in  the 
intercourse  of  life,  affording  plentiful  exam 
ples  both  of  the  voluntary  and  involuntary. 
Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  I  would  not  have  any  one  suppose  that 
all  these  hurts  are  injuries,  and  that  these  in 
juries  are  of  two  kinds — one,  voluntary,  and 
the  other,  in  voluntary;  for  the  involuntary  hurts 
of  all  men  are  quite  as  many  and  as  great  as 
the  voluntary.1  [862]  And  please  to  consider 
whether  I  am  right  or  quite  wrong  in  what  I 
am  going  to  say;  for  I  deny,  Cleinias  and  Me- 
1  Cf.  Aristotle,  Ethics,  in.  1-5;  v.  8. 


gillus,  that  he  who  harms  another  involuntari 
ly  does  him  an  injury  involuntarily,  nor  should 
I  legislate  about  such  an  act  under  the  idea  that 
I  am  legislating  for  an  involuntary  injury.  But 
I  should  rather  say  that  such  a  hurt,  whether 
great  or  small,  is  not  an  injury  at  all;  and,  on 
the  other  hand,  if  I  am  right,  when  a  benefit  is 
wrongly  conferred,  the  author  of  the  benefit 
may  often  be  said  to  injure.  For  I  maintain,  O 
my  friends,  that  the  mere  giving  or  taking 
away  of  anything  is  not  to  be  described  either 
as  just  or  unjust;  but  the  legislator  has  to  con 
sider  whether  mankind  do  good  or  harm  to  one 
another  out  of  a  just  principle  and  intention. 
On  the  distinction  between  injustice  and  hurt 
he  must  fix  his  eye;  and  when  there  is  hurt,  he 
must,  as  far  as  he  can,  make  the  hurt  good  by 
law,  and  save  that  which  is  ruined,  and  raise 
up  that  which  is  fallen,  and  make  that  which  is 
dead  or  wounded  whole.  And  when  compensa 
tion  has  been  given  for  injustice,  the  law  must 
always  seek  to  win  over  the  doers  and  sufferers 
of  the  several  hurts  from  feelings  of  enmity  to 
those  of  friendship. 
Cle.  Very  good. 

Ath.  Then  as  to  unjust  hurts  (and  gains  also, 
supposing  the  injustice  to  bring  gain),  of  these 
we  may  heal  as  many  as  are  capable  of  being 
healed,  regarding  them  as  diseases  of  the  soul; 
and  the  cure  of  injustice  will  take  the  follow 
ing  direction. 

Cle.  What  direction? 

Ath.  When  any  one  commits  any  injustice, 
small  or  great,  the  law  will  admonish  and  com 
pel  him  either  never  at  all  to  do  the  like  again, 
or  never  voluntarily,  or  at  any  rate  in  a  far  less 
degree;  and  he  must  in  addition  pay  for  the 
hurt.  Whether  the  end  is  to  be  attained  byword 
or  action,  with  pleasure  or  pain,  by  giving  or 
taking  away  privileges,  by  means  of  fines  or 
gifts,  or  in  whatsoever  way  the  law  shall  pro 
ceed  to  make  a  man  hate  injustice,  and  love  or 
not  hate  the  nature  of  the  just — this  is  quite 
the  noblest  work  of  law.  But  if  the  legislator 
sees  any  one  who  is  incurable,  for  him  he  will 
appoint  a  law  and  a  penalty.  He  knows  quite 
well  that  to  such  men  themselves  there  is  no 
profit  in  the  continuance  of  their  lives,  and  that 
they  would  do  a  double  good  to  the  rest  of  man 
kind  if  they  would  take  their  departure,  [863] 
inasmuch  as  they  would  be  an  example  to  oth 
er  men  not  to  offend,  and  they  would  relieve 
the  city  of  bad  citizens.  In  such  cases,  and  in 
such  cases  only,  the  legislator  ought  to  inflict 
death  as  the  punishment  of  offences. 
Cle.  What  you  have  said  appears  to  me  to  be 
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very  reasonable,  bat  will  you  favour  me  by  stat 
ing  a  little  more  clearly  the  difference  between 
hurt  and  injustice,  and  the  various  complica 
tions  of  the  voluntary  involuntary  which 
eater  into  them? 

Ath*  I  will  endeavour  to  do  as  you  wish: — 
Concerning  the  soul,  thus  much  would  be  gen 
erally  said  and  allowed,  that  one  clement  In  her 
nature  is  passion^  which  may  be  described  ei 
ther  as  a  state  or  a  part  of  her,  and  Is  hard  to  be 
striven  against  and  contended  with,  and  by  Ir 
rational  force  overturns  many  things. 
Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  And  pleasure  is  not  the  same  with  pas 
sion,  but  has  an  opposite  power,  working  her 
will  by  persuasion  and  by  the  force  of  deceit  in 
all  things. 

Cle.  Quite  true. 

Ath.  A  man  may  truly  say  that  ignorance  is 
a  third  cause  of  crimes.  Ignorance,  however, 
may  be  conveniently  divided  by  the  legislator 
into  two  sorts:  there  is  simple  ignorance,  which 
is  the  source  of  lighter  offences,  and  double  ig 
norance,  which  is  accompanied  by  a  conceit  of 
wisdom;  and  he  who  is  under  the  influence  of 
the  latter  fancies  that  he  knows  all  about  mat 
ters  of  which  he  knows  nothing.  This  second 
kind  of  ignorance,  when  possessed  of  power 
and  strength,  will  be  held  by  the  legislator  to 
be  the  source  of  great  and  monstrous  crimes, 
but  when  attended  with  weakness,  will  only  re 
sult  in  the  errors  of  children  and  old  men;  and 
these  he  will  treat  as  errors,  and  will  make 
laws  accordingly  for  those  who  commit  them, 
which  will  be  the  mildest  and  most  merciful  of 
all  laws. 

Cle.  You  are  perfectly  right 
Ath.  We  all  of  us  remark  of  one  man  that  he 
is  superior  to  pleasure  and  passion,  and  of  an 
other  that  he  is  inferior  to  them;  and  this  is 
true.1 

Cle .  Certainly. 

Ath.  But  no  one  was  ever  yet  heard  to  say  that 
one  of  us  is  superior  and  another  inferior  to  ig 
norance. 

Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  We  are  speaking  of  motives  which  in 
cite  men  to  the  fulfilment  of  their  will;  although 
aii  individual  may  be  often  drawn  by  them  in 
opposite  directions  at  the  same  time- 
Cle.  Yes,  often.  \ 

Ath.  And  now  I  can  define  to  you  clearly* 
and  without  ambiguity,  what  I  mean  by  tfa£ 
jtiSt  and  unjust,  according  to  my  notion  of 
them: — When  anger  and  fear,  and  pleasure 
fl'Gfc *  Republic,  iv.  430;  supra,  i.  626  £L 


and  pain,  and  jealousies  and  desires^  [86$]  tyr 
annize  over  the  sou!,  whether  they  do  any 
harm  or  not — I  call  all  this  injustice.  But  when 
the  opinion  of  the  best,  in  whatever  part  of 
human  nature  states  or  individuals  may  sup 
pose  that  to  dwell,  has  dominion  in  the  soul 
and  orders  the  life  of  every  man,  even  if  it  be 
sometimes  mistaken,  yet  what  is  done  in  accord 
ance  therewith,  and  the  principle  in  individuals 
which  obeys  this  rule,  and  is  best  for  the  whole 
life  of  man,  is  to  be  called  just;  although  the 
hurt  done  by  mistake  is  thought  by  many  to 
be  involuntary  injustice.  Leaving  the  question 
of  names,  about  which  we  are  not  going  to 
quarrel,  and  having  already  delineated  three 
sources  of  error,  we  may  begin  by  recalling 
them  somewhat  more  vividly  to  our  memory: 
— One  of  them  was  of  the  painful  sort,  which 
we  denominate  anger  and  fear. 
Cle.  Quite  right. 

Ath.  There  was  a  second  consisting  of  pleas 
ures  and  desires,  and  a  third  of  hopes,  which 
aimed  at  true  opinion  about  the  best.  The  lat 
ter  being  subdivided  into  three,  we  now  get 
five  sources  of  actions,  and  for  these  five  we 
will  make  laws  of  two  kinds. 
Cle.  What  are  the  two  kinds? 
Ath.  There  is  one  kind  of  actions  done  by  vi 
olence  and  in  the  light  of  day,  and  another  kind 
of  actions  which  are  done  in  darkness  and  with 
secret  deceit,  or  sometimes  both  with  violence 
and  deceit;  the  laws  concerning  these  last  ought 
to  have  a  character  of  severity. 
Cle.  Naturally. 

Ath.  And  now  let  us  return  from  this  digres 
sion  and  complete  the  work  of  legislation.  Laws 
have  been  already  enacted  by  us  concerning  the 
robbers  of  the  Gods,  and  concerning  traitors, 
and  also  concerning  those  who  corrupt  the  laws 
for  the  purpose  of  subverting  the  government. 
A  man  may  very  likely  commit  some  of  these 
crimes,  either  in  a  state  of  madness  or  when 
affected  by  disease,  or  under  the  influence  of 
extreme  old  age,  or  in  a  fit  of  childish  wanton 
ness,  himself  no  better  than  a  child.  And  if  this 
be  made  evident  to  the  judges  elected  to  try  the 
cause,  on  the  appeal  of  the  criminal  or  his  advo 
cate,  and  he  be  judged  to  have  been  in  this  state 
when  he  committed  the  offence,  he  shall  simply 
pay  for  the  hurt  which  he  may  have  done  to 
another;  but  he  shall  be  exempt  from  other  pen 
alties,  unless  he  have  slain  some  one,  and  have 
on  his  hands  the  stain  of  blood.  And  in  that 
case  he  shall  go  to  another  land  and  country, 
and  there  dwell  for  a  year;  and  if  he  return  be 
fore  the  expiration  of  the  time  which  the  law 
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appoints,  or  even  set  his  foot  at  all  on  his  native 
land,  he  shall  be  bound  by  the  guardians  of  the 
law  in  the  public  prison  for  two  years,  [865] 
and  then  go  free. 

Having  begun  to  speak  of  homicide,  let  us 
endeavour  to  lay  down  laws  concerning  every 
different  kind  of  homicide;  and,  first  of  all,  con 
cerning  violent  and  involuntary  homicides.  If 
any  one  in  an  athletic  contest,  and  at  the  public 
games,  involuntarily  kills  a  friend,  and  he  dies 
either  at  the  time  or  afterwards  of  the  blows 
which  he  has  received;  or  if  the  like  misfortune 
happens  to  anyone  in  war,  or  military  exercises, 
or  mimic  contests  of  which  the  magistrates  en 
join  the  practice,  whether  with  or  without 
arms,  when  he  has  been  purified  according  to 
the  law  brought  from  Delphi  relating  to  these 
matters,  he  shall  be  innocent.  And  so  in  the 
case  of  physicians:  if  their  patient  dies  against 
their  will,  they  shall  be  held  guiltless  by  the 
law.  And  if  one  slay  another  with  his  own  hand, 
but  unintentionally,  whether  he  be  unarmed  or 
have  some  instrument  or  dart  in  his  hand;  or  if 
he  kill  him  by  administering  food  or  drink,  or  by 
the  application  of  fire  or  cold,  or  by  suffocating 
him,  whether  he  do  the  deed  by  his  own  hand, 
or  by  the  agency  of  others,  he  shall  be  deemed 
the  agent,  and  shall  suffer  one  of  the  following 
penalties: — If  he  kill  the  slave  of  another  in  the 
belief  that  he  is  his  own,  he  shall  bear  the  mas 
ter  of  the  dead  man  harmless  from  loss,  or  shall 
pay  a  penalty  of  twice  the  value  of  the  dead 
man,  which  the  judges  shall  assess;  but  purifi 
cations  must  be  used  greater  and  more  numer 
ous  than  for  those  who  committed  homicide  at 
the  games; — what  they  are  to  be,  the  interpret 
ers  whom  the  God  appoints  1shall  be  authorized 
to  declare,  And  if  a  man  kills  his  own  slave, 
when  he  has  been  purified  according  to  law,  he 
shall  be  quit  of  the  homicide.  And  if  a  man  kills 
a  freeman  unintentionally,  he  shall  undergo  the 
same  purification  as  he  did  who  killed  the  slave. 
But  let  him  not  forget  also  a  tale  of  olden  time, 
which  is  to  this  effect: — He  who  has  suffered 
a  violent  end,  when  newly  dead,  if  he  has  had 
the  soul  of  a  freeman  in  life,  is  angry  with  the 
author  of  his  death;  and  being  himself  full  of 
fear  and  panic  by  reason  of  his  violent  end, 
when  he  sees  his  murderer  walking  about  in  his 
own  accustomed  haunts,  he  is  stricken  with  ter 
ror  and  becomes  disordered,  and  this  disorder 
of  his,  aided  by  the  guilty  recollection  of  the  oth 
er,  is  communicated  by  him  with  overwhelm 
ing  force  to  the  murderer  and  his  deeds.  Where 
fore  also  the  murderer  must  go  out  of  the  way 


of  his  victim  for  the  entire  period  of  a  year,  and 
not  himself  be  found  in  any  spot  which  was  fa 
miliar  to  him  throughout  the  country.  And  if 
the  dead  man  be  a  stranger,  [866]  the  homi 
cide  shall  be  kept  from  the  country  of  the  stran 
ger  during  a  like  period.  If  any  one  voluntarily 
obeys  this  law,  the  next  of  kin  to  the  deceased, 
seeing  all  that  has  happened,  shall  take  pity  on 
him,  and  make  peace  with  him,  and  show  him 
all  gentleness.  But  if  any  one  is  disobedient,  and 
either  ventures  to  go  to  any  of  the  temples  and 
sacrifice  unpurified,  or  will  not  continue  in  ex 
ile  during  the  appointed  time,  the  next  of  kin 
to  the  deceased  shall  proceed  against  him  for 
murder;  and  if  he  be  convicted,  every  part  of 
his  punishment  shall  be  doubled. 

And  if  the  next  of  kin  do  not  proceed  against 
the  perpetrator  of  the  crime,  then  the  pollution 
shall  be  deemed  to  fall  upon  his  own  head; — 
the  murdered  man  will  fix  the  guilt  upon  his 
kinsman,  and  he  who  has  a  mind  to  proceed 
against  him  may  compel  him  to  be  absent  from 
his  country  during  five  years,  according  to  law. 
If  a  stranger  unintentionally  kill  a  stranger 
who  is  dwelling  in  the  city,  he  who  likes  shall 
prosecute  the  cause  according  to  the  same  rules. 
If  he  be  a  metic,  let  him  be  absent  for  a  year,  or 
if  he  be  an  entire  stranger,  in  addition  to  the 
purification,  whether  he  have  slain  a  stranger, 
or  a  metic,  or  a  citizen,  he  shall  be  banished 
for  life  from  the  country  which  is  in  possession 
of  our  laws.  And  if  he  return  contrary  to  law, 
let  the  guardians  of  the  law  punish  him  with 
death;  and  let  them  hand  over  his  property,  if 
he  have  any,  to  him  who  is  next  of  kin  to  the 
sufferer.  And  if  he  be  wrecked,  and  driven  on 
the  coast  against  his  will,  he  shall  take  up  his 
abode  on  the  seashore,  wetting  his  feet  in  the 
sea,  and  watching  for  an  opportunity  of  sail 
ing;  but  if  he  be  brought  by  land,  and  is  not  his 
own  master,  let  the  magistrate  whom  he  first 
comes  across  in  the  city,  release  him  and  send 
him  unharmed  over  the  border. 

If  anyone  slays  a  freeman  with  his  own  hand, 
and  the  deed  be  done  in  passion,  in  the  case  of 
such  actions  we  must  begin  by  making  a  dis 
tinction.  For  a  deed  is  done  from  passion  either 
when  men  suddenly,  and  without  intention  to 
kill,  cause  the  death  of  another  by  blows  and 
the  like  on  a  momentary  impulse,  and  are  sorry 
for  the  deed  immediately  afterwards;  or  again, 
when  after  having  been  insulted  in  deed  or 
word,  men  pursue  revenge,  and  kill  a  person  in 
tentionally,  and  are  not  sorry  for  the  act.  And, 
therefore,  we  must  assume  that  these  homicides 
are  of  two  kinds,  both  of  them  arising  froiii 
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slon,  which  may  be  justly  said  to  be  in  a  mean 
between  the  voluntary  and  Involuntary;  [86j] 
at  the  same  time,  they  are  neither  of  them  any 
thing  more  than  a  likeness  or  shadow  of  either. 
He  who  treasures  up  his  anger,  and  avenges 
himself,  not  immediately  and  at  the  moment, 
but  with  insidious  design,  and  after  an  interval, 
Is  like  the  voluntary;  but  he  who  does  not  treas 
ure  up  his  anger,  and  takes  vengeance  on  the  in 
stant,  and  without  malice  prepense,  approach 
es  to  the  involuntary;  and  yet  even  he  is  not  al 
together  involuntary,  but  is  only  the  image  or 
shadow  of  the  involuntary;  wherefore  about 
homicides  committed  in  hot  blood,  there  is  a 
difficulty  in  determining  whether  in  legislat 
ing  we  shall  reckon  them  as  voluntary  or  as  part 
ly  involuntary.  The  best  and  truest  view  is  to 
regard  them  respectively  as  likenesses  only  of 
the  voluntary  and  involuntary,  and  to  distin 
guish  them  accordingly  as  they  are  done  with 
or  without  premeditation.  And  we  should  make 
the  penalties  heavier  for  those  who  commit 
homicide  with  angry  premeditation,  and  light 
er  for  those  who  do  not  premeditate,  but  smite 
upon  the  instant;  for  that  which  is  like  a  great 
er  evil  should  be  punished  more  severely,  and 
that  which  is  like  a  less  evil  should  be  punished 
less  severely:  this  shall  be  the  rule  of  our  laws. 
Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  Let  us  proceed: — If  any  one  slays  a  free 
man  with  his  own  hand,  and  the  deed  be  done 
in  a  moment  of  anger,  and  without  premedita 
tion,  let  the  offender  suffer  in  other  respects  as 
the  involuntary  homicide  would  have  suffered, 
and  also  undergo  an  exile  of  two  years,  that  he 
may  learn  to  school  his  passions.  But  he  who 
slays  another  from  passion,  yet  with  premedita 
tion,  shall  in  other  respects  suffer  as  the  former; 
and  to  this  shall  be  added  an  exile  of  three  in 
stead  of  two  years — his  punishment  is  to  be 
longer  because  his  passion  is  greater.  The  man 
ner  of  their  return  shall  be  on  this  wise:  (and 
here  the  law  has  difficulty  in  determining  exact 
ly;  for  in  some  cases  the  murderer  who  is  judged 
by  the  law  to  be  the  worse  may  really  be  the 
less  cruel,  and  he  who  is  judged  the  less  cruel 
may  be  really  the  worse,  and  may  have  executed 
the  murder  in  a  more  savage  manner,  whereas 
the  other  may  have  been  gentler.  But  in  general 
the  degrees  of  guilt  will  be  such  as  we  have  de 
scribed  them.  Of  all  these  things  the  guardians 
of  the  law  must  take  cognisance): — When  a 
homicide  of  either  kind  has  completed  his  term 
of  exile,  the  guardians  shall  send  twelve  judges 
to  the  borders  of  the  land;  these  during  the  in 
terval  shall  have  informed  themselves  of  the 


actions  of  the  criminals,  and  they  shall  judge 
respecting  their  pardon  and  reception;  [863] 
and  the  homicides  shall  abide  by  their  judg 
ment.  But  if  after  they  have  returned  home,  any 
one  of  them  in  a  moment  of  anger  repeats  the 
deed,  let  him  be  an  exile,  and  return  no  more; 
or  if  he  returns,  let  him  suffer  as  the  stranger 
was  to  suffer  in  a  similar  case.  He  who  kills  his 
own  slave  shall  undergo  a  purification,  but  if  he 
kills  the  slave  of  another  in  anger,  he  shall  pay 
twice  the  amount  of  the  loss  to  his  owner.  And 
if  any  homicide  is  disobedient  to  the  law,  and 
without  purification  pollutes  the  agora,  or  the 
games,  or  the  temples,  he  who  pleases  may  bring 
to  trial  the  next  of  kin  to  the  dead  man  for  per 
mitting  him,  and  the  murderer  with  him,  and 
may  compel  the  one  to  exact  and  the  other  to 
suffer  a  double  amount  of  fines  and  purifica 
tions;  and  the  accuser  shall  himself  receive  the 
fine  in  accordance  with  the  law.  If  a  slave  in  a 
fit  of  passion  kills  his  master,  the  kindred  of  the 
deceased  man  may  do  with  the  murderer  (pro 
vided  only  they  do  not  spare  his  life)  whatever 
they  please,  and  they  will  be  pure;  or  if  he  kills 
a  freeman,  who  is  not  his  master,  the  owner 
shall  give  up  the  slave  to  the  relatives  of  the  .de 
ceased,  and  they  shall  be  under  an  obligation  to 
put  him  to  death,  but  this  may  be  done  in  any 
manner  which  they  please.    And  if  (which  is  a 
rare  occurrence,  but  does  sometimes  happen) 
a  father  or  a  mother  in  a  moment  of  passion 
slays  a  son  or  daughter  by  blows,  or  some  other 
violence,  the  slayer  shall  undergo  the  same  puri 
fication  as  in  other  cases,  and  be  exiled  during 
three  years;  but  when  the  exile  returns  the  wife 
shall  separate  from  the  husband,  and  the  hus 
band  from  the  wife,  and  they  shall  never  after 
wards  beget  children  together,  or  live  under 
the  same  roof,  or  partake  of  the  same  sacred 
rites  with  those  whom  they  have  deprived  of  a 
child  or  of  a  brother.  And  he  who  is  impious 
and  disobedient  in  such  a  case  shall  be  brought 
to  trial  for  impiety  by  any  one  who  pleases.  If 
in  a  fit  of  anger  a  husband  kills  his  wedded  wife, 
or  the  wife  her  husband,  the  slayer  shall  under 
go  the  same  purification,  and  the  term  of  exile 
shall  be  three  years.  And  when  he  who  has  com 
mitted  any  such  crime  returns,  let  him  have  no 
communication  in  sacred  rites  with  his  chil 
dren,  neither  let  him  sit  at  the  same  table  with 
them,  and  the  father  or  son  who  disobeys  shall 
be  liable  to  be  brought  to  trial  for  impiety  by 
any  one  who  pleases.  If  a  brother  or  a  sister  in  a 
fit  of  passion  kills  a  brother  or  a  sister,  they  shall 
undergo  purification  and  exile,  as  was  the  case 
with  parents  who  killed  their  offspring:  they 
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shall  not  come  under  the  same  roof,  or  share  in 
the  sacred  rites  of  those  whom  they  have  de 
prived  of  their  brethren,  or  of  their  children. 
[869]  And  he  who  is  disobedient  shall  be  just 
ly  liable  to  the  law  concerning  impiety,  which 
relates  to  these  matters.  If  any  one  is  so  violent 
in  his  passion  against  his  parents,  that  in  the 
madness  of  his  anger  he  dares  to  kill  one  of 
them,  if  the  murdered  person  before  dying  free 
ly  forgives  the  murderer,  let  him  undergo  the 
purification  which  is  assigned  to  those  who 
have  been  guilty  of  involuntary  homicide,  and 
do  as  they  do,  and  he  shall  be  pure.  But  if  he  be 
not  acquitted,  the  perpetrator  of  such  a  deed 
shall  be  amenable  to  many  laws; — he  shall  be 
amenable  to  the  extreme  punishments  for  as 
sault,  and  impiety,  and  robbing  of  temples,  for 
he  has  robbed  his  parent  of  life;  and  if  a  man 
could  be  slain  more  than  once,  most  justly 
would  he  who  in  a  fit  of  passion  has  slain  father 
or  mother,  undergo  many  deaths.  How  can  he, 
whom,  alone  of  all  men,  even  in  defence  of  his 
life,  and  when  about  to  suffer  death  at  the  hands 
of  his  parents,  no  law  will  allow  to  kill  his  father 
or  his  mother  who  are  the  authors  of  his  being, 
and  whom  the  legislator  will  command  to  en 
dure  any  extremity  rather  than  do  this — how 
can  he,  I  say,  lawfully  receive  any  other  punish 
ment?  Let  death  then  be  the  appointed  punish 
ment  of  him  who  in  a  fit  of  passion  slays  his  fa 
ther  or  his  mother.  But  if  brother  kills  brother 
in  a  civil  broil,  or  under  other  like  circumstances, 
if  the  other  has  begun,  and  he  only  defends  him 
self,  let  him  be  free  from  guilt,  as  he  would  be 
if  he  had  slain  an  enemy;  and  the  same  rule  will 
apply  if  a  citizen  kill  a  citizen,  or  a  stranger  a 
stranger.  Or  if  a  stranger  kill  a  citizen  or  a  citi 
zen  a  stranger  in  self-defence,  let  him  be  free 
from  guilt  in  like  manner;  and  so  in  the  case  of 
a  slave  who  has  killed  a  slave;  but  if  a  slave  have 
killed  a  freeman  in  self-defence,  let  him  be  sub 
ject  to  the  same  law  as  he  who  has  killed  a  father; 
and  let  the  law  about  the  remission  of  penalties 
in  the  case  of  parricide  apply  equally  to  every 
other  remission.  Whenever  any  sufferer  of  his 
own  accord  remits  the  guilt  of  homicide  to  an 
other,  under  the  idea  that  his  act  was  involun 
tary,  let  the  perpetrator  of  the  deed  undergo  a 
purification  and  remain  in  exile  for  a  year,  ac 
cording  to  law. 

Enough  has  been  said  of  murders  violent 
and  involuntary  and  committed  in  passion:  we 
have  now  to  speak  of  voluntary  crimes  done 
with  injustice  of  every  kind  and  with  premedi 
tation,  through  the  influence  of  pleasures,  and 
desires,  and  jealousies. 


Cle.  Very  good. 

Ath.  Let  us  first  speak,  as  far  as  we  are  able, 
of  their  various  kinds.  The  greatest  cause  of 
them  is  lust,  which  gets  the  mastery  of  the  soul 
maddened  by  desire;  [8jo]  and  this  is  most 
commonly  found  to  exist  where  the  passion 
reigns  which  is  strongest  and  most  prevalent 
among  the  mass  of  mankind:  I  mean  where  the 
power  of  wealth  breeds  endless  desires  of  never- 
to-be-satisfied  acquisition,  originating  in  nat 
ural  disposition,  and  a  miserable  want  of  edu 
cation.  Of  this  want  of  education,  the  false  praise 
of  wealth  which  is  bruited  about  both  among 
Hellenes  and  barbarians  is  the  cause:  they  deem 
that  to  be  the  first  of  goods  which  in  reality  is 
only  the  third.  And  in  this  way  they  wrong 
both  posterity  and  themselves,  for  nothing  can 
be  nobler  and  better  than  that  the  truth  about 
wealth  should  be  spoken  in  all  states — namely, 
that  riches  are  for  the  sake  of  the  body,  as  the 
body  is  for  the  sake  of  the  soul.  They  are  good, 
and  wealth  is  intended  by  nature  to  be  for  the 
sake  of  them,  and  is  therefore  inferior  to  them 
both,  and  third  in  order  of  excellence.  This  ar 
gument  teaches  us  that  he  who  would  be  happy 
ought  not  to  seek  to  be  rich,  or  rather  he  should 
seek  to  be  rich  justly  and  temperately,  and  then 
there  would  be  no  murders  in  states  requiring 
to  be  purged  away  by  other  murders.  But  now, 
as  I  said  at  first,  avarice  is  the  chiefest  cause  and 
source  of  the  worst  trials  for  voluntary  homi 
cide.  A  second  cause  is  ambition:  this  creates 
jealousies,  which  are  troublesome  companions, 
above  all  to  the  jealous  man  himself,  and  in  a 
less  degree  to  the  chiefs  of  the  state.  And  a  third 
cause  is  cowardly  and  unjust  fear,  which  has 
been  the  occasion  of  many  murders.  When  a 
man  is  doing  or  has  done  something  which  he 
desires  that  no  one  should  know  him  to  be  do 
ing  or  to  have  done,  he  will  take  the  life  of  those 
who  are  likely  to  inform  of  such  things,  if  he 
have  no  other  means  of  getting  rid  of  them.  Let 
this  be  said  as  a  prelude  concerning  crimes  of 
violence  in  general;  and  I  must  not  omit  to 
mention  a  tradition  which  is  firmly  believed  by 
many,  and  has  been  received  by  them  from  those 
who  are  learned  in  the  mysteries:  they  say  that 
such  deeds  will  be  punished  in  the  world  be 
low,  and  also  that  when  the  perpetrators  return 
to  this  world  they  will  pay  the  natural  penalty 
which  is  due  to  the  sufferer,  and  end  their  lives 
in  like  manner  by  the  hand  of  another.  If  he 
who  is  about  to  commit  murder  believes  this, 
and  is  made  by  the  mere  prelude  to  dread  such 
a  penalty,  there  is  no  need  to  proceed  with  the 
proclamation  of  the  law.  But  if  he  will  not  Hs- 
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ten,  let  the  following  law  be  declared  and  regis 
tered  against  him:  [871] 

Whoever  shall  wrongfully  and  of  design  slay 
with  his  own  hand  any  of  his  kinsmen,  shall  In 
the  first  place  be  deprived  of  legal  privileges; 
and  he  shall  not  pollute  the  temples,  or  the  agora, 
or  the  harbours,  or  any  other  place  of  meeting, 
whether  he  is  forbidden  of  men  or  not;  for  the 
law,  which  represents  the  whole  state,  forbids 
him,  and  always  is  and  will  be  in  the  attitude  of 
forbidding  him.  And  if  a  cousin  or  nearer  rela 
tive  of  the  deceased,  whether  on  the  male  or  fe 
male  side,  does  not  prosecute  the  homicide  when 
he  ought,  and  have  him  proclaimed  an  outlaw, 
he  shall  in  the  first  place  be  involved  in  the  pol 
lution,  and  incur  the  hatred  of  the  Gods,  even 
as  the  curse  of  the  law  stirs  up  the  voices  of  men 
against  him;  and  in  the  second  place  he  shall 
be  liable  to  be  prosecuted  by  any  one  who  is  will 
ing  to  inflict  retribution  on  behalf  of  the  dead. 
And  he  who  would  avenge  a  murder  shall  ob 
serve  all  the  precautionary  ceremonies  of  lava- 
tion,  and  any  others  which  the  God  commands 
in  cases  of  this  kind.  Let  him  have  proclamation 
made,  and  then  go  forth  and  compel  the  perpe 
trator  to  suffer  the  execution  of  justice  accord 
ing  to  the  law.  Now  the  legislator  may  easily 
show  that  these  things  must  be  accomplished 
by  prayers  and  sacrifices  to  certain  Gods,  who 
are  concerned  with  the  prevention  of  murders 
in  states.  But  who  these  Gods  are,  and  what 
should  be  the  true  manner  of  instituting  such 
trials  with  due  regard  to  religion,  the  guardians 
of  the  law,  aided  by  the  interpreters,  and  the 
prophets,  and  the  God,  shall  determine,  and 
when  they  have  determined  let  them  carry  on 
the  prosecution  at  law.  The  cause  shall  have 
the  same  judges  *  who  are  appointed  to  decide 
in  the  case  of  those  who  plunder  temples.  Let 
him  who  is  convicted  be  punished  with  death, 
and  let  him  not  be  buried  in  the  country  of  the 
murdered  man,  for  this  would  be  shameless  as 
well  as  impious.  But  if  he  fly  and  will  not 
stand  his  trial,  let  him  fly  for  ever;  or,  if  he  set 
foot  anywhere  on  any  part  of  the  murdered 
man's  country,  let  any  relation  of  the  deceased, 
or  any  other  citizen  who  may  first  happen  to 
meet  with  him,  kill  him  with  impunity,  or  bind 
and  deliver  him  to  those  among  the  judges  of 
the  case  who  are  magistrates,  that  they  may  put 
him  to  death.  And  let  the  prosecutor  demand 
surety  of  him  whom  he  prosecutes;  three  sure 
ties  sufficient  in  the  opinion  of  the  magistrates 
who  try  the  cause  shall  be  provided  by  him,  and 
they  shall  undertake  to  produce  him  at  the  trial. 
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But  if  he  be  unwilling  or  enable  to  provide  sure- 
lies,,  then  the  magistrates  sha!!  take  him  and  keep 
him  in  bonds,  and  produce  him  at  the  day  of 
trial 

[By 2]  If  a  man  do  not  commit  a  murder  with 
his  own  hand,  but  contrives  the  death  of  anoth 
er,  and  is  the  author  of  the  deed  in  intention 
and  design,  and  he  continues  to  dwell  in  the  city, 
having  his  soul  not  pure  of  the  guilt  of  murder, 
let  him  be  tried  in  the  same  way,  except  in  what 
relates  to  the  sureties;  and  also,  if  he  be  found 
guilty,  his  body  after  execution  may  have  burial 
in  his  native  land,  but  in  all  other  respects  his 
case  shall  be  as  the  former;  and  whether  a 
stranger  shall  kill  a  citizen,  or  a  citizen  a  stran 
ger,  or  a  slave  a  slave,  there  shall  be  no  differ 
ence  as  touching  murder  by  one's  own  hand  or 
by  contrivance,  except  in  the  matter  of  sureties; 
and  these,  as  has  been  said,  shall  be  required  of 
the  actual  murderer  only,  and  he  who  brings 
the  accusation  shall  bind  them  over  at  the  time. 
If  a  slave  be  convicted  of  slaying  a  freeman  vol 
untarily,  either  by  his  own  hand  or  by  contriv 
ance,  let  the  public  executioner  take  him  in  the 
direction  of  the  sepulchre,  to  a  place  whence  he 
can  see  the  tomb  of  the  dead  man,  and  inflict 
upon  him  as  many  stripes  as  the  person  who 
caught  him  orders,  and  if  he  survive,  let  him 
put  him  to  death.  And  if  any  one  kills  a  slave 
who  has  done  no  wrong,  because  he  is  afraid 
that  he  may  inform  of  some  base  and  evil  deeds 
of  his  own,  or  for  any  similar  reason,  in  such  a 
case  let  him  pay  the  penalty  of  murder,  as  he 
would  have  done  if  he  had  slain  a  citizen.  There 
are  things  about  which  it  is  terrible  and  unpleas 
ant  to  legislate,  but  impossible  not  to  legislate. 
If,  for  example,  there  should  be  murders  of  kins 
men,  either  perpetrated  by  the  hands  of  kins 
men,  or  by  their  contrivance,  voluntary  and 
purely  malicious,  which  most  often  happen  in 
ill-regulated  and  ill-educated  states,  and  may 
perhaps  occur  even  in  a  country  where  a  man 
would  not  expect  to  find  them,  we  must  repeat 
once  more  the  tale  which  we  narrated  a  little 
while  ago,  in  the  hope  that  he  who  hears  us  will 
be  the  more  disposed  to  abstain  voluntarily  on 
these  grounds  from  murders  which  are  utterly 
abominable.  For  the  myth,  or  saying,  or  what 
ever  we  ought  to  call  it,2  has  been  plainly  set  forth 
by  priests  of  old;  they  have  pronounced  that 
the  justice  which  guards  and  avenges  the  blood 
of  kindred,  follows  the  law  of  retaliation,  and 
ordains  that  he  who  has  done  any  murderous 
act  should  of  necessity  suffer  that  which  he  has 
done.  He  who  has  slain  a  father  shall  himself 
*  Cf .  870. 
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be  slain  at  some  time  or  other  by  his  children 
— if  a  mother,  he  shall  of  necessity  take  a  wom 
an's  nature,  and  lose  his  life  at  the  hands  of  his 
offspring  in  after  ages;  for  where  the  blood  of  a 
family  has  been  polluted  there  is  no  other  puri 
fication,  nor  can  the  pollution  be  washed  out 
until  the  homicidal  soul  which  did  the  deed  has 
given  life  for  life,  [873]  and  has  propitiated 
and  laid  to  sleep  the  wrath  of  the  whole  family. 
These  are  the  retributions  of  Heaven,  and  by 
such  punishments  men  should  be  deterred.  But 
if  they  are  not  deterred,  and  any  one  should  be 
incited  by  some  fatality  to  deprive  his  father  or 
mother,  or  brethren,  or  children,  of  life  volun 
tarily  and  of  purpose,  for  him  the  earthly  law 
giver  legislates  as  follows: — There  shall  be  the 
same  proclamations  about  outlawry  and  there 
shall  be  the  same  sureties  which  have  been  en 
acted  in  the  former  cases.  But  in  his  case,  if  he 
be  convicted,  the  servants  of  the  judges  and 
the  magistrates  shall  slay  him  at  an  appointed 
place  without  the  city  where  three  ways  meet, 
and  there  expose  his  body  naked,  and  each  of 
the  magistrates  on  behalf  of  the  whole  city  shall 
take  a  stone  and  cast  it  upon  the  head  of  the 
dead  man,  and  so  deliver  the  city  from  pollu 
tion;  after  that,  they  shall  bear  him  to  the  bor 
ders  of  the  land,  and  cast  him  forth  unburied, 
according  to  law.  And  what  shall  he  suffer  who 
slays  him  who  of  all  men,  as  they  say,  is  his  own 
best  friend?  I  mean  the  suicide,  who  deprives 
himself  by  violence  of  his  appointed  share  of  life, 
not  because  the  law  of  the  state  requires  him, 
nor  yet  under  the  compulsion  of  some  painful 
and  inevitable  misfortune  which  has  come  up 
on  him,  nor  because  he  has  had  to  suffer  from 
irremediable  and  intolerable  shame,  but  who 
from  sloth  or  want  of  manliness  imposes  upon 
himself  an  unjust  penalty.  For  him,  what  cere 
monies  there  are  to  be  of  purification  and  buri 
al  God  knows,  and  about  these  the  next  of  kin 
should  enquire  of  the  interpreters  and  of  the 
laws  thereto  relating,  and  do  according  to  their 
injunctions.  They  who  meet  their  death  in  this 
way  shall  be  buried  alone,  and  none  shall  be 
laid  by  their  side;  they  shall  be  buried  inglori- 
ously  in  the  borders  of  the  twelve  portions  of  the 
land,  in  such  places  as  are  uncultivated  and 
nameless,  and  no  column  or  inscription  shall 
mark  the  place  of  their  interment.  And  if  a 
beast  of  burden  or  other  animal  cause  the  death 
of  anyone,  except  in  the  case  of  anything  of  that 
kind  happening  to  a  competitor  in  the  public 
contests,  the  kinsmen  of  the  deceased  shall 
prosecute  the  slayer  for  murder,  and  the  ward 
ens  of  the  country,  such,  and  so  many  as  the 


kinsmen  appoint,  shall  try  the  cause,  and  let  the 
beast  when  condemned  be  slain  by  them,  and 
let  them  cast  it  beyond  the  borders.  And  if  any 
lifeless  thing  deprive  a  man  of  life,  except  in  the 
case  of  a  thunderbolt  or  other  fatal  dart  sent 
from  the  Gods — whether  a  man  is  killed  by 
lifeless  objects  failing  upon  him,  [874]  or  by 
his  falling  upon  them,  the  nearest  of  kin  shall 
appoint  the  nearest  neighbour  to  be  a  judge,  and 
thereby  acquit  himself  and  the  whole  family  of 
guilt.  And  he  shall  cast  forth  the  guilty  thing 
beyond  the  border,  as  has  been  said  about  the 
animals. 

If  a  man  is  found  dead,  and  his  murderer  be 
unknown,  and  after  a  diligent  search  cannot  be 
detected,  there  shall  be  the  same  proclamation 
as  in  the  previous  cases,  and  the  same  interdict 
on  the  murderer;  and  having  proceeded  against 
him,  they  shall  proclaim  in  the  agora  by  a  her 
ald,  that  he  who  has  slain  such  and  such  a  per 
son,  and  has  been  convicted  of  murder,  shall  not 
set  his  foot  in  the  temples,  nor  at  all  in  the 
country  of  the  murdered  man,  and  if  he  appears 
and  is  discovered,  he  shall  die,  and  be  cast  forth 
unburied  beyond  the  border.  Let  this  one  law 
then  be  laid  down  by  us  about  murder;  and  let 
cases  of  this  sort  be  so  regarded. 

And  now  let  us  say  in  what  cases  and  under 
what  circumstances  the  murderer  is  rightly  free 
from  guilt: — If  a  man  catch  a  thief  coming  into 
his  house  by  night  to  steal,  and  he  take  and  kill 
him,  or  if  he  slay  a  footpad  in  self-defence,  he 
shall  be  guiltless.  And  any  one  who  does  vio 
lence  to  a  free  woman  or  a  youth,  shall  be  slain 
with  impunity  by  the  injured  person,  or  by  his 
or  her  father  or  brothers  or  sons.  If  a  man  find 
his  wife  suffering  violence,  he  may  kill  the  vio 
lator,  and  be  guildess  in  the  eye  of  the  law;  or  if 
a  person  kill  another  in  warding  off  death  from 
his  father  or  mother  or  children  or  brethren  or 
wife  who  are  doing  no  wrong,  he  shall  assuredly 
be  guiltless. 

Thus  much  as  to  the  nurture  and  education 
of  the  living  soul  of  man,  having  which,-  he  can, 
and  without  which,  if  he  unfortunately  be  with 
out  them,  he  cannot  live;  and  also  concerning 
the  punishments  which  are  to  be  inflicted  for 
violent  deaths,  let  thus  much  be  enacted.  Of  the 
nurture  and  education  of  the  body  we  have 
spoken  before,  and  next  in  order  we  have  to 
speak  of  deeds  of  violence,  voluntary  and  in 
voluntary,  which  men  do  to  one  another;  these 
we  will  now  distinguish,  as  far  as  we  are  able, 
according  to  their  nature  and  number,  and  de 
termine  what  will  be  the  suitable  penalties  of 
each,  and  so  assign  to  them  their  proper  place 
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In  the  series  of  our  enactments.  The  poorest 
legislator  will  have  no  difficulty  in  determining 
that  wounds  and  mutilations  arising  out  of 
wounds  should  follow  next  in  order  after  deaths. 
Let  wounds  be  divided  as  homicides  were  divid 
ed — into  those  which  are  involuntary,  and 
which  are  given  in  passion  or  from  fear,  and 
those  inflicted  voluntarily  and  with  premedita 
tion.  Concerning  all  this,  we  must  make  some 
such  proclamation  as  the  following: — Mankind 
must  have  laws,  and  conform  to  them,  [8j$]  or 
their  life  would  be  as  bad  as  that  of  the  most 
savage  beast.1  And  the  reason  of  this  is  that  no 
man's  nature  is  able  to  know  what  is  best  for  hu 
man  society;  or  knowing,  always  able  and  will- 
Ing  to  do  what  is  best.  In  the  first  place,  there 
is  a  difficulty  in  apprehending  that  the  true  art 
or  politics  is  concerned,  not  with  private  but 
with  public  good  (for  public  good  binds  togeth 
er  states,  but  private  only  distracts  them);  and 
that  both  the  public  and  private  good  as  well  of 
individuals  as  of  states  is  greater  when  the  state 
and  not  the  individual  is  first  considered.  In  the 
second  place,  although  a  person  knows  in  the 
abstract  that  this  is  true,  yet  if  he  be  possessed 
of  absolute  and  irresponsible  power,  he  will 
never  remain  firm  in  his  principles  or  persist  in 
regarding  the  public  good  as  primary  in  the 
state,  and  the  private  good  as  secondary.  Human 
nature  will  be  always  drawing  him  into  avarice 
and  selfishness,  avoiding  pain  and  pursuing 
pleasure  without  any  reason,  and  will  bring  these 
to  the  front,  obscuring  the  juster  and  better;  and 
so  working  darkness  in  his  soul  will  at  last  fill 
with  evils  both  him  and  the  whole  city.2  For  if  a 
man  were  born  so  divinely  gifted  that  he  could 
naturally  apprehend  the  truth,  he  would  have 
no  need  of  laws  to  rule  over  him; 3  for  there  is 
no  law  or  order  which  is  above  knowledge,  nor 
can  mind,  without  impiety,  be  deemed  the  sub 
ject  or  slave  of  any  man,  but  rather  the  lord  of 
all.  I  speak  of  mind,  true  and  free,  and  in  har 
mony  with  nature.  But  then  there  is  no  such 
mind  anywhere, orat  least  notmuch;  and  there 
fore  we  must  choose  law  and  order,  which  are 
second  best.  These  look  at  things  as  they  exist 
for  the  most  part  only,  and  are  unable  to  survey 
the  whole  of  them.  And  therefore  I  have  spok 
en  as  I  have. 

And  now  we  will  determine  what  penalty  he 
ought  to  pay  or  suffer  who  has  hurt  or  wound 
ed  another.  Any  one  may  easily  imagine  the 
questions  which  have  to  be  asked  in  all  such 

1  Cf.  Aristotle,  Politics,  i.  2, 1253  *  29-33. 
aC£  in.  691;  iv.  711,  713,  716. 
8  Cf .  Statesman,  297. 


cases: — What  did  he  wound,  or  whom,  or  tow, 
or  when?  for  there  are  innumerable  particulars 
of  this  sort  which  greatly  vary  from  one  anoth 
er.  And  to  allow  courts  of  law  to  determine  all 
these  things,  or  not  to  determine  any  of  them,  is 
alike  impossible.  There  is  one  particular  which 
they  must  determine  in  all  cases — the  question 
of  fact.  And  then,  again,  [8j6]  that  the  legis 
lator  should  not  permit  them  to  determine  what 
punishment  is  to  be  inflicted  in  any  of  these 
cases,  but  should  himself  decide  about  all  of 
them,  small  or  great,  is  next  to  impossible. 
Cle.  Then  what  is  to  be  the  inference? 
Ath.  The  inference  is,  that  some  things 
should  be  left  to  courts  of  law;  others  the  legis 
lator  must  decide  for  himself. 

Cle .  And  what  ought  the  legislator  to  decide, 
and  what  ought  he  to  leave  to  the  courts  of  law? 
Ath.  I  may  reply,  that  in  a  state  in  which  the 
courts  are  bad  and  mute,  because  the  judges 
conceal  their  opinions  and  decide  causes  clan 
destinely;  or  what  is  worse,  when  they  are  dis 
orderly  and  noisy,  as  in  a  theatre,  clapping  or 
hooting  in  turn  this  or  that  orator — I  say  that 
then  there  is  a  very  serious  evil,  which  affects 
the  whole  state.  Unfortunate  is  the  necessity  of 
having  to  legislate  for  such  courts,  but  where 
the  necessity  exists,  the  legislator  should  only 
allow  them  to  ordain  the  penalties  for  the  small 
est  offences;  if  the  state  for  which  he  is  legislat 
ing  be  of  this  character,  he  must  take  most  mat 
ters  into  his  own  hands  and  speak  distinctly. 
But  when  a  state  has  good  courts,  and  the  judges 
are  well  trained  and  scrupulously  tested,  the 
determination  of  the  penalties  or  punishments 
which  shall  be  inflicted  on  the  guilty  may  fairly 
and  with  advantage  be  left  to  them.  And  we  are 
not  to  be  blamed  for  not  legislating  concerning 
all  that  large  class  of  matters  which  judges  far 
worse  educated  than  ours  would  be  able  to  de 
termine,  assigning  to  each  offence  what  is  due 
both  to  the  perpetrator  and  to  the  sufferer.  We 
believe  those  for  whom  we  are  legislating  to  be 
best  able  to  judge,  and  therefore  to  them  the 
greater  part  may  be  left.  At  the  same  time,  as  I 
have  often  said/  we  should  exhibit  to  the  judges, 
as  we  have  done,  the  outline  and  form  of  the 
punishments  to  be  inflicted,  and  then  they  will 
not  transgress  the  just  rule.  That  was  an  excel 
lent  practice,  which  we  observed  before,  and 
which  now  that  we  are  resuming  the  work  of 
legislation,  may  with  advantage  be  repeated  by 
us. 

Let  the  enactment  about  wounding  be  in  the 
following  terms: — If  anyone  has  a  purpose  and 
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intention  to  slay  another  who  is  not  his  enemy, 
and  whom  the  law  does  not  permit  him  to  slay, 
and  he  wounds  him,  ^777  but  is  unable  to  kill 
him,  he  who  had  the  intent  and  has  wounded 
him  is  not  to  be  pitied — he  deserves  no  consid 
eration,  but  should  be  regarded  as  a  murderer 
and  be  tried  for  murder.  Still  having  respect 
to  the  fortune  which  has  in  a  manner  favoured 
him,  and  to  the  providence  which  in  pity  to  him 
and  to  the  wounded  man  saved  the  one  from  a 
fatal  blow,  and  the  other  from  an  accursed  fate 
and  calamity — as  a  thank-offering  to  this  deity, 
and  in  order  not  to  oppose  his  will — in  such  a 
case  the  law  will  remit  die  punishment  of  death, 
and  only  compel  the  offender  to  emigrate  to  a 
neighbouring  city  for  the  rest  of  his  life,  where 
he  shall  remain  in  the  enjoyment  of  all  his  pos 
sessions.  But  if  he  have  injured  the  wounded 
man,  he  shall  make  such  compensation  for  the 
injury  as  the  court  deciding  the  cause  shall  as 
sess,  and  the  same  judges  shall  decide  who 
would  have  decided  if  the  man  had  died  of  his 
wounds.  And  if  a  child  intentionally  wound 
his  parents,  or  a  servant  his  master,  death  shall 
be  the  penalty.  And  if  a  brother  or  a  sister  inten 
tionally  wound  a  brother  or  a  sister,  and  is  found 
guilty,  death  shall  be  the  penalty.  And  if  a  hus 
band  wound  a  wife,  or  a  wife  a  husband,  with 
intent  to  kill,  let  him  or  her  undergo  perpet 
ual  exile;  if  they  have  sons  or  daughters  who 
are  still  young,  the  guardians  shall  take  care  of 
their  property,  and  have  charge  of  the  children 
as  orphans.  If  their  sons  are  grown  up,  they 
shall  be  under  no  obligation  to  support  the  ex 
iled  parent,  but  they  shall  possess  the  property 
themselves.  And  if  he  who  meets  with  such  a 
misfortune  has  no  children,  the  kindred  of  the 
exiled  man  to  the  degree  of  sons  of  cousins,  both 
on  the  male  and  female  side,  shall  meet  togeth 
er,  and  after  taking  counsel  with  the  guardians 
of  the  law  and  the  priests,  shall  appoint  a  5040^1 
citizen  to  be  the  heir  of  the  house,  considering 
and  reasoning  that  no  house  of  all  the  5040  be 
longs  to  the  inhabitant  or  to  the  whole  family, 
but  is  the  public  and  private  property  of  the 
state.  Now  the  state  should  seek  to  have  its 
houses  as  holy  and  happy  as  possible.  And  if  any 
one  of  the  houses  be  unfortunate,  and  stained 
with  impiety,  and  the  owner  leave  no  posterity, 
but  dies  unmarried,  or  married  and  childless, 
having  suffered  death  as  the  penalty  of  murder 
or  some  other  crime  committed  against  the 
Gods  or  against  his  fellow-citizens,  of  which 
death  is  the  penalty  distinctly  laid  down  in  the 
law;  or  if  any  of  the  citizens  be  in  perpetual 
exile,  and  also  childless,  that  house  shall  first 


of  ail  be  purified  and  undergo  expiation  accord 
ing  to  law;  and  then  let  the  kinsmen  of  the 
house,  as  we  were  just  now  saying,  and  the 
guardians  of  the  law,  [8j8]  meet  and  consider 
what  family  there  is  in  the  state  which  is  of 
the  highest  repute  for  virtue  and  also  for  good 
fortune,  in  which  there  are  a  number  of  sons; 
from  that  family  let  them  take  one  and  intro 
duce  him  to  the  father  and  forefathers  of  the 
dead  man  as  their  son,  and,  for  the  sake  of  the 
omen,  let  him  be  called  so,  that  he  may  be 
the  continuer  of  their  family,  the  keeper  of 
their  hearth,  and  the  minister  of  their  sacred 
rites  with  better  fortune  than  his  father  had; 
and  when  they  have  made  this  supplication,  they 
shall  make  him  heir  according  to  law,  and  the 
offending  person  they  shall  leave  nameless  and 
childless  and  portionless  when  calamities  such 
as  these  overtake  him. 

Now  the  boundaries  of  some  things  do  not 
touch  one  another,  but  there  is  a  borderland 
which  comes  in  between,  preventing  them  from 
touching.  And  we  were  saying  that  actions 
done  from  passion  are  of  this  nature,  and  come 
in  between  the  voluntary  and  involuntary.  If  a 
person  be  convicted  of  having  inflicted  wounds 
in  a  passion,  in  the  first  place  he  shall  pay  twice 
the  amount  of  the  injury,  if  the  wound  be  cur 
able,  or,  if  incurable,  four  times  the  amount  of 
the  injury;  or  if  the  wound  be  curable,  and  at 
the  same  time  cause  great  and  notable  disgrace 
to  the  wounded  person,  he  shall  pay  fourfold. 
And  whenever  any  one  in  wounding  another 
injures  not  only  the  sufferer,  but  also  the  city, 
and  makes  him  incapable  of  defending  his 
country  against  the  enemy,  he,  besides  the  other 
penalties,  shall  pay  a  penalty  for  the  loss  which 
the  state  has  incurred.  And  the  penalty  shall  be, 
that  in  addition  to  his  own  times  of  service,  he 
shall  serve  on  behalf  of  the  disabled  person,  and 
shall  take  his  place  in  war;  or,  if  he  refuse,  he 
shall  be  liable  to  be  convicted  by  law  of  refusal 
to  serve.  The  compensation  for  the  injury, 
whether  to  be  twofold  or  threefold  or  fourfold, 
shall  be  fixed  by  the  judges  who  convict  him. 
And  if,  in  like  manner,  a  brother  wounds  a 
brother,  the  parents  and  kindred  of  either  sex, 
including  the  children  of  cousins,  whether  on 
the  male  or  female  side,  shall  meet,  and  when 
they  have  judged  the  cause,  they  shall  entrust 
the  assessment  of  damages  to  the  parents,  as  is 
natural;  and  if  the  estimate  be  disputed,  then 
ths;  kinsmen  on  the  male  side  shall  make  the  es 
timate,  or  if  they  cannot,  they  shall  commit  the 
matter  to  the  guardians  of  the  law.  And  when 
similar  charges  of  wounding  are  brought  by 
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children  against  their  parents,  those  who  are 
more  than  sixty  years  of  age,  having  children 
of  their  own,  not  adopted,  shall  be  required  to 
decide;  and  If  any  one  Is  convicted,  they  shall 
determine  whether  he  or  she  ought  to  die,  or 
suffer  some  other  punishment  either  greater 
than  death,  [Sjg]  or,  at  any  rate,  not  much  less. 
A  kinsman  of  the  offender  shall  not  be  allowed 
to  judge  the  cause,  not  even  if  he  be  of  the  age 
which  is  prescribed  by  the  law.  If  a  slave  in  a 
fit  of  anger  wound  a  freeman,  the  owner  of  the 
slave  shall  give  him  up  to  the  wounded  man, 
who  may  do  as  he  pleases  with  him,  and  if  he 
do  not  give  him  up  he  shall  himself  make  good 
the  injury.  And  if  any  one  says  that  the  slave 
and  the  wounded  man  are  conspiring  together, 
let  him  argue  the  point,  and  if  he  is  cast,  he  shall 
pay  for  the  wrong  three  times  over,  but  if  he 
gains  his  case,  the  freeman  who  conspired  with 
the  slave  shall  be  liable  to  an  action  for  kidnap 
ping.  And  if  any  one  unintentionally  wounds 
another  he  shall  simply  pay  for  the  harm,  for 
no  legislator  is  able  to  control  chance.  In  such  a 
case  the  judges  shall  be  the  same  as  those  who 
are  appointed  in  the  case  of  children  suing  their 
parents;  and  they  shall  estimate  the  amount  of 
the  injury. 

All  the  preceding  injuries  and  every  kind  of 
assault  are  deeds  of  violence;  and  every  man, 
woman,  or  child  ought  to  consider  that  the  eld 
er  has  the  precedence  of  the  younger  in  hon 
our,1  both  among  the  Godsand  also  among  men 
who  would  live  in  security  and  happiness. 
Wherefore  it  is  a  foul  thing  and  hateful  to  the 
Gods  to  see  an  elder  man  assaulted  by  a  younger 
in  the  city;  and  it  is  reasonable  that  a  young 
man  when  struck  by  an  elder  should  lightly  en 
dure  his  anger,  laying  up  in  store  for  himself  a 
like  honour  when  he  is  old.  Let  this  be  the  law: 
— Every  one  shall  reverence  his  elder  in  word 
and  deed;  he  shall  respect  any  one  who  is  twen 
ty  years  older  than  himself,  whether  male  or  fe 
male,  regarding  him  or  her  as  his  father  or 
mother;  and  he  shall  abstain  from  laying  hands 
on  any  one  who  is  of  an  age  to  have  been  his 
father  or  his  mother,  out  of  reverence  to  the 
Gods  who  preside  over  birth;  similarly  he  shall 
keep  his  hands  from  a  stranger,  whether  he  be 
an  old  inhabitant  or  newly  arrived;  he  shall  not 
venture  to  correct  such  an  one  by  blows,  either 
as  the  aggressor  or  in  self-defence.  If  he  thinks 
that  some  stranger  has  struck  him  out  of  wan 
tonness  or  insolence,  jind  ought  to  be  punished, 
he  shall  take  him  to  die  wardens  of  the  city,  but 
let  him  not  strike  him,  that  the  stranger  may 

*  QL  Rept&Ke,  v.  465. 


be  kept  far  away  from  the  possibility  of  lifting 
up  his  hand  against  a  citizen,  and  let  the  ward 
ens  of  the  city  take  the  offender  and  examine 
him,  not  forgetting  their  duty  to  the  God  of 
Strangers,  and  in  case  the  stranger  appears  to 
have  struck  the  citizen  unjustly,  let  them  inflict 
upon  him  as  many  blows  with  the  scourge  as  he 
has  himself  inflicted,  and  quell  his  presumption. 
But  if  he  be  innocent,  they  shall  threaten  and 
rebuke  the  man  who  arrested  him,  [880]  and 
let  them  both  go.  If  a  person  strikes  another  of 
the  same  age  or  somewhat  older  than  himself, 
who  has  no  children,  whether  he  be  an  old  man 
who  strikes  an  old  man  or  a  young  man  who 
strikes  a  young  man,  let  the  person  struck  de 
fend  himself  in  the  natural  way  without  a  weap 
on  and  with  his  hands  only.  He  who,  being 
more  than  forty  years  of  age,  dares  to  fight  with 
another,  whether  he  be  the  aggressor  or  in  self- 
defence,  shall  be  regarded  as  rude  and  ill-man 
nered  and  slavish; — this  will  be  a  disgraceful 
punishment,  and  therefore  suitable  to  him.  The 
obedient  nature  will  readily  yield  to  such  exhor 
tations,  but  the  disobedient,  who  heeds  not  the 
prelude,  shall  have  the  law  ready  for  him: — If 
any  man  smite  another  who  is  older  than  him 
self,  either  by  twenty  or  by  more  years,  in  the 
first  place,  he  who  is  at  hand,  not  being  young 
er  than  the  combatants,  nor  their  equal  in  age, 
shall  separate  them,  or  be  disgraced  according 
to  law;  but  if  he  be  the  equal  in  age  of  the  per 
son  who  is  struck  or  younger,  he  shall  defend 
the  person  injured  as  he  would  a  brother  or 
father  or  still  older  relative.  Further,  let  him 
who  dares  to  smite  an  elder  be  tried  for  assault, 
as  I  have  said,  and  if  he  be  found  guilty,  let  him 
be  imprisoned  for  a  period  of  not  less  than  a 
year,  or  if  the  judges  approve  of  a  longer  peri 
od,  their  decision  shall  be  final.  But  if  a  stran 
ger  or  metic  smite  one  who  is  older  by  twenty 
years  or  more,  the  same  law  shall  hold  about 
the  bystanders  assisting,  and  he  who  is  found 
guilty  in  such  a  suit,  if  he  be  a  stranger  but  not 
resident,  shall  be  imprisoned  during  a  period  of 
two  years;  and  a  metic  who  disobeys  the  laws 
shall  be  imprisoned  for  three  years,  unless  the 
court  assign  him  a  longer  term.  And  let  him 
who  was  present  in  any  of  these  cases  and  did 
not  assist  according  to  law  be  punished,  if  he 
be  of  the  highest  class,  by  paying  a  fine  of  a  mi- 
na;  or  if  he  be  of  the  second  class,  of  fifty  drach 
mas;  or  if  of  the  third  class,  by  a  fine  of  thirty 
drachmas;  or  if  he  be  of  the  fourth  class,  by  a 
fine  of  twenty  drachmas;  and  the  generals  and 
taxiarchs  and  phylarchs  and  hipparchs  shall 
form  the  court  in  such  cases. 
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Laws  are  partly  framed  for  the  sake  of  good 
men,  in  order  to  instruct  them  how  they  may 
live  on  friendly  terms  with  one  another,  and 
pardy  for  the  sake  of  those  who  refuse  to  be  in 
structed,  whose  spirit  cannot  he  subdued,  or 
softened,  or  hindered  from  plunging  into  evil. 
These  are  the  persons  who  cause  the  word  to  be 
spoken  which  I  am  about  to  utter;  for  them  the 
legislator  legislates  of  necessity,  and  in  the 
hope  that  there  may  be  no  need  of  his  laws.  He 
who  shall  dare  to  lay  violent  hands  upon  his 
father  or  mother,  or  any  still  older  relative,  hav 
ing  no  fear  either  of  the  wrath  of  the  Gods 
above,  [881]  or  of  the  punishments  that  are 
spoken  of  in  the  world  below,  but  transgresses 
in  contempt  of  ancient  and  universal  traditions 
as  though  he  were  too  wise  to  believe  in  them, 
requires  some  extreme  measure  of  prevention. 
Now  death  is  not  the  worst  that  can  happen  to 
men;  far  worse  are  the  punishments  which  are 
said  to  pursue  them  in  the  world  below.  But  al 
though  they  are  most  true  tales,  they  work  on 
such  souls  no  prevention;  for  if  they  had  any  ef 
fect  there  would  be  no  slayers  of  mothers,  or  im 
pious  hands  lifted  up  against  parents;  and 
therefore  the  punishments  of  this  world  which 
are  inflicted  during  life  ought  not  in  such  cases 
to  fall  short,  if  possible,  of  the  terrors  of  the 
world  below.  Let  our  enactment  then  be  as  fol 
lows: — If  a  man  dare  to  strike  his  father  or  his 
mother,  or  their  fathers  or  mothers,  he  being 
at  the  time  of  sound  mind,  then  let  any  one  who 
is  at  hand  come  to  the  rescue  as  has  been  already 
said,  and  the  metic  or  stranger  who  comes  to 
the  rescue  shall  be  called  to  the  first  place  in 
the  games;  but  if  he  do  not  come  he  shall  suffer 
the  punishment  of  perpetual  exile.  He  who  is 
not  a  metic,  if  he  comes  to  the  rescue,  shall  have 
praise,  and  if  he  do  not  come,  blame.  And  if  a 
slave  come  to  the  rescue,  let  him  be  made  free, 
but  if  he  do  not  come  to  the  rescue,  let  him  re 
ceive  100  strokes  of  the  whip,  by  order  of  the 
wardens  of  the  agora,  if  the  occurrence  take 
place  in  the  agora;  or  if  somewhere  in  the  city 
beyond  the  limits  of  the  agora,  any  warden  of 
the  city  who  is  in  residence  shall  punish  him;  or 
if  in  the  country,  then  the  commanders  of  the 
wardens  of  the  country.1  If  those  who  are  near 
at  the  time  be  inhabitants  of  the  same  place,, 
whether  they  be  youths,  or  men,  or  women,  let 
them  come  to  the  rescue  and  denounce  him  as 
the  impious  one;  and  he  who  does  not  come  to 
the  rescue  shall  fall  under  the  curse  of  Zeus,  the 
God  of  kindred  and  of  ancestors,  according  to 
law.  And  if  any  one  is  found  guilty  of  assault- 
1  C£  vi.  760. 


ing  a  parent,  let  him  in  the  first  place  be  for 
ever  banished  from  the  city  into  the  country, 
and  let  him  abstain  from  the  temples;  and  if  he 
do  not  abstain,  the  wardens  of  the  country  shall 
punish  him  with  blows,  or  in  any  way  which 
they  please,  and  if  he  return  he  shall  be  put  to 
death.  And  if  any  freeman  eat  or  drink,  or  have 
any  other  sort  of  intercourse  with  him,  or  only 
meeting  him  have  voluntarily  touched  him,  he 
shall  not  enter  into  any  temple,  nor  into  the 
agora,  nor  into  the  city,  until  he  is  puriied;  for 
he  should  consider  that  he  has  become  tainted 
by  a  curse.  And  if  he  disobeys  the  law,  and  pol 
lutes  the  city  and  the  temples  contrary  to  law, 
and  one  of  the  magistrates  sees  him  and  does 
not  indict  him,  when  he  gives  in  his  account 
this  omission  shall  be  a  most  serious  charge. 

[882]  If  a  slave  strike  a  freeman,  whether  a 
stranger  or  a  citizen,  let  any  one  who  is  present 
come  to  the  rescue,  or  pay  the  penalty  already 
mentioned;  and  let  the  bystanders  blnd'him,  and 
deliver  him  up  to  the  injured  person,  and  he  re 
ceiving  him  shall  put  him  in  chains,  and  in 
flict  on  him  as  many  stripes  as  he  pleases;  but 
having  punished  him  he  must  surrender  him 
to  his  master  according  to  law,  and  not  deprive 
him  of  his  property.  Let  the  law  be  as  follows: 
— The  slave  who  strikes  a  freeman,  not  at  the 
command  of  the  magistrates,  his  owner  shall 
receive  bound  from  the  man  whom  he  has 
stricken,  and  not  release  him  until  the  slave  has 
persuaded  the  man  whom  he  has  stricken  that 
he  ought  to  be  released.  And  let  there  be  the 
same  laws  about  women  in  relation  to  women, 
and  about  men  and  women  in  relation  to  one 
another. 

BOOK  x 

[884]  AND  now  having  spoken  of  assaults,  let 
us  sum  up  all  acts  of  violence  under  a  single 
law,  which  shall  be  as  follows:— No  one  shall 
take  or  carry  away  any  of  his  neighbour's 
goods,  neither  shall  he  use  anything  which  is 
his  neighbour's  without  the  consent  of  the 
owner;  for  these  are  the  offences  which  are  and 
have  been,  and  will  ever  be,  the  source  of  all 
the  aforesaid  evils.  The  greatest  of  them  are  ex 
cesses  and  insolences  of  youth,  and  are  offences 
against  the  greatest  when  they  are  done  against 
religion;  and  especially  great  when  in  violation 
of  public  and  holy  rites,  or  of  the  partly-com 
mon  rites  in  which  tribes  and  phratries  share; 
[885]  and  in  the  second  degree  great  when 
they  are  committed  against  private  rites  and 
sepulchres,  and  in  the  third  degree  (not  to  re- 
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peat  the  acts  formerly  mentioned ),  when  in 
sults  arc  offered  to  parents;  the  fourth  kind  of 
violence  is  when  any  one,  regardless  of  the  au 
thority  of  the  rulers,  takes  or  carries  away  or 
makes  use  of  anything  which  belongs  to  them, 
not  having  their  consent;  and  the  fifth  kind  is 
when  the  violation  of  the  civil  rights  of  an  in 
dividual  demands  reparation.  There  should  be 
a  common  law  embracing  ail  these  cases.  For 
we  have  already  said  in  general  terms  what 
shall  be  the  punishment  of  sacrilege,  whether 
fraudulent  or  violent,  and  now  we  have  to  de 
termine  what  is  to  be  the  punishment  of  those 
who  speak  or  act  insolently  toward  the  Gods. 
But  first  we  must  give  them  an  admonition 
which  may  be  in  the  following  terms: — No 
one  who  in  obedience  to  the  laws  believed  that 
there  were  Gods,  ever  intentionally  did  any 
unholy  act,  or  uttered  any  unlawful  word; 
but  he  who  did  must  have  supposed  one  of 
three  things — either  that  they  did  not  exist, 
— which  is  the  first  possibility,  or  secondly, 
that,  if  they  did,  they  took  no  care  of  man,  or 
thirdly,  that  they  were  easily  appeased  and 
turned  aside  from  their  purpose  by  sacrifices 
and  prayers. 

Cleinias.  What  shall  we  say  or  do  to  these 
persons? 

Athenian  Stranger.  My  good  friend,  let  us 
first  hear  the  jests  which  I  suspect  that  they  in 
their  superiority  will  utter  against  us. 
Cle.  What  jests? 

Ath.  They  will  make  some  irreverent  speech 
of  this  sort: — "O  inhabitants  of  Athens,  and 
Sparta,  and  Cnosus,"  they  will  reply,  "in  that 
you  speak  truly;  for  some  of  us  deny  the  very 
existence  of  the  Gods,  while  others,  as  you  say, 
are  of  opinion  that  they  do  not  care  about  us; 
and  others  that  they  are  turned  from  their 
course  by  gifts.  Now  we  have  a  right  to  claim, 
as  you  yourself  allowed,  in  the  matter  of  laws, 
that  before  you  are  hard  upon  us  and  threaten 
us,  you  should  argue  with  us  and  convince  us 1 
— you  should  first  attempt  to  teach  and  per 
suade  us  that  there  are  Gods  by  reasonable  evi 
dences,  and  also  that  they  are  too  good  to  be  un 
righteous,  or  to  be  propitiated,  or  turned  from 
their  course  by  gifts.  For  when  we  hear  such 
things  said  of  them  by  those  who  are  esteemed 
to  be  the  best  of  poets,  and  orators,  and  proph 
ets,  and  priests,  and  by  innumerable  others, 
the  thoughts  of  most  of  us  are  not  set  upon  ab 
staining  from  unrighteous  acts,  but  upon  do 
ing  them  and  atoning  for  them.2  When  law- 
1Cf.iv.7i8,ff. 
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givers  prof  ess  that  they  are  gentle  and  not  stern, 
we  think  that  they  should  first  of  all  use  per 
suasion  to  us,  and  show  us  the  existence  of 
Gods,  if  not  in  a  better  manner  than  other  men, 
at  any  rate  in  a  truer;  and  who  knows  but  that 
we  shall  hearken  to  you?  If  then  our  request  is 
a  fair  one,  please  to  accept  our  challenge." 

Cle.  But  is  there  any  difficulty  in  proving  the 
existence  of  the  Gods? 

[886]  Ath.  How  would  you  prove  it? 
Cle.  How?  In  the  first  place,  the  earth  and 
the  sun,  and  the  stars  and  the  universe,  and  the 
fair  order  of  the  seasons,  and  the  division  of 
them  into  years  and  months,  furnish  proofs  of 
their  existence;  and  also  there  is  the  fact  that 
all  Hellenes  and  barbarians  believe  in  them. 

Ath.  I  fear,  my  sweet  friend,  though  I  will 
not  say  that  I  much  regard,  the  contempt  with 
which  the  profane  will  be  likely  to  assail  us. 
For  you  do  not  understand  the  nature  of  their 
complaint,  and  you  fancy  that  they  rush  into 
impiety  only  from  a  love  of  sensual  pleasure. 

Cle.  Why,  Stranger,  what  other  reason  is 
there? 

Ath.  One  which  you  who  live  in  a  different 
atmosphere  would  never  guess. 
Cle.  What  is  it? 

Ath.  A  very  grievous  sort  of  ignorance  which 
is  imagined  to  be  the  greatest  wisdom. 
Cle.  What  do  you  mean? 
Ath.  At  Athens  there  are  tales  preserved  in 
writing  which  the  virtue  of  your  state,  as  I  am 
informed,  refuses  to  admit.  They  speak  of  the 
Gods  in  prose  as  well  as  verse,  and  the  oldest 
of  them  tell  of  the  origin  of  the  heavens  and 
of  the  world,  and  not  far  from  the  beginning  of 
their  story  they  proceed  to  narrate  the  birth  of 
the  Gods,  and  how  after  they  were  born  they 
behaved  to  one  another.  Whether  these  stories 
have  in  other  ways  a  good  or  a  bad  influence, 
I  should  not  like  to  be  severe  upon  them,  be 
cause  they  are  ancient;  but,  looking  at  them 
with  reference  to  the  duties  of  children  to  their 
parents,  I  cannot  praise  them,  or  think  that 
they  are  useful,  or  at  all  true,8  Of  the  words  of 
the  ancients  I  have  nothing  more  to  say;  and  I 
should  wish  to  say  of  them  only  what  is  pleas 
ing  to  the  Gods.  But  as  to  our  younger  genera 
tion  and  their  wisdom,  I  cannot  let  them  off 
when  they  do  mischief.  For  do  but  mark  the 
effect  of  their  words:  when  you  and  I  argue  for 
the  existence  of  the  Gods,  and  produce  the  sun, 
moon,  stars,  and  earth,  claiming  for  them  a 
divine  being,  if  we  would  listen  to  the  afore 
said  philosophers  we  should  say  that  they  are 
8  Cf.  Republic,  ii.  378,  ft 
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earth  and  stones  only,1  which  can  have  no  care 
at  all  of  human  affairs,  and  that  all  religion  is 
a  cooking  up  of  words  and  a  make-believe, 

Cle.  One  such  teacher,  O  Stranger,  would  be 
bad  enough,  and  you  imply  that  there  are  many 
of  them,  which  is  worse. 

Ath.  Well,  then;  what  shall  we  say  or  do?— 
Shall  we  assume  that  some  one  is  accusing  us 
among  unholy  men,  [887]  who  are  trying  to 
escape  from  the  effect  of  our  legislation;  and 
that  they  say  of  us — How  dreadful  that  you 
should  legislate  on  the  supposition  that  there 
are  Gods!  Shall  we  make  a  defence  of  our 
selves?  or  shall  we  leave  them  and  return  to 
our  laws,  lest  the  prelude  should  become  longer 
than  the  law?  For  the  discourse  will  certainly 
extend  to  great  length,  if  we  are  to  treat  the 
impiously  disposed  as  they  desire,  partly  dem 
onstrating  to  them  at  some  length  the  things 
of  which  they  demand  an  explanation,  partly 
making  them  afraid  or  dissatisfied,  and  then 
proceed  to  the  requisite  enactments. 

Cle.  Yes,  Stranger;  but  then  how  often  have 
we  repeated  already  that  on  the  present  occa 
sion  there  is  no  reason  why  brevity  should  be 
preferred  to  length; s  for  who  is  "at  our  heels"? 
— as  the  saying  goes,  and  it  would  be  paltry 
and  ridiculous  to  prefer  the  shorter  to  the  bet 
ter.  It  is  a  matter  of  no  small  consequence,  in 
some  way  or  other  to  prove  that  there  are  Gods, 
and  that  they  are  good,  and  regard  justice  more 
than  men  do.  The  demonstration  of  this  would 
be  the  best  and  noblest  prelude  of  all  our  laws. 
And  therefore,  without  impatience,  and  with 
out  hurry,  let  us  unreservedly  consider  the 
whole  matter,  summoning  up  all  the  power  of 
persuasion  which  we  possess. 

Ath.  Seeing  you  thus  in  earnest,  I  would 
fain  offer  up  a  prayer  that  I  may  succeed: — but 
I  must  proceed  at  once.  Who  can  be  calm  when 
he  is  called  upon  to  prove  the  existence  of  the 
Gods?  Who  can  avoid  hating  and  abhorring 
the  men  who  are  and  have  been  the  cause  of 
this  argument;  I  speak  of  those  who  will  not 
believe  the  tales  which  they  have  heard  as  babes 
and  sucklings  from  their  mothers  and  nurses, 
repeated  by  them  both  in  jest  and  earnest,  like 
charms,  who  have  also  heard  them  in  the  sacri 
ficial  prayers,  and  seen  sights  accompanying 
them — sights  and  sounds  delightful  to  chil 
dren — and  their  parents  during  the  sacrifices 
showing  an  intense  earnestness  on  behalf  of 
their  children  and  of  themselves,  and  with 
eager  interest  talking  to  the  Gods,  and  beseech 
ing  them,  as  though  they  were  firmly  convinced 
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of  their  existence;  who  likewise  see  and  hear 
the  prostrations  and  invocations  which  are 
made  by  Hellenes  and  barbarians  at  the  rising 
and  setting  of  the  sun  and  moon,  in  all  the 
vicissitudes  of  life,  not  as  if  they  thought  that 
there  were  no  Gods,  but  as  if  there  could  be 
no  doubt  of  their  existence,  and  no  suspicion 
of  their  non-existence;  when  men,  knowing 
all  these  things,  [888]  despise  them  on  no 
real  grounds,  as  would  be  admitted  by  all  who 
have  any  particle  of  intelligence,  and  when  they 
force  us  to  say  what  we  are  now  saying,  how 
can  any  one  in  gentle  terms  remonstrate  with 
the  like  of  them,  when  he  has  to  begin  by  prov 
ing  to  them  the  very  existence  of  the  Gods? 
Yet  the  attempt  must  be  made;  for  it  would  be 
unseemly  that  one  half  of  mankind  should  go 
mad  in  their  lust  of  pleasure,  and  the  other  half 
in  their  indignation  at  such  persons.  Our  ad 
dress  to  these  lost  and  perverted  natures  should 
not  be  spoken  in  passion;  let  us  suppose  our 
selves  to  select  some  one  of  them,  and  gently 
reason  with  him,  smothering  our  anger: — O 
my  son,  we  will  say  to  him,  you  are  young,  and 
the  advance  of  time  will  make  you  reverse 
may  of  the  opinions  which  you  now  hold.  Wait 
awhile,  and  do  not  attempt  to  judge  at  present 
of  the  highest  things;  and  that  is  the  highest 
of  which  you  now  think  nothing — to  know  the 
Gods  rightly  and  to  live  accordingly.  And  in 
the  first  place  let  me  indicate  to  you  one  point 
which  is  of  great  importance,  and  about  which 
I  cannot  be  deceived: — You  and  your  friends 
are  not  the  first  who  have  held  this  opinion 
about  the  Gods.  There  have  always  been  per 
sons  more  or  less  numerous  who  have  had  the 
same  disorder.  I  have  known  many  of  them, 
and  can  tell  you,  that  no  one  who  had  taken  up 
in  youth  this  opinion,  that  the  Gods  do  not 
exist,  ever  continued  in  the  same  until  he  was 
old;  the  two  other  notions  certainly  do  con 
tinue  in  some  cases,  but  not  in  many;  the  no 
tion,  I  mean,  that  the  Gods  exist,  but  take  no 
heed  of  human  things,  and  the  other  notion 
that  they  do  take  heed  of  them,  but  are  easily 
propitiated  with  sacrifices  and  prayers.  As  to 
the  opinion  about  the  Gods  which  may  some 
day  become  clear  to  you,  I  advise  you  go  wait 
and  consider  if  it  be  true  or  not;  ask  of  others, 
and  above  all  of  the  legislator.  In  the  meantime 
take  care  that  you  do  not  offend  against  the 
Gods.  For  the  duty  of  the  legislator  is  and  al 
ways  will  be  to  teach  you  the  truth  of  these 
matters. 

Cle.  Our  address,  Stranger,  thus  far,  is  ex 
cellent. 
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Ath.  Quite  true,  Megsllus  and  Cleinias,  but 
I  am  afraid  that  we  have  unconsciously  lighted 
on  a  strange  doctrine. 

Clff.  What  doctrine  do  you  mean? 

Atk.  The  wisest  of  ail  doctrines,  la  the  opin 
ion  of  many, 

Clff.  I  wish  that  you  would  speak  plainer. 

Ath.  The  doctrine  that  all  things  do  become, 
have  become,  and  will  become,  some  by  nature, 
some  by  art,  and  some  by  chance. 

Clff,  Is  not  that  true? 

Ath.  Well,  philosophers  are  probably  right; 
at  any  rate  we  may  as  well  follow  in  their 
track,  [889]  and  examine  what  is  the  meaning 
of  them  and  their  disciples. 

Clff.  By  all  means. 

Ath.  They  say  that  the  greatest  and  fairest 
things  are  the  work  of  nature  and  of  chance., 
the  lesser  of  art,  which,  receiving  from  nature 
the  greater  and  primeval  creations,  moulds  and 
fashions  all  those  lesser  works  which  are  gen 
erally  termed  artificial. 

Clff.  How  is  that? 

Ath.  I  will  explain  my  meaning  still  more 
clearly.  They  say  that  fire  and  water,  and  earth 
and  air,  all  exist  by  nature  and  chance,  and 
none  of  them  by  art,  and  that  as  to  the  bodies 
which  come  next  in  order — earth,  and  sun, 
and  moon,  and  stars — they  have  been  created 
by  means  or  these  absolutely  inanimate  exist 
ences.  The  elements  are  severally  moved  by 
chance  and  some  inherent  force  according  to 
certain  affinities  among  them — of  hot  with 
cold,  or  of  dry  with  moist,  or  of  soft  with  hard, 
and  according  to  all  the  other  accidental  ad 
mixtures  of  opposites  which  have  been  formed 
by  necessity.  After  this  fashion  and  in  this 
manner  the  whole  heaven  has  been  created, 
and  all  that  is  in  the  heaven,  as  well  as  animals 
and  all  plants,  and  all  the  seasons  come  from 
these  elements,  not  by  the  action  of  mind,  as 
they  say,  or  of  any  God,  or  from  art,  but  as  I 
was  saying,  by  nature  and  chance  only.  Art 
sprang  up  afterwards  and  out  of  these,  mortal 
and  of  mortal  birth,  and  produced  in  play  cer 
tain  images  and  very  partial  imitations  of  the 
truth,  having  an  affinity  to  one  another,  such  as 
music  and  painting  create  and  their  compan 
ion  arts.  And  there  are  other  arts  which  have  a 
serious  purpose,  and  these  co-operate  with  na 
ture,  such,  for  example,  as  medicine,  and  hus 
bandry,  and  gymnastic.  And  they  say  that 
politics  cooperate  with  nature,  but  in  a  less  de 
gree,  and  have  more  of  art;  also  that  legislation 
is  entirely  a  work  of  art^  and  is  based  on  as 
sumptions  which  are  not  true. 


Clff.  How  do  you  mean? 

Ath.  In  the  first  place,  my  dear  friend,  these 
people  would  say  that  the  Gods  exist  not  by 
nature,  but  by  art,  and  by  the  laws  of  states, 
which  are  different  in  different  places,  accord 
ing  to  the  agreement  of  those  who  make  them; 
and  that  the  honourable  is  one  thing  by  nature 
and  another  thing  by  law,  and  that  the  princi 
ples  of  justice  have  no  existence  at  all  in  nature, 
but  that  mankind  are  always  disputing  about 
them  and  altering  them;  and  that  the  alterations 
which  are  made  by  art  and  bylaw  have  no  basis 
in  nature,  [890]  but  are  of  authority  for  the 
moment  and  at  the  time  at  which  they  are 
made. — These,  my  friends,  are  the  sayings  of 
wise  men,  poets  and  prose  writers,  which  find 
a  way  into  the  minds  of  youth.  They  are  told 
by  them  that  the  highest  right  is  might,  and  in 
this  way  the  young  fall  into  impieties,  under 
the  idea  that  the  Gods  are  not  such  as  the  law 
bids  them  imagine;  and  hence  arise  factions, 
these  philosophers  inviting  them  to  lead  a  true 
life  according  to  nature,  that  is,  to  live  in  real 
dominion  over  others,  and  not  in  legal  sub 
jection  to  them.1 

Cle.  What  a  dreadful  picture.  Stranger,  have 
you  given,  and  how  great  is  the  injury  which  is 
thus  inflicted  on  young  men  to  the  ruin  both 
of  states  and  families! 

Ath.  True,  Cleinias;  but  then  what  should 
the  lawgiver  do  when  this  evil  is  of  long  stand 
ing?  should  he  only  rise  up  in  the  state  and 
threaten  all  mankind,  proclaiming  that  if  they 
will  not  say  and  think  that  the  Gods  are  such 
as  the  law  ordains  (and  this  may  be  extended 
generally  to  the  honourable,  the  just,  and  to  all 
the  highest  things,  and  to  all  that  relates  to  vir 
tue  and  vice),  and  if  they  will  not  make  their 
actions  conform  to  the  copy  which  the  law 
gives  them,  then  he  who  refuses  to  obey  the 
law  shall  die,  or  suffer  stripes  and  bonds,  or 
privation  of  citizenship,  or  in  some  cases  be 
punished  by  loss  of  property  and  exile?  Should 
he  not  rather,  when  he  is  making  laws  for  men, 
at  the  same  time  infuse  the  spirit  of  persuasion 
into  his  words,  and  mitigate  the  severity  of 
them  as  far  as  he  can? 

Clc.  Why,  Stranger,  if  such  persuasion  be  at 
all  possible,  then  a  legislator  who  has  anything 
in  him  ought  never  to  weary  of  persuading 
men;  he  ought  to  leave  nothing  unsaid  in  sup 
port  of  the  ancient  opinion  that  there  are  Gods, 
and  of  all  those  other  truths  which  you  were 
just  now  mentioning;  he  ought  to  support  the 
law  and  also  art,  and  acknowledge  that  both 
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alike  exist  fay  nature,  and  no  less  than  nature, 
if  they  are  the  creations  of  mine!  in  accordance 
with  right  reason,  as  you  appear  to  me  to  main 
tain,  and  I  am  disposed  to  agree  with  you  in 
thinking. 

Ath.  Yes,  my  enthusiastic  Cleinias;  but  are 
not  these  things  when  spoken  to  a  multitude 
hard  to  be  understood,  not  to  mention  that  they 
take  up  a  dismal  length  of  time? 

Cle.  Why,  Stranger,  shall  we,  whose  patience 
failed  not  when  drinking  or  music  were  the 
themes  of  discourse,  weary  now  of  discoursing 
about  the  Gods,  and  about  divine  things?  And 
the  greatest  help  to  rational  legislation  is  that  the 
laws  when  once  written  down  [Bgi]  are  al 
ways  at  rest;  they  can  be  put  to  the  test  at  any 
future  time,  and  therefore,  if  on  first  hearing 
they  seem  difficult,  there  is  no  reason  for  appre 
hension  about  them,  because  any  man  however 
dull  can  go  over  them  and  consider  them  again 
and  again;  nor  if  they  are  tedious  but  useful, 
is  there  any  reason  or  religion,  as  it  seems  to 
me,  in  any  man  refusing  to  maintain  the  prin 
ciples  of  them  to  the  utmost  of  his  power. 

Megzllus.  Stranger,  I  like  what  Cleinias  is 
saying. 

Ath.  Yes,  Megillus,  and  we  should  do  as  he 
proposes;  for  if  impious  discourses  were  not 
scattered,  as  I  may  say,  throughout  the  world, 
there  would  have  been  no  need  for  any  vindi 
cation  of  the  existence  of  the  Gods — but  seeing 
that  they  are  spread  far  and  wide,  such  argu 
ments  are  needed;  and  who  should  come  to  the 
rescue  of  the  greatest  laws,  when  they  are  being 
undermined  by  bad  men,  but  the  legislator 
himself? 

Meg.  There  is  no  more  proper  champion  of 
them. 

Ath.  Well,  then,  tell  me,  Cleinias — for  I 
must  ask  you  to  be  my  partner — does  not  he 
who  talks  in  this  way  conceive  fire  and  water 
and  earth  and  air  to  be  the  first  elements  of  aU 
things?  1  These  he  calls  nature,  and  out  of  these 
he  supposes  the  soul  to  be  formed  afterwards; 
and  this  is  not  a  mere  conjecture  of  ours  about 
his  meaning,  but  is  what  he  really  means. 

Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  Then,  by  Heaven,  we  have  discovered 
the  source  of  this  vain  opinion  of  all  those 
physical  investigators;  and  I  would  have  you 
examine  their  arguments  with  the  utmost 
care,  for  their  impiety  is  a  very  serious  matter; 
they  not  only  make  a  bad  and  mistaken  use  of 
argument,  but  they  lead  away  the  minds  of 
others:  that  is  my  opinion:  of  them. 

1  Cf .  Timacus,  46. 


Cle.  You  are  right;  but  I  should  like  to  know 
how  this  happens. 

Ath.  I  fear  that  the  argument  may  seem 
singular. 

Cle.  Do  not  hesitate,  Stranger;  I  see  that  you 
are  afraid  of  such  a  discussion  carrying  you  be 
yond  the  limits  of  legislation.  But  if  there  be 
no  other  way  of  showing  our  agreement  in  the 
belief  that  there  are  Gods,  of  whom  the  law  is 
said  now  to  approve,  let  us  take  this  way,  my 
good  sir. 

Ath.  Then  I  suppose  that  I  must  repeat  the 
singular  argument  of  those  who  manufacture 
the  soul  according  to  their  own  impious  no 
tions;  they  affirm  that  which  is  the  first  cause  of 
the  generation  and  destruction  of  all  things,  to 
be  not  first,  but  last,  and  that  which  is  last  to  be 
first,  and  hence  they  have  fallen  into  error 
about  the  true  nature  of  the  Gods. 

[892]  Cle.  Still  I  do  not  understand  you. 

Ath.  Nearly  all  of  them,  my  friends,  seem  to 
be  ignorant  of  the  nature  and  power  of  the  soul, 
especially  in  what  relates  to  her  origin:  they 
do  not  know  that  she  is  among  the  first  of 
things,  and  before  all  bodies,  and  is  the  chief  au 
thor  of  their  changes  and  transpositions.  And  if 
this  is  true,  and  if  the  soul  is  older  than  the 
body,  must  not  the  things  v/hich  are  of  the 
soul's  kindred  be  of  necessity  prior  to  those 
which  appertain  to  the  body? 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  Then  thought  and  attention  and  mind 
and  art  and  law  will  be  prior  to  that  which  is 
hard  and  soft  and  heavy  and  light;  and  the 
great  and  primitive  works  and  actions  will  be 
works  of  art;  they  will  be  the  first,  and  after 
them  will  come  nature  and  works  of  nature, 
which  however  is  a  wrong  term  for  men  to  ap 
ply  to  them;  these  will  follow,  and  will  be  un 
der  the  government  of  art  and  mind. 

Cle.  But  why  is  the  word  "nature"  wrong? 

Ath.  Because  those  who  use  the  term  mean 
to  say  that  nature  is  the  first  creative  power; 
but  if  the  soul  turn  out  to  be  the  primeval  ele 
ment,  and  not  fire  or  air,  then  in  the  truest 
sense  and  beyond  other  things  the  soul  may  be 
said  to  exist  by  nature;  and  this  would  be  true 
if  you  proved  that  the  soul  is  older  than  the 
body,  but  not  otherwise. 

Cle.  You  are  quite  right. 

Ath.  Shall  we,  then,  take  this  as  the  next 
point  to  which  our  attention  should  be  di 
rected? 

Cle.  By  all  means. 

•  Ath.  Let  us  be  on  our- guard  lest  this  most 
deceptive  argument  with  its  youthful  looks, 
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beguiling  us  old  men,  give  us  the  slip  and  make 
a  laughing-stock  of  us.  Who  knows  but  we 
may  be  aiming  at  the  greater,  and  fail  of  at 
taining  the  lesser?  Suppose  that  we  three  have 
to  pass  a  rapid  river,  and  I,  being  the  youngest 
of  the  three  and  experienced  In  rivers,  take 
upon  me  the  duty  of  making  the  attempt  first 
by  myself;  leaving  you  in  safety  on  the  bank, 
I  am  to  examine  whether  the  river  Is  passable 
by  older  men  like  yourselves,  and  if  such  ap 
pears  to  be  the  case  then  I  shall  Invite  you  to 
follow,  and  my  experience  will  help  to  convey 
you  across;  but  If  the  river  Is  Impassable  by  you, 
then  there  will  have  been  no  danger  to  any 
body  but  myself — would  not  that  seem  to  be 
a  very  fair  proposal?  I  mean  to  say  that  the 
argument  in  prospect  is  likely  to  be  too  much 
for  you,  out  of  your  depth  and  beyond  your 
strength,  and  I  should  be  afraid  that  the  stream 
of  my  questions  might  create  in  you  who  [893] 
are  not  in  the  habit  of  answering,  giddiness 
and  confusion  of  mind,  and  hence  a  feeling  of 
unpleasantness  and  unsuitableness  might  arise. 
I  think  therefore  that  I  had  better  first  ask  the 
questions  and  then  answer  them  myself  while 
you  listen  in  safety;  in  that  way  I  can  carry  on 
the  argument  until  I  have  completed  the  proof 
that  the  soul  is  prior  to  the  body. 

Cle.  Excellent,  Stranger,  and  I  hope  that  you 
will  do  as  you  propose. 

Ath*  Come,  then,  and  if  ever  we  are  to  call 
upon  the  Gods,  let  us  call  upon  them  now  in  all 
seriousness  to  come  to  the  demonstration  of 
their  own  existence.  And  so  holding  fast  to  the 
rope  we  will  venture  upon  the  depths  of  the 
argument.  When  questions  of  this  sort  are 
asked  of  me,  my  safest  answer  would  appear  to 
be  as  follows: — Some  one  says  to  me,  "O  Stran 
ger,  are  all  things  at  rest  and  nothing  in  mo 
tion,  or  is  the  exact  opposite  of  this  true,  or  are 
some  things  in  motion  and  others  at  rest?" — 
To  this  I  shall  reply  that  some  things  are  in  mo 
tion  and  others  at  rest.  "And  do  not  things 
which  move  move  hi  a  place,  and  are  not  the 
things  which  are  at  rest  at  rest  in  a  place?  "  Cer 
tainly.  "And  some  move  or  rest  in  one  place 
and  some  In  more  places  than  one?"  You  mean 
to  say,  we  shall  rejoin,  that  those  things  which 
rest  at  the  centre  move  in  one  place,  just  as  the 
circumference  goes  round  of  globes  which  are 
said  to  be  at  rest?  "Yes."  And  we  observe  that, 
in  the  revolution,  the  motion  which  carries 
round  the  larger  and  the  lesser  circle  at  the 
same  time  is  proportionally  distributed  to 
greater  and  smaller,  and  is  greater  and  smaller 
in  a  certain  proportion.  Here  is  a  wonder  which 


might  be  thought  an  impossibility,  that  the 
same  motion  should  Impart  swiftness  and  slow 
ness  In  due  proportion  to  larger  and  lesser 
circles.  "Very  true."  And  when  you  speak  of 
bodies  moving  in  many  places,  you  seem  to  me 
to  mean  those  which  move  from  one  place  to 
another,  and  sometimes  have  one  centre  of  mo 
tion  and  sometimes  more  than  one  because  they 
turn  upon  their  axis;  and  whenever  they  meet 
anything,  If  it  be  stationary,  they  are  divided 
by  it;  but  If  they  get  in  the  midst  between 
bodies  which  are  approaching  and  moving  to 
wards  the  same  spot  from  opposite  directions, 
they  unite  with  them.  "I  admit  the  truth  of 
what  you  are  saying."  Also  when  they  unite 
they  grow,  and  when  they  are  divided  they 
waste  away — that  is,  supposing  the  constitu 
tion  of  each  to  remain,  or  if  that  falls,  then 
there  is  a  second  reason  of  their  dissolution. 
"And  when  are  all  things  created  and  how?" 
[894]  Clearly,  they  are  created  when  the  first 
principle  receives  Increase  and  attains  to  the 
second  dimension,  and  from  this  arrives  at  the 
one  which  Is  neighbour  to  this,  and  after  reach 
ing  the  third  becomes  perceptible  to  sense. 
Everything  which  is  thus  changing  and  mov 
ing  is  in  process  of  generation;  only  when  at 
rest  has  it  real  existence,  but  when  passing  into 
another  state  it  is  destroyed  utterly.  Have  we 
not  mentioned  all  motions  that  there  are,  and 
comprehended  them  under  their  kinds  and 
numbered  them  with  the  exception,  my  friends, 
of  two? 

Cle.  Which  are  they? 

Ath.  Just  the  two,  with  which  our  present 
enquiry  is  concerned. 
Cle.  Speak  plainer. 

Ath.  I  suppose  that  our  enquiry  has  reference 
to  the  soul? 
Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  Let  us  assume  that  there  is  a  motion 
able  to  move  other  things,  but  not  to  move  it 
self; — that  is  one  kind;  and  there  is  another 
kind  which  can  move  itself  as  well  as  other 
things,  working  in  composition  and  decompo 
sition,  by  increase  and  diminution  and  genera 
tion  and  destruction — that  is  also  one  of  the 
many  kinds  of  motion. 
Cle.  Granted. 

Ath.  And  we  will  assume  that  which  moves 
other,  and  is  changed  by  other,  to  be  the  ninth, 
and  that  which  changes  itself  and  others,  and 
is  co-Incident  with  every  action  and  every  pas 
sion,  and  is  the  true  principle  of  change  and 
motion  in  all  that  is — that  we  shall  be  inclined 
to  call  the  tenth. 
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Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  And  which  of  these  ten  motions  ought 
we  to  prefer  as  being  the  mightiest  and  most 
efficient? 

Cle.  I  must  say  that  the  motion  which  is 
able  to  move  itself  is  ten  thousand  times  supe 
rior  to  all  the  others.1 

Ath.  Very  good;  but  may  I  make  one  or  two 
corrections  in  what  I  have  been  saying? 

Cle.  What  are  they? 

Ath.  When  I  spoke  of  the  tenth  sort  of  mo 
tion,  that  was  not  quite  correct. 

Cle.  What  was  the  error? 

Ath.  According  to  the  true  order,  the  tenth 
was  really  the  first  in  generation  and  power; 
then  follows  the  second,  which  was  strangely 
enough  termed  the  ninth  by  us. 

Cle.  What  do  you  mean? 

Ath.  I  mean  this:  when  one  thing  changes 
another,  and  that  another,  of  such  will  there  be 
any  primary  changing  element?  How  can  a 
thing  which  is  moved  by  another  ever  be  the 
beginning  of  change?  Impossible.  But  when 
the  self-moved  changes  other,  and  that  again 
other,  and  thus  thousands  upon  tens  of  thou 
sands  of  bodies  are  set  in  motion,  [895]  must 
not  the  beginning  of  all  this  motion  be  the 
change  of  the  self -moving  principle?  s 

Cle.  Very  true,  and  I  quite  agree. 

Atfi.  Or,  to  put  the  question  in  another  way, 
making  answer  to  ourselves: — If,  as  most  of 
these  philosophers  have  the  audacity  to  affirm, 
all  things  were  at  rest  in  one  mass,  which  of  the 
above-mentioned  principles  of  motion  would 
first  spring  up  among  them? 

Cle.  Clearly  the  self -moving;  for  there  could 
be  no  change  in  them  arising  out  of  any  exter 
nal  cause;  the  change  must  first  take  place  in 
themselves. 

Ath.  Then  we  must  say  that  self-motion  be 
ing  the  origin  of  all  motions,  and  the  first 
which  arises  among  things  at  rest  as  well  as 
among  things  in  motion,  is  the  eldest  and 
mightiest  principle  of  change,  and  that  which 
is  changed  by  another  and  yet  moves  other  is 
second. 

Cle.  Quite  true. 

Ath.  At  this  stage  of  the  argument  let  us  put 
a  question. 

Cle.  What  question? 

Ath.  If  we  were  to  see  this  power  existing  in 
any  earthy,  watery,  or  fiery  substance,  simple 
or  compound — how  should  we  describe  it? 

Cle.  You  mean  to  ask  whether  we  should  call 

1  Cf.  Timaeus,  89. 

fl  Cf .  Phaedrus,  245. 


such  a  self -moving  power  life? 

Ath.  I  do. 

Cle.  Certainly  we  should. 

Ath.  And  when  we  see  soul  in  anything, 
must  we  not  do  the  same — must  we  not  admit 
that  this  is  life? 

Cle.  We  must. 

Ath.  And  now,  I  beseech  you,  reflect; — you 
would  admit  that  we  have  a  threefold  knowl 
edge  of  things? 

Cle.  What  do  you  mean? 

Ath.  I  mean  that  we  know  the  essence,  and 
that  we  know  the  definition  of  the  essence,  and 
the  name, — these  are  the  three;  and  there  are 
two  questions  which  may  be  raised  about  any 
thing. 

Cle.  How  two? 

Ath.  Sometimes  a  person  may  give  the  name 
and  ask  the  definition;  or  he  may  give  the  def 
inition  and  ask  the  name.  I  may  illustrate  what 
I  mean  in  this  way. 

Cle.  How? 

Ath.  Number  like  some  other  things  is  capa 
ble  of  beingdivided  into  equal  parts;  when  thus 
divided,  number  is  named  "even,"  and  the 
definition  of  the  name  "even"  is  "number  divis 
ible  into  two  equal  parts"? 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  I  mean,  that  when  we  are  asked  about 
the  definition  and  give  the  name,  or  when  we 
are  asked  about  the  name  and  give  the  defini 
tion — in  either  case,  whether  we  give  name  or 
definition,  we  speak  of  the  same  thing,  calling 
"even"  the  number  which  is  divided  into  two 
equal  parts. 

Cle.  Quite  true. 

Ath.  And  what  is  the  definition  of  that 
which  is  named  "soul"?  Can  we  conceive  of 
any  other  than  that  which  has  been  already 
[896]  given — the  motion  which  can  move  it 
self? 

Cle.  You  mean  to  say  that  the  essence  which 
is  defined  as  the  self -moved  is  the  same  with 
that  which  has  the  name  soul? 

Ath.  Yes;  and  if  this  is  true,  do  we  still  main 
tain  that  there  is  anything  wanting  in  the  proof 
that  the  soul  is  the  first  origin  and  moving  pow 
er  of  all  that  is,  or  has  become,  or  will  be,  and 
their  contraries,  when  she  has  been  clearly 
shown  to  be  the  source  of  change  and  motion 
in  all  things? 

Cle.  Certainly  not;  the  soul  as  being  the 
source  of  motion,  has  been  most  satisfactorily 
shown  to  be  the  oldest  of  all  things. 

Ath.  And  is  not  that  motion  which 'is  pro 
duced  in  another,  by  reason  of  another,  but 
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never  has  any  self-moving  power  at  all,  being 
in  truth  the  change  of  an  inanimate  body,  to  be 
reckoned  second^  or  by  any  lower  number  which 
you  may  prefer? 

Cle.  Exactly. 

Ath.  Then  we  are  right,  and  speak  the  most 
perfect  and  absolute  truth,  when  we  say  that 
the  sou!  is  prior  to  the  body,  and  that  the  body 
Is  second  and  comes  afterwards,  and  is  born  to 
obey  the  soul,  which  is  the  ruler? 

Cle.  Nothing  can  be  more  true. 

Ath.  Do  you  remember  our  old  admission, 
that  if  the  soul  was  prior  to  the  body  the  things 
of  the  soul  were  also  prior  to  those  of  the  body? 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  Then  characters  and  manners,  and 
wishes  and  reasonings,  and  true  opinions,  and 
reflections,  and  recollections  are  prior  to  length 
and  breadth  and  depth  and  strength  of  bodies, 
if  the  soul  is  prior  to  the  body. 

Cle.  To  be  sure. 

Ath.  In  the  next  place.,  must  we  not  of  neces 
sity  admit  that  the  soul  is  the  cause  of  good  and 
evil,  base  and  honourable,  just  and  unjust,  and 
of  all  other  opposites,  if  we  suppose  her  to  be 
the  cause  of  all  things? 

Cle.  We  must. 

Ath.  And  as  the  soul  orders  and  inhabits  all 
things  that  move,  however  moving,  must  we 
not  say  that  she  orders  also  the  heavens? 

Cle.  Of  course. 

Ath.  One  soul  or  more?  More  than  one — I 
will  answer  for  you;  at  any  rate,  we  must  not 
suppose  that  there  are  less  than  two — one  the 
author  of  good,  and  the  other  of  evil. 

Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  Yes,  very  true;  the  soul  then  directs  all 
things  in  heaven,  and  earth,  and  sea  by  her 
movements,  and  these  are  described  by  the 
terms — will,  [8gj]  consideration,  attention, 
deliberation,  opinion  true  and  false,  joy  and 
sorrow,  confidence,  fear,  hatred,  love,  and  other 
primary  motions  akin  to  these;  which  again  re 
ceive  the  secondary  motions  of  corporeal  sub 
stances,  and  guide  all  things  to  growth  and 
decay,  to  composition  and  decomposition,  and 
to  the  qualities  which  accompany  them,  such 
as  heat  and  cold,  heaviness  and  lightness,  hard 
ness  and  softness,  blackness  and  whiteness, 
bitterness  and  sweetness,  and  all  those  other 
qualities  which  the  soul  uses,  herself  a  goddess, 
when  truly  receiving  the  divine  mind  she  dis 
ciplines  all  things  rightly  to  their  happiness; 
but  when  she  is  the  companion  of  folly,  she 
does  the  very  contrary  of  all  this.  Shall  we  as- 
:sume  so  much,  or  do  we  .still  eiatertain  doubts? 


Cle.  There  is  no  room  at  all  for  doubt, 

Ath.  Shall  we  say  then  that  it  is  the  soul 
which  controls  heaven  and  earth,  and  the  whole 
world? — that  it  is  a  principle  of  wisdom  and 
virtue,  or  a  principle  which  has  neither  wisdom 
nor  virtue?  Suppose  that  we  make  answer  as 
follows: — 

Cle.  How  would  you  answer? 

Ath.  If,  my  friend,  we  say  that  the  whole 
path  and  movement  of  heaven,  and  of  all  that 
is  therein,  is  by  nature  akin  to  the  movement 
and  revolution  and  calculation  of  mind,  and 
proceeds  by  kindred  laws,  then,  as  is  plain,  we 
must  say  that  the  best  soul  takes  care  of  the 
world  and  guides  it  along  the  good  path. 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  But  if  the  world  moves  wildly  and  irreg 
ularly,  then  the  evil  soul  guides  it. 

Cle.  True  again. 

Ath.  Of  what  nature  is  the  movement  of 
mind? — To  this  question  it  is  not  easy  to  give 
an  intelligent  answer;  and  therefore  I  ought  to 
assist  you  in  framing  one, 

Cle.  Very  good. 

Ath.  Then  let  us  not  answer  as  if  we  would 
look  straight  at  the  sun,  making  ourselves  dark 
ness  at  midday,1 — 1  mean  as  if  we  were  under 
the  impression  that  we  could  see  with  mortal 
eyes,  or  know  adequately  the  nature  of  mind; 
— it  will  be  safer  to  look  at  the  image  only. 

Cle.  What  do  you  mean? 

Ath.  Let  us  select  of  the  ten  motions  the  one 
which  mind  chiefly  resembles;  this  I  will  bring 
to  your  recollection,  and  will  then  make  the 
answer  on  behalf  of  us  all. 

Cle.  That  will  be  excellent. 

Ath.  You  will  surely  remember  our  saying 
that  all  things  were  either  at  rest  or  in  motion? 

Cle.  I  do. 

Ath.  And  that  of  things  in  motion  some  were 
moving  in  one  place,  [898]  and  others  in  more 
than  one? 

Cle.  Yes. 

Ath.  Of  these  two  kinds  of  motion,  that 
which  moves  in  one  place  must  move  about  a 
centre  like  globes  made  in  a  lathe,  and  is  most 
entirely  akin  and  similar  to  the  circular  move 
ment  of  mind. 

Cle.  What  do  you  mean? 

Ath.  In  saying  that  both  mind  and  the  mo 
tion  which  is  in  one  place  move  in  the  same 
and  like  manner,  in  and  about  the  same,  and 
in  relation  to  the  same,  and  according  to  one 
proportion  and  order,  and  are  like  the  motion 
of  a  globe,  we  invented  a  fair  image,  which 
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does  no  discredit  to  our  ingenuity. 

Clc.  It  does  us  great  credit. 

Ath.  And  the  motion  of  the  other  sort  which 
is  not  after  the  same  manner,  nor  in  the  same, 
nor  about  the  same,  nor  in  relation  to  the  same, 
nor  in  one  place,  nor  in  order,  nor  according  to 
any  rule  or  proportion,  may  be  said  to  be  akin 
to  senselessness  and  folly? 

Cle.  That  is  most  true. 

Ath,  Then,  after  what  has  been  said,  there 
is  no  difficulty  in  distinctly  stating,  that  since 
soul  carries  all  things  round,  either  the  best 
soul  or  the  contrary  must  of  necessity  carry 
round  and  order  and  arrange  the  revolution  of 
the  heaven. 

Cle.  And  judging  from  what  has  been  said, 
Stranger,  there  would  be  impiety  in  asserting 
that  any  but  the  most  perfect  soul  or  souls  car 
ries  round  the  heavens. 

Ath.  You  have  understood  my  meaning  right 
wella  Cleinlas,  and  now  let  me  ask  you  another 
question. 

Cle.  What  are  you  going  to  ask? 

Ath.  If  the  soul  carries  round  the  sun  and 
moon,  and  the  other  stars,  does  she  not  carry 
round  each  individual  of  them? 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  Then  of  one  of  them  let  us  speak,  and 
the  same  argument  will  apply  to  all. 

Cle.  Which  will  you  take? 

Ath.  Every  one  sees  the  body  of  the  sun,  but 
no  one  sees  his  soul,  nor  the  soul  of  any  other 
body  living  or  dead;  and  yet  there  is  great  rea 
son  to  believe  that  this  nature,  unperceived  by 
any  of  our  senses,  is  circumfused  around  them 
all,  but  is  perceived  by  mind;  and  therefore  by 
mind  and  reflection  only  let  us  apprehend  the 
following  point. 

Cle.  What  is  that? 

Ath.  If  the  soul  carries  round  the  sun,  we 
shall  not  be  far  wrong  in  supposing  one  of  three 
alternatives. 

Cle.  What  are  they? 

Ath.  Either  the  soul  which  moves  the  sun 
this  way  and  that,  resides  within  the  circular 
and  visible  body,  like  the  soul  which  carries  us 
about  every  way;  [899]  or  the  soul  provides 
herself  with  an  external  body  of  fire  or  air,  as 
some  affirm,  and  violently  propels  body  by 
body;  or  thirdly,  she  is  without  such  a  body,  but 
guides  the  sun  by  some  extraordinary  and  won 
derful  power. 

Cle.  Yes,  certainly;  the  soul  can  only  order 
all  things  in  one  of  these  three  ways.  .« 

Ath.  And  this  soul  of  the  sun,  which  is  there 
fore  better  than  the  sun*  whether  taking  the 


sun  about  in  a  chariot  to  give  light  to  men,  or 
acting  from  without,  or  in  whatever  way,  ought 
by  every  man  to  be  deemed  a  God.1 

Cle.  Yes,  by  every  man  who  has  the  least 
particle  of  sense. 

Ath.  And  of  the  stars  too,  and  of  the  moon5 
and  of  the  years  and  months  and  seasons,  must 
we  not  say  in  like  manner,  that  since  a  soul  or 
souls  having  every  sort  of  excellence  are  the 
causes  of  all  of  them,  those  souls  are  Gods, 
whether  they  are  living  beings  and  reside  in 
bodies,  and  in  this  way  order  the  whole  heaven, 
or  whatever  be  the  place  and  mode  of  their  ex 
istence; — and  will  any  one  who  admits  ail  this 
venture  to  deny  that  all  things  are  full  of  Gods? 

Cle.  No  one,  Stranger,  would  be  such  a  mad 
man. 

Ath.  And  now,  Megiilus  and  Cleinias,  let 
us  offer  terms  to  him  who  has  hitherto  denied 
the  existence  of  the  Gods,  and  leave  him. 

Cle.  What  terms? 

Ath.  Either  he  shall  teach  us  that  we  were 
wrong  in  saying  that  the  soul  is  the  original  of 
all  things,  and  arguing  accordingly;  or,  if  he 
be  not  able  to  say  anything  better,  then  he  must 
yield  to  us  and  live  for  the  remainder  of  his 
life  in  the  belief  that  there  are  Gods. — Let  us 
see,  then,  whether  we  have  said  enough  or  not 
enough  to  those  who  deny  that  there  are  Gods. 

Cle.  Certainly — quite  enough,  Stranger. 

Ath.  Then  to  them  we  will  say  no  more.  And 
now  we  are  to  address  him  who,  believing  that 
there  are  Gods,  believes  also  that  they  take  no 
heed  of  human  affairs:  To  him  we  say — O  thou 
best  of  men,  in  believing  that  there  are  Gods 
you  are  led  by  some  affinity  to  them,  which 
attracts  you  towards  your  kindred  and  makes 
you  honour  and  believe  in  them.  But  the  for 
tunes  of  evil  and  unrighteous  men  in  private  as 
well  as  public  life,  which,  though  not  really 
happy,  are  wrongly  counted  happy  in  the  judg 
ment  of  men,  and  are  celebrated  both  by  poets 
and  prose  writers 2 — these  draw  you  aside  from 
your  natural  piety,  [goo]  Perhaps  you  have 
seen  impious  men  growing  old  and  leaving 
their  children's  children  in  high  offices,  and 
their  prosperity  shakes  your  faith — you  have 
known  or  heard  or  been  yourself  an  eyewitness 
of  many  monstrous  impieties,  and  have  beheld 
men  by  such  criminal  means  from  small  begin 
nings  attaining  to  sovereignty  and  the  pinnacle 
of  greatness;  and  considering  all  these  things 
you  do  not  like  to  accuse  the  Gods  of  them,  be 
cause  they  are  your  relatives;  and  so  from  some 
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want  of  reasoning  power,  and  also  from  an  un 
willingness  to  find  fault  with  them,  you  have 
come  to  believe  that  they  exist  indeed,  bet  have 
no  thought  or  care  of  human  things.  Now,  that 
your  present  evil  opinion  may  not  grow  to  still 
greater  impiety,  and  that  we  may  if  possible 
use  arguments  which  may  conjure  away  the 
evil  before  it  arrives,  we  will  add  another  argu 
ment  to  that  originally  addressed  to  him  who 
utterly  denied  the  existence  of  the  Gods.  And 
do  you,  Megillus  and  Clelnlas,  answer  for  the 
young  man  as  you  did  before;  and  if  any  im 
pediment  comes  in  our  way,  I  will  take  the 
word  out  of  your  mouths,  and  carry  you  over 
the  river  as  I  did  just  now. 

Cle.  Very  good;  do  as  you  say,  and  we  will 
help  you  as  well  as  we  can. 

Ath.  There  will  probably  be  no  difficulty  In 
proving  to  him  that  the  Gods  care  about  the 
small  as  well  as  about  the  great.  For  he  was 
present  and  heard  what  was  said,  that  they  are 
perfectly  good,  and  that  the  care  of  all  things  Is 
most  entirely  natural  to  them.1 

Cle.  No  doubt  he  heard  that. 

Ath.  Let  us  consider  together  In  the  next 
place  what  we  mean  by  this  virtue  which  we 
ascribe  to  them.  Surely  we  should  say  that  to  be 
temperate  and  to  possess  mind  belongs  to  vir 
tue,  and  the  contrary  to  vice? 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  Yes;  and  courage  is  a  part  of  virtue,  and 
cowardice  of  vice? 

Cle.  True. 

Ath,  And  the  one  Is  honourable,  and  the 
other  dishonourable? 

Cle.  To  be  sure. 

Ath.  And  the  one,  like  other  meaner  things, 
is  a  human  quality,  but  the  Gods  have  no  part 
In  anything  of  the  sort? 

Cle.  That  again  is  what  everybody  will  ad 
mit. 

Ath.  But  do  we  imagine  carelessness  and 
idleness  and  luxury  to  be  virtues?  What  do  you 
think? 

Cle.  Decidedly  not. 

Ath.  They  rank  under  the  opposite  class? 

Cle.  Yes. 

[901]  Ath.  And  their  opposltes,  therefore, 
would  fall  under  the  opposite  class? 

Cfc.Ycs. 

Ath.  But  are  we  to  suppose  that  one  who 
possesses  all  these  good  qualities  will  be  luxuri 
ous  and  heedless  and  idle,  like  those  whom  the 
poet  compares  to  stingless  drones? 

Cle.  And  the  comparison  is  a  most  just  one. 

1  (£899. 


Ath.  Surely  God  must  not  be  supposed  to 
have  a  nature  which  he  himself  hates? — he 
who  dares  to  say  this  sort  of  thing  must  not  be 
tolerated  for  a  moment. 

Cle.  Of  course  not.  How  could  he  have  ? 

Ath.  Should  we  not  on  any  principle  be  en 
tirely  mistaken  In  praising  any  one  who  has 
some  special  business  entrusted  to  him,  If  he 
have  a  mind  which  takes  care  of  great  matters 
and  no  care  of  small  ones?  Reiect;  he  who  acts 
in  this  way,  whether  he  be  God  or  man,  must 
act  from  one  of  two  principles. 

Cle.  What  are  they? 

Ath.  Either  he  must  think  that  the  neglect  of 
the  small  matters  Is  of  no  consequence  to  the 
whole,  or  if  he  knows  that  they  are  of  conse 
quence,  and  he  neglects  them,  his  neglect  must 
be  attributed  to  carelessness  and  Indolence.  Is 
there  any  other  way  In  which  his  neglect  can  be 
explained?  For  surely,  when  It  is  Impossible 
for  him  to  take  care  of  all,  he  is  not  negligent 
If  he  fails  to  attend  to  these  things  great  or 
small,  which  a  God  or  some  inferior  being 
might  be  wanting  in  strength  or  capacity  to 
manage? 

Cle.  Certainly  not. 

Ath.  Now,  then,  let  us  examine  the  offend 
ers,  who  both  alike  confess  that  there  are  Gods, 
but  with  a  difference — the  one  saying  that  they 
may  be  appeased,  and  the  other  that  they  have 
no  care  of  small  matters:  there  are  three  of  us 
and  two  of  them,  and  we  will  say  to  them — In 
the  first  place,  you  both  acknowledge  that  the 
Gods  hear  and  see  and  know  all  things,  and 
that  nothing  can  escape  them  which  is  matter 
of  sense  and  knowledge: — do  you  admit  this? 

Cle.  Yes. 

Ath.  And  do  you  admit  also  that  they  have 
all  power  which  mortals  and  immortals  can 
have? 

Cle.  They  will,  of  course,  admit  this  also. 

Ath.  And  surely  we  three  and  they  two — five 
in  all — have  acknowledged  that  they  are  good 
and  perfect? 

Cle.  Assuredly. 

Ath.  But,  if  they  are  such  as  we  conceive 
them  to  be,  can  we  possibly  suppose  that  they 
ever  act  In  the  spirit  of  carelessness  and  indo 
lence?  For  In  us  inactivity  is  the  child  of  cow 
ardice,  and  carelessness  of  inactivity  and  indo 
lence. 

Cle.  Most  true. 

Ath.  Then  not  from  inactivity  and  careless 
ness  is  any  God  ever  negligent;  for  there  is  no 
cowardice  in  them. 

Cle.  That  is  very  true. 
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Ath.  Then  the  alternative  which  remains  is, 
that  if  the  Gods  neglect  the  lighter  and  lesser 
concerns  of  the  universe,  [$02]  they  neglect 
them  because  they  know  that  they  ought  not 
to  care  about  such  matters — what  other  alterna 
tive  is  there  but  the  opposite  of  their  knowing? 

Cle.  There  is  none. 

Ath.  And,  O  most  excellent  and  best  of  men, 
do  I  understand  you  to  mean  that  they  are  care 
less  because  they  are  ignorant,  and  do  not  know 
that  they  ought  to  take  care,  or  that  they  know, 
and  yet  like  the  meanest  sort  of  men,  knowing 
the  better,  choose  the  worse  because  they  are 
overcome  by  pleasures  and  pains? 

Cle.  Impossible. 

Ath.  Do  not  all  human  things  partake  of  the 
nature  of  soul?  And  is  not  man  the  most  re 
ligious  of  all  animals?  1 

Cle.  That  is  not  to  be  denied. 

Ath.  And  we  acknowledge  that  all  mortal 
creatures  are  the  property  of  the  Gods,  to  whom 
also  the  whole  of  heaven  belongs?  a 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath,  And,  therefore,  whether  a  person  says 
that  these  things  are  to  the  Gods  great  or  small 
— in  either  case  it  would  not  be  natural  for  the 
Gods  who  own  us,  and  who  are  the  most  care 
ful  and  the  best  of  owners,  to  neglect  us. — 
There  is  also  a  further  consideration. 

Cle.  What  is  it? 

Ath.  Sensation  and  power  are  in  an  inverse 
ratio  to  each  other  in  respect  to  their  ease  and 
difficulty. 

Cle.  What  do  you  mean? 

Ath.  I  mean  that  there  is  greater  difficulty  in 
seeing  and  hearing  the  small  than  the  great, 
but  more  facility  in  moving  and  controlling 
and  taking  care  of  small  and  unimportant  things 
than  of  their  opposites. 

Cle.  Far  more. 

Ath.  Suppose  the  case  of  a  physician  who  is 
willing  and  able  to  cure  some  living  thing  as  a 
whole — how  will  the  whole  fare  at  his  hands 
if  he  takes  care  only  of  the  greater  and  neglects 
the  parts  which  are  lesser? 

Cle.  Decidedly  not  well. 

Ath.  No  better  would  be  the  result  with 
pilots  or  generals,  or  householders  or  states 
men,  or  any  other  such  class,  if  they  neglected 
the  small  and  regarded  only  the  great; — as  the 
builders  say,  the  larger  stones  do  not  lie  well 
without  the  lesser. 

Cle.  Of  course  not. 

Ath.  Let  us  not,  then,  deem  God  inferior  to 

1  C£.  Timaeus,  42. 


human  workmen,  who,  in  proportion  to  their 
skill,  finish  and  perfect  their  works,  small  as 
well  as  great,  [903]  by  one  and  the  same  art; 
or  that  God,  the  wisest  of  beings,  who  is  both 
willing  and  able  to  take  care,  is  like  a  lazy 
good-for-nothing,  or  a  coward,  who  turns  his 
back  upon  labour  and  gives  no  thought  to 
smaller  and  easier  matters,  but  to  the  greater 
only. 

Cle.  Never,  Stranger,  let  us  admit  a  supposi 
tion  about  the  Gods  which  is  both  impious  and 
false. 

Ath.  I  think  that  we  have  now  argued  enough 
with  him  who  delights  to  accuse  the  Gods  of 
neglect. 

Cle.  Yes. 

Ath.  He  has  been  forced  to  acknowledge 
that  he  is  in  error,  but  he  still  seerns  to  me  to 
need  some  words  of  consolation. 

Cle.  What  consolation  will  you  offer  him? 

Ath.  Let  us  say  to  the  youth: — The  ruler  of 
the  universe  has  ordered  all  things  with  a  view 
to  the  excellence  and  preservation  of  the  whole, 
and  each  part,  as  far  as  may  be,  has  an  action 
and  passion  appropriate  to  it.  Over  these,  down 
to  the  least  fraction  of  them,  ministers  have 
been  appointed  to  preside,  who  have  wrought 
out  their  perfection  with  infinitesimal  exact 
ness.  And  one  of  these  portions  of  the  universe 
is  thine  own,  unhappy  man,  which,  however 
little,  contributes  to  the  whole;  and  you  do  not 
seem  to  be  aware  that  this  and  every  other  crea 
tion  is  for  the  sake  of  the  whole,  and  in  order 
that  the  life  of  the  whole  may  be  blessed;  and 
that  you  are  created  for  the  sake  of  the  whole, 
and  not  the  whole  for  the  sake  of  you.For  every 
physician  and  every  skilled  artist  does  all  things 
for  the  sake  of  the  whole,  directing  his  effort 
towards  the  common  good,  executing  the  part 
for  the  sake  of  the  whole,  and  not  the  whole 
for  the  sake  of  the  part.  And  you  are  annoyed 
because  you  are  ignorant  how  what  is  best  for 
you  happens  to  you  and  to  the  universe,  as  far 
as  the  laws  of  the  common  creation  admit. 
Now,  as  the  soul  combining  first  with  one 
body  and  then  with  another  undergoes  all  sorts 
of  changes,  either  of  herself,  or  through  the  in 
fluence  of  another  soul,  all  that  remains  to  the 
player  of  the  game  is  that  he  should  shift  the 
pieces;  sending  the  better  nature  to  the  better 
place,  and  the  worse  to  the  worse,  and  so  as 
signing  to  them  their  proper  portion. 

Cle.  In  what  way  do  you  mean? 

Ath.  In  a  way  which  may  be  supposed  to 
make  the  care  of  all  things  easy  to  the  Gods.  If 
any  one  were  to  form  or  fashion  all  things 
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without  any  regard  to  the  whole — If,  for  ex 
ample,  he  formed  a  living  element  of  water  out 
of  fire,  instead  of  forming  many  things  out  of 
one  or  one  out  of  many  In  regular  order  attain 
ing  to  a  first  or  [^04]  second  or  third  birth,1 
the  transmutation  would  have  been  infinite; 
but  now  the  ruler  of  the  world  has  a  wonder 
fully  easy  task. 

Cle.  How  so  ? 

At  A.  I  will  explain: — When  the  kingsawthat 
our  actions  had  life,  and  that  there  was  much 
virtue  in  them  and  much  vice,  and  that  the  soul 
and  body,  although  not,  like  the  Gods  of  popu 
lar  opinion,  eternal,  yet  having  once  come  Into 
existence,  were  indestructible  (for  if  either  of 
them  had  been  destroyed,  there  would  have 
been  no  generation  of  living  beings);  and  when 
he  observed  that  the  good  of  the  soul  was  ever 
by  nature  designed  to  profit  men,  and  the  evil 
to"  harm  them — he,  seeing  all  this,  contrived  so 
to  place  each  of  the  parts  that  their  position 
might  in  the  easiest  and  best  manner  procure 
the  victory  of  good  and  the  defeat  of  evil  in  the 
whole.  Aiid  he  contrived  a  general  plan  by 
which  a  thing  of  a  certain  nature  found  a  cer 
tain  seat  and  room.  But  the  formation  of  qual 
ities  he  left  to  the  wills  of  individuals.  For 
every  one  of  us  is  made  pretty  much  what  he 
Is  by  the  bent  of  his  desires  and  the  nature  of 
his  soul. 

Cle.  Yes,  that  is  probably  true. 

Ath.  Then  all  things  which  have  a  soul 
change,  and  possess  in  themselves  a  principle  of 
change,  and  in  changing  move  according  to 
law  and  to  the  order  of  destiny:  natures  which 
have  undergone  a  lesser  change  move  less  and 
on  the  earth's  surf  ace,  but  those  which  have  suf 
fered  more  change  and  have  become  more 
criminal  sink  into  the  abyss,  that  is  to  say,  into 
Hades  and  other  places  in  the  world  below,  of 
which  the  very  names  terrify  men,  and  which 
they  picture  to  themselves  as  In  a  dream,  both 
while  alive  and  when  released  from  the  body. 
And  whenever  the  soul  receives  more  of  good 
or  evil  from  her  own  energy  and  the  strong  in 
fluence  of  others — when  she  has  communion 
with  divine  virtue  and  becomes  divine,  she  is 
carried  into  another  and  better  place,  which  is 
perfect  In  holiness;  but  when  she  has  com 
munion  with  evil,  then  she  also  changes  the 
place  of  her  life. 

This  is  the  justice  of  the  Gods  who  inhabit 
Olympus? 

O  youth  or  young  man,  who  fancy  that  you  are 
1 CL  TtmaeuSj,  42.        2  Odyssey,  xix.  43. 


neglected  by  the  Gods,  know  that  if  you  be 
come  worse  you  shall  go  to  the  worse  souls,  or 
if  better  to  the  better,  and  in  every  succession  of 
life  and  death  you  will  do  and  suffer  what  like 
/9O5/  may  fitly  suffer  at  the  hands  of  like.  This 
Is  the  justice  of  heaven,  which  neither  you  nor 
any  other  unfortunate  will  ever  glory  in  escap 
ing,  and  which  the  ordaining  powers  have 
specially  ordained;  take  good  heed  thereof,  for 
it  will  be  sure  to  take  heed  of  you.  If  you  say: — 
I  am  small  and  will  creep  into  the  depths  of  the 
earth,  or  I  am  high  and  will  fly  up  to  heaven, 
you  are  not  so  small  or  so  high  but  that  you 
shall  pay  the  fitting  penalty,  either  here  or  In 
the  world  below  or  In  some  still  more  savage 
place  whither  you  shall  be  conveyed.  This  Is 
also  the  explanation  of  the  fate  of  those  whom 
you  saw,  who  had  done  unholy  and  evil  deeds, 
and  from  small  beginnings  had  grown  great, 
and  you  fancied  that  from  being  miserable  they 
had  become  happy;  and  In  their  actions,  as  in  a 
mirror,  you  seemed  to  see  the  universal  neglect 
of  the  Gods,  not  knowing  how  they  make  all 
things  work  together  and  contribute  to  the 
great  whole.  And  thinkest  thou,  bold  man,  that 
thou  needest  not  to  know  this? — he  who  knows 
it  not  can  never  form  any  true  idea  of  the  hap 
piness  or  unhappiness  of  life  or  hold  any  ra 
tional  discourse  respecting  either.  If  Cleinias 
and  this  our  reverend  company  succeed  in  prov 
ing  to  you  that  you  know  not  what  you  say  of 
the  Gods,  then  will  God  help  you;  but  should 
you  desire  to  hear  more,  listen  to  what  we  say 
to  the  third  opponent,  if  you  have  any  under 
standing  whatsoever.  For  I  think  that  we  have 
sufficiently  proved  the  existence  of  the  Gods, 
and  that  they  care  for  men: — The  other  notion 
that  they  are  appeased  by  the  wicked,  and  take 
gifts,  is  what  we  must  not  concede  to  any  one, 
and  what  every  man  should  disprove  to  the  ut 
most  of  his  power. 

Cle.  Very  good;  let  us  do  as  you  say. 

Ath.  Well,  then,  by  the  Gods  themselves  I 
conjure  you  to  tell  me — If  they  are  to  be  propi 
tiated,  how  are  they  to  be  propitiated?  Who  are 
they,  and  what  is  their  nature?  Must  they  not 
be  at  least  rulers  who  have  to  order  unceasingly 
the  whole  heaven? 

Cle.  True. 

Ath*  And  to  what  earthly  rulers  can  they  be 
compared,  or  who  to  them?  How  in  the  less 
can  we  find  an  image  of  the  jjreater?  Are  they 
charioteers  of  contending  pairs  of  steeds,  or 
pilots  of  vessels?  Perhaps  they  might  be  com 
pared  to  the  generals  of  armies,  or  they  might 
be  likened  to  physicians  providing  againsp  the 


LAWS  X 


769 


diseases  which  /" 9067  make  war  upon  the  badly, 
or  to  husbandmen  observing  anxiously  the  ef 
fects  of  the  seasons  on  the  growth  of  plants;  or 
perhaps  to  shepherds  of  Hocks.  For  as  we  ac 
knowledge  the  world  to  be  full  of  many  goods 
and  also  of  evils,  and  of  more  evils  than  goods, 
there  is,  as  we  affirm,  an  immortal  conflict  go 
ing  on  among  us,  which  requires  marvellous 
watchfulness;  and  in  that  conflict  the  Gods  and 
demigods  are  our  allies,  and  we  are  their  prop 
erty.  Injustice  and  insolence  and  folly  are  the 
destruction  of  us,  and  justice  and  temperance 
and  wisdom  are  our  salvation;  and  the  place  of 
these  latter  is  in  the  life  of  the  Gods,  although 
some  vestige  of  them  may  occasionally  be  dis 
cerned  among  mankind.  But  upon  this  earth 
we  know  that  there  dwell  souls  possessing  an 
unjust  spirit,  who  may  be  compared  to  brute 
animals,  which  fawn  upon  their  keepers,  wheth 
er  dogs  or  shepherds,  or  the  best  and  most  per 
fect  masters;  for  they  in  like  manner,  as  the 
voices  of  the  wicked  declare,  prevail  by  flattery 
and  prayers  and  incantations,  and  are  allowed 
to  make  their  gains  with  impunity.  And  this 
sin,  which  is  termed  dishonesty,  is  an  evil  of 
the  same  kind  as  what  is  termed  disease  in  liv- 
:ng  bodies  or  pestilence  in  years  or  seasons  of 
the  year,  and  in  cities  and  governments  has  an 
other  name,  which  is  injustice. 

Cle.  Quite  true. 

Ath.  What  else  can  he  say  who  declares  that 
the  Gods  are  always  lenient  to  the  doers  of  un 
just  acts,  if  they  divide  the  spoil  with  them?  As 
if  wolves  were  to  toss  a  portion  of  their  prey 
to  the  dogs,  and  they,  mollified  by  the  gift,  suf 
fered  them  to  tear  the  flocks.1  Must  not  he  who 
maintains  that  the  Gods  can  be  propitiated  ar 
gue  thus? 

Cle.  Precisely  so, 

Ath.  And  to  which  of  the  above-mentioned 
classes  of  guardians  would  any  man  compare 
the  Gods  without  absurdity?  Will  he  say  that 
they,  are  like  pilots,  who  are  themselves  turned 
away  from  their  duty  by  "libations  of  wine 
and  the  savour  of  f  at,"  and  at  last  overturn  both 
ship  and  sailors? 

Cle.  Assuredly  not. 

Ath.  And  surely  they  are  not  like  charioteers 
who  are  bribed  to  give  up  the  victory  to  other 
chariots? 

Cle*  That  would.be  a  fearful  image  of  the 
Gods. 

Ath.  Nor  are  they  like  generals,  or  physi 
cians,  or  husbandmen,  or  shepherds;  and  no 
one  would  compare  them  to  dogs  who  have 
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been  silenced  by  wolves. 

Cle.  A  thing  not  to  be  spoken  of. 

[goj]  Ath.  And  are  not  all  the  Gods  the 
chiefest  of  all  guardians,  and  do  they  not  guard 
oui  highest  interests? 

Cle.  Yes;  the  chiefest. 

Ath.  And  shall  we  say  that  those  who  guard 
our  noblest  interests,  and  are  the  best  of  guard 
ians,  are  inferior  in  virtue  to  dogs,  and  to  men 
even  of  moderate  excellence,  who  would  never 
betray  justice  for  the  sake  of  gifts  which  unjust 
men  impiously  offer  them  ? 

Cle.  Certainly  not;  nor  is  such  a  notion  to  be 
endured, and  he  who  holds  this  opinion  may  be 
fairly  singled  out  and  characterized  as  of  all 
impious  men  the  wickedest  and  most  impious. 

Ath.  Then  are  the  three  assertions — that  the 
Gods  exist,  and  that  they  take  care  of  men,  and 
that  they  can  never  be  persuaded  to  do  injus 
tice,  now  sufficiently  demonstrated?  May  we 
say  that  they  are? 

Cle.  You  have  our  entire  assent  to  your 
words. 

Ath.  I  have  spoken  with  vehemence  because 
I  am  zealous  against  evil  men;  and  I  will  tell 
you,  dear  Cleinias,  why  I  am  so.  I  would  not 
have  the  wicked  think  that,  having  the  superi 
ority  in  argument,  they  may  do  as  they  please 
and  act  according  to  their  various  imaginations 
about  the  Gods;  and  this  zeal  has  led  me  to 
speak  too  vehemently;  but  if  we  have  at  all  suc 
ceeded  in  persuading  the  men  to  hate  them 
selves  and  love  their  opposites,  the  prelude  of 
our  laws  about  impiety  will  not  have  been 
spoken  in  vain. 

Cle.  So  let  us  hope;  and  even  if  we  have 
failed,  the  style  of  our  argument  will  not  dis 
credit  the  lawgiver. 

Ath.  After  the  prelude  shall  follow  a  dis 
course,  which  will  be  the  interpreter  of  the  law; 
this  shall  proclaim  to  all  impious  persons  that 
they  must  depart  from  their  ways  and  go  over 
to  the  pious.  And  to  those  who  disobey,  let  the 
law  about  impiety  be  as  follows: — If  a  man  is 
guilty  of  any  impiety  in  word  or  deed,  any  one 
who  happens  to  be  present  shall  give  informa 
tion  to  the  magistrates,  in  aid  of  the  law;  and 
let  the  magistrates  who  first  receive  the  infor 
mation  bring  him  before  the  appointed  court 
according  to  the  law;  and  if  a  magistrate,  after 
receiving  information,  refuses  to  act,  he  shall 
be  tried  for  impiety  at  the  instance  of  any  one 
who  is  willing  to  vindicate  the  laws;  and-i£  any 
one  be  cast,  the  court  shall  estimate  the  punish 
ment  of  each  act  of  impiety;  [908]  and  let  all 
such  criminals  be  imprisoned.  There  shall  be 
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three  prisons  in  the  state:  the  first  of  them  is  to 
be  the  common  prison  in  the  neighbourhood  of 
trie  agora  for  the  safe-keeping  of  the  generality 
of  offenders;  another  Is  to  be  in  the  neighbour 
hood  of  the  nocturnal  council,1  and  is  to  be 
called  the  "House  of  Reformation";  another, 
to  be  situated  in  some  wild  and  desolate  region 
in  the  centre  of  the  country,  shall  be  called  by 
some  name  expressive  of  retribution.  Now,  men 
fall  into  impiety  from  three  causes,  which  have 
been  already  mentioned,  and  from  each  of 
these  causes  arise  two  sorts  of  impiety,  in  all 
six,  which  are  worth  distinguishing,  and  should 
not  all  have  the  same  punishment.  For  he  who 
does  not  believe  in  the  Gods,  and  yet  has  a 
righteous  nature,  hates  the  wicked  and  dislikes 
and  refuses  to  do  injustice,  and  avoids  unright 
eous  men,  and  loves  the  righteous.  But  they 
who  besides  believing  that  the  world  is  devoid 
of  Gods  are  intemperate,  and  have  at  the  same 
time  good  memories  and  quick  wits,  are  worse; 
although  both  of  them  are  unbelievers,  much 
less  injury  is  done  by  the  one  than  by  the  other. 
The  one  may  talk  loosely  about  the  Gods  and 
about  sacrifices  and  oaths,  and  perhaps  by 
laughing  at  other  men  he  may  make  them  like 
himself,  if  he  be  not  punished.  But  the  other 
who  holds  the  same  opinions  and  is  called  a 
clever  man,  is  full  of  stratagem  and  deceit — 
men  of  this  class  deal  in  prophecy  and  jugglery 
of  all  kinds,  and  out  of  their  ranks  sometimes 
come  tyrants  and  demagogues  and  generals 
and  hierophants  of  private  mysteries  and  the 
Sophists,  as  they  are  termed,  with  their  ingeni 
ous  devices.  There  are  many  kinds  of  unbeliev 
ers,  but  two  only  for  whom  legislation  Is  re 
quired;  one  the  hypocritical  sort,  whose  crime 
is  deserving  of  death  many  times  over,  while 
the  other  needs  only  bonds  and  admonition.  In 
like  manner  also  the  notion  that  the  Gods  take 
no  thought  of  men  produces  two  other  sorts  of 
crimes,  and  the  notion  that  they  may  be  propi 
tiated  produces  two  more.  Assuming  these  di 
visions,  let  those  who  have  been  made  what 
they  are  only  from  want  of  understanding,  and 
not  from  malice  or  an  evil  nature,  be  placed  by 
the  judge  in  the  House  of  Reformation,  [909] 
and  ordered  to  surfer  imprisonment  during  a 
period  of  not  less  than  five  years.  And  in  the 
meantime  let  them  have  no  intercourse  with 
the  other  citizens,  except  with  members  of  the 
nocturnal  council,  and  with  them  let  them  con 
verse  with  a  view  to  the  improvement  of  their 
soul's  health.  And  when  the  time  of  their  im 
prisonment  has  expired,  if  any  of  them  be  of 
1  Cf .  xiL  951, 961.- 


sound  mind  let  him  be  restored  to  sane  com 
pany,  but  if  not,  and  if  he  be  condemned  a  sec 
ond  time,  let  him  be  punished  with  death.  As  to 
that  class  of  monstrous  natures  who  not  only 
believe  that  there  are  no  Gods,  or  that  they  arc 
negligent,  or  to  be  propitiated,  but  in  contempt 
of  mankind  conjure  the  souls  of  the  living 2  and 
say  that  they  can  conjure  the  dead  and  promise 
to  charm  the  Gods  with  sacrifices  and  prayers, 
and  will  utterly  overthrow  individuals  and 
whole  houses  and  states  for  the  sake  of  money 
— let  him  who  is  guilty  of  any  of  these  things 
be  condemned  by  the  court  to  be  bound  accord 
ing  to  law  in  the  prison  which  is  in  the  centre 
of  the  land,  and  let  no  freeman  ever  approach 
him,  but  let  him  receive  the  rations  of  food  ap 
pointed  by  the  guardians  of  the  law  from  the 
hands  of  the  public  slaves;  and  when  he  is  dead 
let  him  be  cast  beyond  the  borders  unburied. 
and  if  any  freeman  assist  in  burying  him.  let 
him  pay  the  penalty  of  impiety  to  any  one  who 
is  willing  to  bring  a  suit  against  him.  But  if  he 
leaves  behind  him  children  who  are  fit  to  be 
citizens,  let  the  guardians  of  orphans  take  care 
of  them,  just  as  they  would  of  any  other  or 
phans,  from  the  day  on  which  their  father  is 
convicted. 

In  all  these  cases  there  should  be  one  law, 
which  will  make  men  in  general  less  liable  to 
transgress  in  word  or  deed,  and  less  foolish,  be 
cause  they  will  not  be  allowed  to  practise  re 
ligious  rites  contrary  to  law.  And  let  this  be  the 
simple  form  of  the  law: — No  man  shall  have 
sacred  rites  in  a  private  house.  When  he  would 
sacrifice,  let  him  go  to  the  temples  and  hand 
over  his  offerings  to  the  priests  and  priestesses, 
who  see  to  the  sanctity  of  such  things,  and  let 
him  pray  himself,  and  let  any  one  who  pleases 
join  with  him  in  prayer.  The  reason  of  this  is 
as  follows: — Gods  and  temples  are  not  easily 
instituted,  and  to  establish  them  rightly  is  the 
work  of  a  mighty  intellect.  And  women  es 
pecially,  and  men  too,  when  they  are  sick  or  in 
danger,  or  in  any  sort  of  difficulty,  or  again  on 
their  receiving  any  good  fortune,  [gio]  have 
a  way  of  consecrating  the  occasion,  vowing  sac 
rifices,  and  promising  shrines  to  Gods,  demi 
gods,  and  sons  of  Gods;  and  when  they  are 
awakened  by  terrible  apparitions  and  dreams 
or  remember  visions,  they  find  in  altars  and 
temples  the  remedies  of  them,  and  wiH  fill  ev 
ery  house  and  village  with  them,  placing  them 
in  the  open  air,  or  wherever  they  may  have  had 
such  visions;  and  with  a  view  to  all  these  cases 
we  should  obey  the  law.  The  law  has  also  re- 
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gard  to  the  impious,  and  would  not  have  them 
fancy  that  by  the  secret  performance  of  these 
actions — by  raising  temples  and  by  building 
altars  in  private  houses,  they  can  propitiate  the 
God  secretly  with  sacrifices  and  prayers,  while 
they  are  really  multiplying  their  crimes  infi 
nitely,  bringing  guilt  from  heaven  upon  them 
selves,  and  also  upon  those  who  permit  them, 
and  who  are  better  men  than  they  are;  and  the 
consequence  is  that  the  whole  state  reaps  the 
fruit  of  their  impiety,  which,  in  a  certain  sense, 
is  deserved.  Assuredly  God  will  not  blame  the 
legislator,  who  will  enact  the  following  law: — 
No  one  shall  possess  shrines  of  the  Gods  in  pri 
vate  houses,  and  he  who  is  found  to  possess 
them,  and  perform  any  sacred  rites  not  publicly 
authorized — supposing  the  offender  to  be  some 
man  or  woman  who  is  not  guilty  of  any  other 
great  and  impious  crime-^shall  be  informed 
against  by  him  who  is  acquainted  with  the  fact, 
which  shall  be  announced  by  him  to  the  guard 
ians  of  the  law;  and  let  them  issue  orders  that 
he  or  she  shall  carry  away  their  private  rites  to 
the  public  temples,  and  if  they  do  not  persuade 
them,  let  them  inflict  a  penalty  on  them  until 
they  comply.  And  if  a  person  be  proven  guilty 
bf  impiety,  not  merely  from  childish  levity,  but 
such  as  grown-up  men  may  be  guilty  of,  wheth 
er  he  have  sacrificed  publicly  or  privately  to 
any  Gods,  let  him  be  punished  with  death,  for 
his  sacrifice  is  impure.  Whether  the  deed  has 
been  done  in  earnest,  or  only  from  childish  lev 
ity,  let  the  guardians  of  the  law  determine,  be 
fore  they  bring  the  matter  into  court  and  prose 
cute  the  offender  for  impiety. 

BOOK  XI 

[9*3]  IN  tne  next  place,  dealings  between  man 
and  man  require  to  be  suitably  regulated.  The 
principle  of  them  is  very  simple: — Thou  shalt 
not,  if  thou  canst  help,  touch  that  which  is 
mine,  or  remove  the  least  thing  which  belongs 
to  me  without  my  consent;  and  may  I  be  of  a 
sound  mind,  and  do  to  others  as  I  would  that 
they  should  do  to  me.  First,  let  us  speak  of 
treasure  trove: — May  I  never  pray  the  Gods  to 
find  the  hidden  treasure,  which  another  has  laid 
up  for  himself  and  his  family,  he  not  being  one 
of  my  ancestors,  nor  lift,  if  I  should  find,  -such 
a  treasure.  And  may  I  never  have  any  dealings 
with  those  who  are  called  diviners,  and  who 
in  any  way  or  manner  counsel  me  to  take  up 
the  deposit  entrusted  to  the  earth,  for  I  should 
not  gain  so  much  in  the  increase  of  my  posses 
sions,  if  I  take  up  the  prize,  as  I  should  grow 


in  justice  and  virtue  of  soul,  if  I  abstain;  and 
this  will  be  a  better  possession  to  me  than  the 
other  in  a  better  part  of  myself;  for  the  posses 
sion  of  justice  in  the  soul  is  preferable  to  the 
possession  of  wealth.  And  of  many  things  it  is 
well  said — "Move  not  the  immovables,"  and 
this  may  be  regarded  as  one  of  them.  And  we 
shall  do  well  to  believe  the  common  tradition 
which  says  that  such  deeds  prevent  a  man  from 
having  a  family.  Now  as  to  him  who  is  care 
less  about  having  children  and  regardless  of  the 
legislator,  taking  up  that  which  neither  he  de 
posited,  nor  any  ancestor  of  his,  without  the 
consent  of  the  depositor,  violating  the  simplest 
and  noblest  of  laws  which  was  the  enactment 
of  no  mean  man: — "Take  not  up  that  which 
was  not  laid  down  by  thee" — of  him,  I  say, 
who  despises  these  two  legislators,  and  takes  up, 
not  small  matter  which  he  has  not  deposited, 
but  perhaps  a  great  heap  of  treasure,  what  he 
ought  to  suffer  at  the  hands  of  the  Gods,  God 
only  knows;  but  I  would  have  the  first  person 
who  sees  him  go  and  tell  the  wardens  of  the 
city,  if  the  occurrence  has  taken  place  in  the 
city,  or  if  the  occurrence  has  taken  place  in  the 
agora  he  shall  tell  the  wardens  of  the  agora,  or 
if  in  the  country  he  shall  tell  the  wardens  of 
the  country  and  their  commanders.1  When  in 
formation  has  been  received  the  city  shall  send 
to  Delphi,  [914]  and,  whatever  the  God  an 
swers  about  the  money  and  the  remover  of  the 
money,  that  the  city  shall  do  in  obedience  to 
the  oracle;  the  informer,  if  he  be  a  freeman, 
shall  have  the  honour  of  doing  rightly,  and  he 
who  informs  not,  the  dishonour  of  doing  wrong 
ly;  and  if  he  be  a  slave  who  gives  information, 
let  him  he  freed,  as  he  ought  to  be,  by  the  state, 
which  shall  give  his  master  the  price  of  him; 
but  if  he  do  not  inform  he  shall  be  punished 
with  death.  Next  in  order  shall  follow  a  sim 
ilar  law,  which  shall  apply  equally  to  matters 
great  and  small : — If  a  man  happens  to  leave  be 
hind  him  some  part  of  his  property,  whether  in 
tentionally  or  unintentionally,  let  him  who  may 
come  upon  the  left  property  suffer  it  to  remain, 
reflecting  that  such  things  are  under  the  pro 
tection  of  the  Goddess  of  ways,  and  are  dedicat 
ed  to  her  by  the  law.  But  if  any  one  defies  the 
law,  and  takes  the  property  home  with  him,  let 
him,  if  the  thing  is  of  little  worth,  and  the  man 
who  takes  it  a  slave,  be  beaten  with  many  stripes 
by  him,  being  a  person  of  not  less  than  thirty 
years  of  age.  Or  if  he  be  a  freeman,  in  addition 
to  being  thought  a  mean  person  and  a  despiser 
of  the  laws,  let  him  pay  ten  times  the  value  of 
1  C£  vi  760. 
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the  treasure  which  he  has  moved  to  the  leaver. 
And  If  some  one  accuses  another  of  having  any 
thing  which  belongs  to  him,  whether  little  or 
much,  and  the  other  admits  that  he  has  this 
thing,  but  denies  that  the  property  in  dispute 
belongs  to  the  other,  if  the  property  be  registered 
with  the  magistrates  according  to  law,  the 
claimant  shall  summon  the  possessor,  who  shall 
bring  It  before  the  magistrates;  and  when  It  Is 
brought  into  court, If  It  be  registered  In  the  pub 
lic  registers,  to  which  of  the  litigants  It  belonged, 
let  him  take  It  and  go  his  way.  Or  if  the  proper 
ty  be  registered  as  belonging  to  some  one  who 
Is  not  present,  whoever  will  offer  sufficient  sure 
ty  on  behalf  of  the  absent  person  that  he  will 
give  It  up  to  him,  shall  take  It  away  as  the  rep 
resentative  of  the  other.  But  if  the  property 
which  Is  deposited  be  not  registered  with  the 
magistrates,  let  it  remain  until  the  time  of  trial 
with  three  of  the  eldest  of  the  magistrates;  and 
if  it  be  an  animal  which  is  deposited,  then  he 
who  loses  the  suit  shall  pay  the  magistrates  for 
its  keep,  and  they  shall  determine  the  cause 
within  three  days. 

Any  one  who  Is  of  sound  mind  may  arrest  his 
own  slave,  and  do  with  him  whatever  he  will 
of  such  things  as  are  lawful;  and  he  may  arrest 
the  runaway  slave  of  any  of  his  friends  or  kin 
dred  with  a  view  to  his  safe-keeping.  And  if 
any  one  takes  away  him  who  is  being  carried  off 
as  a  slave,  intending  to  liberate  him,  he  who  is 
carrying  him  off  shall  let  him  go;  but  he  who 
takes  him  away  shall  give  three  sufficient  sure 
ties;  and  If  he  give  them,  and  not  without  giv 
ing  them,  he  may  take  him  away,  but  if  he  take 
him  away  after  any  other  manner  he  shall  be 
deemed  guilty  of  violence,  and  being  convicted 
shall  pay  as  a  penalty  double  the  amount  of  the 
damages  claimed  to  him  who  has  been  deprived 
of  the  slave.  [915]  Any  man  may  also  carry  off  a 
freedman,  if  he  do  not  pay  respect  or  sufficient 
respect  to  him  who  freed  him.  Now  the  respect 
shall  be,  that  the  freedman  go  three  times  in 
the  month  to  the  hearth  of  the  person  who  freed 
him,  and  offer  to  do  whatever  he  ought,  so  far 
as  he  can;  and  he  shall  agree  to  make  such  a 
marriage  as  his  former  master  approves.  He 
shall  not  be  permitted  to  have  more  property 
than  he  who  gave  him  liberty,  and  what  more 
he  has  shall  belong  to  his  master.  The  freedman 
shall  not  remain  in  the  state  more  than  twenty 
years,  but  like  other  foreigners  x  shall  go  away, 
taking  his  entire  property  with  him,  unless  he 
has  the  consent  of  the  magistrates  and  of  his 
former  master  to  remain.  If  a  freedman  or  any 
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other  stranger  has  a  property  greater  than  the 
census  of  die  third  class,  at  the  expiration  of 
thirty  days  from  the  day  on  which  this  comes  to 
pass,  he  shall  take  that  which  Is  his  and  go  his 
way,  and  In  this  case  he  shall  not  be  allowed  to 
remain  any  longer  by  the  magistrates.  And  If 
any  one  disobeys  this  regulation,  and  Is  brought 
Into  court  and  convicted,  he  shall  be  punished 
with  death,  and  his  property  shall  be  confiscated. 
Suits  about  these  matters  shall  take  place  be 
fore  the  tribes,  unless  the  plaintiff  and  defend 
ant  have  got  rid  of  the  accusation  either  before 
their  neighbours  or  before  judges  chosen  by 
them.  If  a  man  lay  claim  to  any  animal  or  any 
thing  else  which  he  declares  to  be  his,  let  the 
possessor  refer  to  the  seller  or  to  some  honest 
and  trustworthy  person,  who  has  given,  or  in 
some  legitimate  way  made  over  the  property  to 
him;  if  he  be  a  citizen  or  a  metic,  sojourning  in 
the  city,  within  thirty  days,  or,  if  the  property 
have  been  delivered  to  him  by  a  stranger,  with 
in  five  months,  of  which  the  middle  month  shall 
include  the  summer  solstice.2  When  goods  are 
exchanged  by  selling  and  buying,  a  man  shall 
deliver  them,  and  receive  the  price  of  them,  at 
a  fixed  place  in  the  agora,  and  have  done  with 
the  matter;  but  he  shall  not  buy  or  sell  anywhere 
else,  nor  give  credit.  And  if  in  any  other  manner 
or  in  any  other  place  there  be  an  exchange  of 
one  thing  for  another,  and  the  seller  give  credit 
to  the  man  who  buys  from  him,  he  must  do  this 
on  the  understanding  that  the  law  gives  no  pro 
tection  in  cases  of  dungs  sold  not  in  accordance 
with  these  regulations.8  Again,  as  to  contribu 
tions,  any  man  who  likes  may  go  about  collect 
ing  contributions  as  a  friend  amongfriends,  but 
if  any  difference  arises  about  the  collection,  he 
is  to  act  on  the  understanding  that  the  law 
gives  no  protection  in  such  cases.  [916]  He 
who  sells  anything  above  the  value  of  fifty 
drachmas  shall  be  required  to  remain  in  the  city 
for  ten  days,  and  the  purchaser  shall  be  in 
formed  of  the  house  of  the  seller,  with  a  view 
to  the  sort  of  charges  which  are  apt  to  arise  in 
such  cases,  and  the  restitutions  which  the  law 
allows.  And  let  legal  restitution  be  on  thiswise: 
— If  a  man  sells  a  slave  who  Is  in  a  consump 
tion,  or  who  has  the  disease  of  the  stone,  or  of 
strangury,  or  epilepsy,  or  some  other  tedious  and 
incurable  disorder  of  body  or  mind,  which  is  not 
discernible  to  the  ordinary  man,  if  the  purchaser 
be  a  physician  or  trainer,  he  shall  have  no  right 
of  restitution;  nor  shall  there  be  any  right  of 
restitution  if  die  seller  has  told  the  truth  bef  ore- 
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hand  to  the  buyer.  But  if  a  skilled  person  sells  to 
another  who  is  not  skilled,  let  the  buyer  appeai 
for  restitution  within  six  months,  except  in  the 
case  of  epilepsy,  and  then  the  appeal  may  be 
made  within  a  year.  The  cause  shall  be  deter 
mined  by  such  physicians  as  the  parties  may 
agree  to  choose;  and  the  defendant,  if  he  lose 
the  suit,  shall  pay  double  the  price  at  which  he 
sold.  If  a  private  person  sell  to  another  private 
person,  he  shall  have  the  right  of  restitution, 
and  the  decision  shall  be  given  as  before,  but 
the  defendant,  if  he  be  cast,  shall  only  pay  back 
the  price  of  the  slave.  If  a  person  sells  a  homi 
cide  to  another,  and  they  both  know  of  the  fact, 
let  there  be  no  restitution  in  such  a  case,  but  if 
he  do  not  know  of  the  fact,  there  shall  be  a  right 
of  restitution,  whenever  the  buyer  makes  the 
discovery;  and  the  decision  shall  rest  with  the 
five  youngest  guardians  of  the  law,  and  if  the  de 
cision  be  that  the  seller  was  cognisant  of  the 
fact,  he  shall  purify  the  house  of  the  purchaser, 
according  to  the  law  of  the  interpreters,  and 
shall  pay  back  three  times  the  purchase-money. 
If  a  man  exchanges  either  money  for  money, 
or  anything  whatever  for  anything  else,  either 
with  or  without  life,  let  him  give  and  receive 
them  genuine  and  unadulterated,  in  accordance 
with  the  law.  And  let  us  have  a  prelude  about 
all  this  sort  of  roguery,  like  the  preludes  of  our 
other  laws.  Every  man  should  regard  adultera 
tion  as  of  one  and  the  same  class  with  false 
hood  and  deceit,  concerning  which  the  many 
are  too  fond  of  saying  that  at  proper  times  and 
places  the  practice  may  often  be  right.  But  they 
leave  the  occasion,  and  the  when,  and  the  where, 
undefined  and  unsettled,  and  from  this  want  of 
definiteness  in  their  language  they  do  a  great 
deal  of  harm  to  themselves  and  to  others.  Now 
a  legisktor  ought  not  to  leave  the  matter  unde 
termined;  he  ought  to  prescribe  some  limit,  ei 
ther  greater  or  less.  Let  this  be  the  rule  pre 
scribed: — No  one  shall  call  the  Gods  to  witness, 
when  he  says  or  does  anything  false  or  deceit 
ful  or  dishonest,  unless  he  would  be  the  most 
hateful  of  mankind  to  them.  [91 rj]  And  he  is 
most  hateful  to  them  who  takes  a  false  oath,  and 
pays  no  heed  to  the  Gods;  and  in  the  next  de 
gree,  he  who  tells  a  falsehood  in  the  presence  of 
his  superiors.  Now  better  men  are  the  superi 
ors  of  worse  men,  and  in  general  elders  are  the 
superiors  of  the  young;  wherefore  also  parents 
are  the  superiors  of  their  offspring,  and  men  of 
women  and  children,  and  rulers  of  their  sub 
jects;  for  all  men  ought  to  reverence  any  one 
who  is  in  any  position  of  authority,  and  espe 
cially  those  who  are  in  state  offices.  And  this  is 


the  reason  why  I  have  spoken  of  these  matters. 
For  every  one  who  is  guilty  of  adulteration  in 
the  agora  tells  a  falsehood^  and  deceives,  and 
when  he  invokes  the  Gods,  according  to  the 
customs  and  cautions  of  the  wardens  of  the 
agora,  he  does  but  swear  without  any  respect 
for  God  or  man.  Certainly,  it  is  an  excellent 
rale  not  lightly  to  defile  the  names  of  the  Gods, 
after  the  fashion  of  men  in  general,  who  care 
little  about  piety  and  purity  in  their  religious 
actions.  But  if  a  man  will  not  conform  to  this 
rule,  let  the  law  be  as  follows: — He  who  sells 
anything  in  the  agora  shall  not  ask  two  prices 
for  that  which  he  sells,  but  he  shall  ask  one 
price,  and  if  he  do  not  obtain  this,  he  shall  take 
away  his  goods;  and  on  that  day  he  shall  not 
value  them  either  at  more  or  less;  and  there 
shall  be  no  praising  of  any  goods,  or  oath  taken 
about  them.  If  a  person  disobeys  this  command, 
any  citizen  who  is  present,  not  being  less  than 
thirty  years  of  age,  may  with  impunity  chastise 
and  beat  the  swearer,  but  if  instead  of  obeying 
the  laws  he  takes  no  heed,  he  shall  be  liable  to 
the  charge  of  having  betrayed  them.  If  a  man 
sells  any  adulterated  goods  and  will  not  obey 
these  regulations,  he  who  knows  and  can  prove 
the  fact,  and  does  prove  it  in  the  presence  of  the 
magistrates,  if  he  be  a  slave  or  a  metic,  shall 
have  the  adulterated  goods;  but  if  he  be  a  citi 
zen,  and  do  not  pursue  the  charge,  he  shall  be 
called  a  rogue,  and  deemed  to  have  robbed  the 
Gods  of  the  agora;  or  if  he  proves  the  charge, 
he  shall  dedicate  the  goods  to  the  Gods  of  the 
agora.  He  who  is  proved  to  have  sold  any  adul 
terated  goods,  in  addition  to  losing  the  goods 
themselves,  shall  be 'beaten  with  stripes — a 
stripe  for  a  drachma,  according  to  the  price  of 
the  goods;  and  the  herald  shall  proclaim  in  the 
agora  the  offence  for  which  he  is  going  to  be 
beaten.  The  wardens  of  the  agora  and  the  guard- 
ians'  of  the  law  shall  obtain  information  from 
experienced  persons  about  the  rogueries  and 
adulterations  of  the  sellers,  and  shall  write  up 
what  the  seller  ought  and  ought  not  to  do  in 
each  case;  and  let  them  inscribe  their  laws  on  a 
column  in  front  of  the  court  of  the  wardens  of 
the  agora,  that  they  may  be  clear  instructors  of 
those  who  have  business  in  the  agora.  [918] 
Enough  has  been  said  in  what  has  preceded 
about  the  wardens  of  the  city,  and  if  anything 
seems  to  be  wanting,  let  them  communicate 
with  the  guardians  of  the  law,  and  write  down 
the  omission,  and  place  on  a  column  in  the 
court  of  the  wardens  of  the  city  the  primary 
and  secondary  regulations  which  are  laid  down 
for  them  about  their  office. 
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After  the  practices  of  adulteration  naturally 
follow  the  practices  of  retail  trade.  Concerning 
these,  we  will  first  of  all  give  a  word  of  counsel 
and  reason,  and  the  law  shall  come  afterwards. 
Retail  trade  in  a  city  is  not  by  nature  intended 
to  do  any  harm,  but  quite  the  contrary;  for  is 
not  he  a  benefactor  who  reduces  the  inequali 
ties  and  incommensurabilities  of  goods  to 
equality  and  common  measure?  And  this  is 
what  the  power  of  money  accomplishes,  and 
the  merchant  may  be  said  to  be  appointed  for 
this  purpose.  The  hireling  and  the  tavern- 
keeper,  and  many  other  occupations,  some  of 
them  more  and  others  less  seemly — alike  have 
this  object; — they  seek  to  satisfy  our  needs  and 
equalize  our  possessions.1  Let  us  then  endeav 
our  to  see  what  has  brought  retail  trade  into 
ill-odour,  and  wherein  lies  the  dishonour  and 
unseemliness  of  it,  in  order  that  if  not  entirely, 
we  may  yet  partially,  cure  the  evil  by  legisla 
tion.  To  effect  this  is  no  easy  matter,  and  re 
quires  a  great  deal  of  virtue. 

Cleinias.  What  do  you  mean? 

Athenian  Stranger.  Dear  Cleinias,  the  class 
of  men  is  small — they  must  have  been  rarely 
gifted  by  nature,  and  trained  by  education — 
who,  when  assailed  by  wants  and  desires,  are 
able  to  hold  out  and  observe  moderation,  and 
when  they  might  make  a  great  deal  of  mon 
ey  are  sober  in  their  wishes,  and  prefer  a 
moderate  to  a  large  gain.  But  the  mass  of 
mankind  are  the  very  opposite:  their  desires 
are  unbounded,  and  when  they  might  gain 
in  moderation  they  prefer  gains  without  limit; 
wherefore  all  that  relates  to  retail  trade, 
and  merchandise,  and  the  keeping  of  taverns, 
is  denounced  and  numbered  among  dishon 
ourable  things.  For  if  what  I  trust  may  never 
be  and  will  not  be,  we  were  to  compel,  if  I 
may  venture  to  say  a  ridiculous  thing,  the  best 
men  everywhere  to  keep  taverns  for  a  time,  or 
carry  on  retail  trade,  or  do  anything  of  that  sort; 
or  if,  hi  consequence  of  some  fate  or  necessity, 
the  best  women  were  compelled  to  follow  sim 
ilar  callings,  then  we  should  know  how  agree 
able  and  pleasant  all  these  things  are;  and  if  all 
such  occupations  were  managed  on  incorrupt 
principles,  they  would  be  honoured  as  we  hon 
our  a  mother  or  a  nurse.  But  now  that  a  man 
goes  to  desert  places  and  builds  houses  which 
can  only  be  reached  by  long  journeys,  [gig]  for 
the  sake  of  retail  trade,  and  receives  strangers 
who  are  in  need  at  the  welcome  resting-place, 
and  gives  them  peace  and  calm  when  they  are 
tpssed  by  die  storm,  or  cool  shade  in  the  heat; 

1  Cf .  Aristotle,  Politics,  i.  9, 1256  b  40-1257  b  17. 


and  then  instead  of  behaving  to  them  as  friends, 
and  showing  the  duties  of  hospitality  to  his 
guests,  treats  them  as  enemies  and  captives  who 
are  at  his  mercy,  and  will  not  release  them  un 
til  they  have  paid  the  most  unjust,  abominable, 
and  extortionate  ransom — these  are  the  sort  of 
practices,  and  foul  evils  they  are,  which  cast  a 
reproach  upon  the  succour  of  adversity.  And 
the  legislator  ought  always  to  be  devising  a 
remedy  for  evils  of  this  nature.  There  is  an  an 
cient  saying,  which  is  also  a  true  one — "To 
fight  against  two  opponents  is  a  difficult  thing," 
as  is  seen  in  diseases  and  in  many  other  cases. 
And  in  this  case  also  the  war  is  against  two  en 
emies — wealth  and  poverty;  one  of  whom  cor 
rupts  the  soul  of  man  with  luxury,  while  the 
other  drives  him  by  pain  into  utter  shameless- 
ness.  What  remedy  can  a  city  of  sense  find 
against  this  disease?  In  the  first  place,  they 
must  have  as  few  retail  traders  as  possible;  and 
in  the  second  place,  they  must  assign  the  occu 
pation  to  that  class  of  men  whose  corruption 
will  be  the  least  injury  to  the  state;  and  in  the 
third  place,  they  must  devise  some  way  where 
by  the  followers  of  these  occupations  them 
selves  will  not  readily  fall  into  habits  of  un 
bridled  shamelessness  and  meanness. 

After  this  preface  let  our  law  run  as  follows, 
and  may  fortune  favour  us: — No  landowner 
among  die  Magnetes,  whose  city  the  God  is  re 
storing  and  resettling — no  one,  that  is,  of  the 
5040  families,  shall  become  a  retail  trader  either 
voluntarily  or  involuntarily;  neither  shall  he  be 
a  merchant,  or  do  any  service  for  private  per 
sons  unless  they  equally  serve  him,  except  for 
his  father  or  his  mother,  and  their  fathers  and 
mothers;  and  in  general  for  his  elders  who  are 
freemen,  and  whom  he  serves  as  a  freeman. 
Now  it  is  difficult  to  determine  accurately  the 
things  which  are  worthy  or  unworthy  of  a 
freeman,  but  let  those  who  have  obtained  the 
prize  of  virtue  give  judgment  about  them  in  ac 
cordance  with  their  feelings  of  right  and  wrong. 
He  who  in  any  way  shares  in  the  illiberality  of 
retail  trades  may  be  indicted  for  dishonouring 
his  race  by  any  one  who  likes,  before  those  who 
have  been  judged  to  be  the  first  in  virtue;  and 
if  he  appear  to  throw  dirt  upon  his  father's 
house  by  an  unworthy  occupation,  [gzo]  let 
him  be  imprisoned  for  a  year  and  abstain  from 
that  sort  of  thing;  and  if  he  repeat  the  offence, 
for  two  years;  and  every  time  that  he  is  con 
victed  let  the  length  of  his  imprisonment  be 
doubled.  This  shall  be  the  second  law: — He 
who  engages  in  retail  trade  must  be  either  a 
metic  or  a  stranger.  And  a  third  law  shall  be: — 
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In  order  that  the  retail  trader  who  dwells  In 
our  city  may  be  as  good  or  as  little  bad  as  pos 
sible,  the  guardians  of  the  law  shall  remember 
that  they  are  not  only  guardians  of  those  who 
may  be  easily  watched  and  prevented  from  be 
coming  lawless  or  bad,  because  they  are  well 
born  and  bred;  but  still  more  should  they  have 
a  watch  over  those  who  are  of  another  sort,  and 
follow  pursuits  which  have  a  very  strong  tend 
ency  to  make  men  bad.  And,  therefore,  in  re 
spect  of  the  multifarious  occupations  of  retail 
trade,  that  is  to  say,  in  respect  of  such  of  them 
as  are  allowed  to  remain,  because  they  seem  to 
be  quite  necessary  in  a  state — about  these  the 
guardians  of  the  law  should  meet  and  take 
counsel  with  those  who  have  experience  of  the 
several  kinds  of  retail  trade,  as  we  before  com 
manded  concerning  adulteration  (which  is  a 
matter  akin  to  this),  and  when  they  meet  they 
shall  consider  what  amount  of  receipts,  after 
deducting  expenses,  will  produce  a  moderate 
gain  to  the  retail  trades,  and  they  shall  fix  in 
writing  and  strictly  maintain  what  they  find  to 
be  the  right  percentage  of  profit;  this  shall  be 
seen  to  by  the  wardens  of  the  agora,  and  by  the 
wardens  of  the  city,  and  by  the  wardens  of  the 
country.  And  so  retail  trade  will  benefit  every 
one,  and  do  the  least  possible  injury  to  those  in 
the  state  who  practise  it. 

When  a  man  makes  an  agreement  which  he 
does  not  fulfil,  unless  the  agreement  be  of  a  na 
ture  which  the  law  or  a  vote  of  the  assembly 
does  not  allow,  or  which  he  has  made  under 
the  influence  of  some  unjust  compulsion,  or 
which  he  is  prevented  from  fulfilling  against 
his  will  by  some  unexpected  chance,  the  other 
party  may  go  to  law  with  him  in  the  courts  of 
the  tribes,  for  not  having  completed  his  agree 
ment,  if  the  parties  are  not  able  previously  to 
come  to  terms  before  arbiters  or  before  their 
neighbours.  The  class  of  craftsmen  who  have 
furnished  human  life  with  the  arts  is  dedicated 
to  Hephaestus  and  Athene;  and  there  is  a  class 
of  craftsmen  who  preserve  the  works  of  all 
craftsmen  by  arts  of  defence,  the  votaries  of 
Ares  and  Athene,  to  which  divinities  they  too 
are  rightly  dedicated.  All  these  continue  through 
life  serving  the  country  and  the  people;  some  of 
them  are  leaders  in  batde;  others  make  for  hire 
Implements  and  works,  [921]  and  they  ought 
not  to  deceive  in  such  matters,  out  of  respect  to 
the  Gods  who  are  their  ancestors.  If  any  crafts 
man  through  indolence  omit  to  execute  his 
work  in  a  given  time,  not  reverencing  the  God 
who  gives  him  the  means  of  life,  but  consider 
ing,  foolish  fellow,  that  he  is  his  own  God  and 


will  let  him  off  easily,  in  the  first  place,  he  shall 
suffer  at  the  hands  of  the  God,  and  in  the  sec 
ond  place,  the  law  shall  follow  in  a  similar 
spirit.  He  shall  owe  to  him  who  contracted  with 
him  the  price  of  the  works  which  he  has  failed 
in  performing,  and  he  shall  begin  again  and  ex 
ecute  them  gratis  in  the  given  time.  When  a 
man  undertakes  a  work,  the  law  gives  him  the 
same  advice  which  was  given  to  the  seller,  that 
he  should  not  attempt  to  raise  the  price,  but 
simply  ask  the  value;  this  the  law  enjoins  also 
on  the  contractor;  for  the  craftsman  assuredly 
knows  the  value  of  his  work.  Wherefore,  in 
free  states  the  man  of  art  ought  not  to  attempt 
to  impose  upon  private  Individuals  by  the  help 
of  his  art,  which  is  by  nature  a  true  thing;  and 
he  who  is  wronged  in  a  matter  of  this  sort,  shall 
have  a  right  of  action  against  the  party  who  has 
wronged  him.  And  if  any  one  lets  out  work  to 
a  craftsman,  and  does  not  pay  him  duly  accord 
ing  to  the  lawful  agreement,  disregarding  Zeus 
the  guardian  of  the  city  and  Athene,  who  are 
the  partners  of  the  state,  and  overthrows  the 
foundations  of  society  for  the  sake  of  a  little 
gain,  in  his  case  let  the  law  and  the  Gods  main 
tain  the  common  bonds  of  the  state.  And  let 
him  who,  having  already  received  the  work  in 
exchange,  does  not  pay  the  price  in  the  time 
agreed,  pay  double  the  price;  and  if  a  year  has 
elapsed,  although  Interest  is  not  to  be  taken  on 
loans,  yet  for  every  drachma  which  he  owes  to 
the  contractor  let  him  pay  a  monthly  interest 
of  an  obol.  Suits  about  these  matters  are  to  be 
decided  by  the  courts  of  the  tribes;  and  by  the 
way,  since  we  have  mentioned  craftsmen  at  all, 
we  must  not  forget  the  other  craft  of  war,  in 
which  generals  and  tacticians  are  the  craftsmen, 
who  undertake  voluntarily  the  work  of  our 
safety,  as  other  craftsmen  undertake  other  pub 
lic  works; — if  they  execute  their  work  well  the 
law  will  never  tire  of  praising  him  who  gives 
them  those  honours  which  are  the  just  rewards 
of  the  soldier;  but  if  any  one,  having  already  re 
ceived  the  benefit  of  any  noble  service  in  war, 
does  not  make  the  due  return  of  honour,  the 
law  will  blame  him.  Let  this  then  be  the  law, 
having  an  ingredient  of  praise,  [922]  not  com 
pelling  but  advising  the  great  body  of  the  citi 
zens  to  honour  the  brave  men  who  are  the  sav 
iours  of  the  whole  state,  whether  by  their  cour 
age  or  by  their  military  skill; — they  should  hon 
our  them,  I  say,  in  the  second  place;  for  the  first 
and  highest  tribute  of  respect  is  to  be  given  to 
those  who  are  able  above  other  men  to  honour 
the  words  of  good  legislators. 
The  greater  part  of  the  dealings  between  man 
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and  man  have  now  regulated  by  us  with 
the  exception  of  these  that  relate  to  orphans 
and  the  supervision  of  orphans  by  their  guard 
ians,  These  follow  nest  in  order,  and  must  be 
regulated  in  some  way.  But  to  arrive  at  them 
we  must  begin  with  the  testamentary  wishes  of 
the  dying  and  the  case  of  those  who  may  have 
happened  to  die  intestate.  When  I  said,  Clein- 
ias,  that  we  must  regulate  them,  I  had  in  my 
mind  the  difficulty  and  perplexity  in  which  all 
such  matters  are  involved.  You  cannot  leave 
them  unregulated,  for  individuals  would  make 
regulations  at  variance  with  one  another,  and 
repugnant  to  the  laws  and  habits  of  the  living 
and  to  their  own  previous  habits,  if  a  person 
were  simply  allowed  to  make  any  will  which 
he  pleased,  and  this  were  to  take  effect  in  what 
ever  state  he  may  have  been  at  the  end  of  his 
life;  for  most  of  us  lose  our  senses  in  a  manner, 
and  fee!  crushed  when  we  think  that  we  are 
about  to  die. 

Cle.  What  do  you  mean,  Stranger? 

Ath*  O  Cleinias,  a  man  when  he  is  about  to 
die  is  an  intractable  creature,  and  is  apt  to  use 
language  which  causes  a  great  deal  of  anxiety 
and  trouble  to  the  legislator. 

Cle.  In  what  way? 

Ath.  He  wants  to  have  the  entire  control  of 
aU  his  property,  and  will  use  angry  words. 

Clc*  Such  as  what? 

Ath.  O  ye  Gods,  he  will  say,  how  monstrous 
that  I  am  not  allowed  to  give,  or  not  to  give, 
my  own  to  whom  I  will — less  to  him  who  has 
been  bad  to  me,  and  more  to  him  who  has  been 
good  to  me,  and  whose  badness  and  goodness 
have  been  tested  by  me  in  time  of  sickness  or  in 
old  age  and  in  every  other  sort  of  fortune! 

Cle*  Weil,  Stranger,  and  may  he  not  very 
fairly  say  so? 

Ath.  In  my  opinion,  Clelnias,  the  ancient 
legislators  were  too  good-natured,  and  made 
laws  without  sufficient  observation  or  consider 
ation  of  human  things. 

Cle.  What  do  you  mean? 

Ath,  I  mean,  my  friend, that  they  were  afraid 
of  the  testator's  reproaches,  and  so  they  passed 
a  law  to  the  effect  that  a  man  should  be  allowed 
to  dispose  of  his  property  in  all  respects  as  he 
liked;  but  you  and  I,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  will 
have  something  better  to  say  to  our  departing 
citizens,  [923] 

C^.What? 

Ath.  O  my  friends,  we  will  say  to  them,  hard 
is  it  for  you,  who  are  creatures  of  a  day,  to  know 
what  is  yours — hard  too,  as  the  Delphic  oracle 
60?%  to  know  yourselves  at  this  hour.  Now  I, 


as  the  legislator,  you  and  your 

aoi  as  belonging  to  yourseh  csv  but  as  be 
longing  to  your  whole  family,  both 
future,  and  yet  more  do  I  regard  both  family 
possessions  as  belonging  to  the  state;  where 
fore,  if  some  one  steals  upon  you  with  flattery, 
when  you  are  tossed  on  the  sea  of  disease  or  old 
age,  and  persuades  you  to  dispose  of  your  prop 
erty  in  a  way  that  is  not  for  the  best,  I  will  not, 
if  I  can  help,  allow  this;  but  I  will  legislate  with 
a  view  to  the  whole,  considering  what  is  best 
both  for  the  state  and  for  the  family,  esteeming 
as  I  ought  the  feelings  of  an  individual  at  a 
lower  rate;  and  I  hope  that  you  will  depart  in 
peace  and  kindness  towards  us,  as  you  are  go 
ing  the  way  of  all  mankind;  and  we  will  im 
partially  take  care  of  all  your  concerns,  not  neg 
lecting  any  of  them,  if  we  can  possibly  help. 
Let  this  be  our  prelude  and  consolation  to  the 
living  and  dying,  Cleinias,  and  let  the  law  be 
as  follows: 

He  who  makes  a  disposition  in  a  testament, 
if  he  be  the  father  of  a  family,  shall  first  of  all 
inscribe  as  his  heir  any  one  of  his  sons  whom 
he  may  think  fit;  and  if  he  gives  any  of  his  chil 
dren  to  be  adopted  by  another  citizen,  let  the 
adoption  be  inscribed.  And  if  he  has  a  son  re 
maining  over  and  above  who  has  not  been 
adopted  upon  any  lot,  and  who  may  be  ex 
pected  to  be  sent  out  to  a  colony  according  to 
law,  to  him  his  father  may  give  as  much  as  he 
pleases  of  the  rest  of  his  property,  with  the  ex 
ception  of  the  paternal  lot  and  the  fixtures  on 
the  lot.  And  if  there  are  other  sons,  let  him  dis 
tribute  among  them  what  there  is  more  than 
the  lot  in  such  portions  as  he  pleases.  And  if 
one  of  the  sons  has  already  a  house  of  his  own, 
he  shall  not  give  him  of  the  money,  nor  shall  he 
give  money  to  a  daughter  who  has  been  be 
trothed,  but  if  she  is  not  betrothed  he  may  give 
her  money.  And  if  any  of  the  sons  or  daughters 
shall  be  found  to  have  another  lot  of  land  in  the 
country,  which  has  accrued  after  the  testament 
has  been  made,  they  shall  leave  the  lot  which 
they  have  inherited  to  the  heir  of  the  man  who 
has  made  the  will.  If  the  testator  has  no  sons, 
but  only  daughters,  let  him  choose  the  husband 
of  any  one  of  his  daughters  whom  he  pleases, 
and  leave  and  inscribe  him  as  his  son  and  heir. 
And  if  a  man  have  lost  his  son,  when  he  was 
a  child,  and  before  he  could  be  reckoned  among 
grown-up  men,  whether  his  own  or  an  adopted 
son,  /9-2£/  let  the  testator  make  mention  of  the 
circumstance  and  inscribe  whom  he  will  to  be 
his  second  son  in  hope  of  better  fortune.  If  the 
testator  has  no  children  at  all,  he  may  select 
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and  give  to  any  one  whom  he  pleases  the  tenth 
part  of  the  property  which  he  has  acquired; 
but  let  him  not  be  blamed  If  he  gives  all  the 
rest  to  his  adopted  son,  and  makes  a  friend  of 
him  according  to  the  law.  If  the  sons  of  a  man 
require  guardians,  and  the  father  when  he  dies 
leaves  a  will  appointing  guardians,  those  who 
have  been  named  by  him,  whoever  they  are  and 
whatever  their  number  be,  if  they  are  able  and 
willing  to  take  charge  of  the  children,  shall  be 
recognized  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
will.  But  If  he  dies  and  has  made  no  will,  or  a 
will  in  which  he  has  appointed  no  guardians, 
then  the  next  of  kin,  two  on  the  father's  and 
two  on  the  mother's  side,  and  one  of  the  friends 
of  the  deceased,  shall  have  the  authority  of 
guardians,  whom  the  guardians  of  the  law  shall 
appoint  when  the  orphans  require  guardians. 
And  the  fifteen  eldest  guardians  of  the  law  shall 
have  the  whole  care  and  charge  of  the  orphans, 
divided  into  threes  according  to  seniority — a 
body  of  three  for  one  year,  and  then  another 
body  of  three  for  the  next  year,  until  the  cycle 
of  the  five  periods  is  complete;  and  this,  as  far 
as  possible,  is  to  continue  always.  If  a  man  dies, 
having  made  no  will  at  all,  and  leaves  sons  who 
require  the  care  of  guardians,  they  shall  share 
in  the  protection  which  is  afforded  by  these  laws. 
And  if  a  man  dying  by  some  unexpected  fate 
leaves  daughters  behind  him,  let  him  pardon 
the  legislator  if  when  he  gives  them  in  mar 
riage,  he  have  a  regard  only  to  two  out  of  three 
conditions — nearness  of  kin  and  the  preserva 
tion  of  the  lot,  and  omits  the  third  condition, 
which  a  father  would  naturally  consider,  for  he 
would  choose  out  of  all  the  citizens  a  son  for 
himself,  and  a  husband  for  his  daughter,  with 
a  view  to  his  character  and  disposition — the  fa 
ther,  I  say,  shall  forgive  the  legislator  if  he  dis 
regards  this,  which  to  him  is  an  impossible  con 
sideration.  Let  the  law  about  these  matters 
where  practicable  be  as  follows: — If  a  man  dies 
without  making  a  will,  and  leaves  behind  him 
daughters,  let  his  brother,  being  the  son  of  the 
same  father  or  of  the  same  mother,  having  no 
lot,  marry  the  daughter  and  have  the  lot  of  the 
dead  man.  And  if  he  have  no  brother,  but  only 
a  brother's  son,  in  like  manner  let  them  marry, 
if  they  be  of  a  suitable  age;  and  if  there  be  not 
even  a  brother's  son,  but  only  the  son  of  a  sister, 
let  them  do  likewise,  and  so  in  the  fourth  de 
gree,  if  there  be  only  the  testator's  father's 
brother,  or  in  the  fifth  degree,  his  father's  broth 
er's  son,  or  in  a  sixth  degree,  the  child  of  his  fa 
ther's  sister.  Let  kindred  be  always  reckoned  in 
this  way:  if  a  person  leaves  daughters  the  rela 


tionship  shall  proceed  upwards  through  broth 
ers  and  sisters,  and  brothers*  and  sisters*  chil 
dren,  /92j/  and  first  the  males  shall  come,  and 
after  them  the  females  in  the  same  family.  The 
judge  shall  consider  and  determine  the  suit 
ableness  or  unsuitableness  of  age  in  marriage; 
he  shall  make  an  inspection  of  the  males  naked, 
and  of  the  women  naked  down  to  the  navel. 
And  if  there  be  a  lack  of  kinsmen  in  a  family 
extending  to  grandchildren  of  a  brother,  or  to 
the  grandchildren  of  a  grandfather's  children, 
the  maiden  may  choose  with  the  consent  of  her 
guardians  any  one  of  the  citizens  who  Is  will- 
Ing  and  whom  she  wills,  and  he  shall  be  the 
heir  of  the  dead  man,  and  the  husband  of  his 
daughter.  Circumstances  vary,  and  there  may 
sometimes  be  a  still  greater  lack  of  relations 
within  the  limits  of  the  state;  and  if  any  maiden 
has  no  kindred  living  in  the  city,  and  there  is 
some  one  who  has  been  sent  out  to  a  colony,  and 
she  is  disposed  to  make  him  the  heir  of  her 
father's  possessions,  if  he  be  indeed  of  her 
kindred,  let  him  proceed  to  take  the  lot  accord 
ing  to  the  regulation  of  the  law;  but  if  he  be  not 
of  her  kindred,  she  having  no  kinsmen  within 
the  city,  and  he  be  chosen  by  the  daughter  of 
the  dead  man,  and  empowered  to  marry  by  the 
guardians,  let  him  return  home  and  take  the 
lot  of  him  who  died  Intestate.  And  If  a  man  has 
no  children,  either  male  or  female,  and  dies 
without  making  a  will,  let  the  previous  law  in 
general  hold;  and  let  a  man  and  a  woman  go 
forth  from  the  family  and  share  the  deserted 
house,  and  let  the  lot  belong  absolutely  to  them; 
and  let  the  heiress  in  the  first  degree  be  a  sister, 
and  in  a  second  degree  a  daughter  of  a  brother, 
and  in  the  third,  a  daughter  of  a  sister,  in  the 
fourth  degree  the  sister  of  a  father,  and  in  the 
fifth  degree  the  daughter  of  a  father's  brother, 
and  in  a  sixth  degree  of  a  father's  sister;  and 
these  shall  dwell  with  their  male  kinsmen,  ac 
cording  to  the  degree  of  relationship  and  right, 
as  we  enacted  before.  Now  we  must  not  con 
ceal  from  ourselves  that  such  laws  are  apt  to  be 
oppressive  and  that  there  may  sometimes  be  a 
hardship  in  the  lawgiver  commanding  the  kins 
man  of  the  dead  man  to  marry  his  relation;  he 
may  be  thought  not  to  have  considered  the  in 
numerable  hindrances  which  may  arise  among 
men  in  the  execution  of  such  ordinances;  for 
there  may  be  cases  in  which  the  parties  refuse 
to  obey,  and  are  ready  to  do  anything  rather 
than  marry,  when  there  Is  some  bodily  or  men 
tal  malady  or  defect  among  those  who  are  bid 
den  to  marry  or  be  married.  Persons  may  fancy 
that  the  legislator  never  thought  of  this,  but 
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they  are  mistaken;  wherefore  let  us  make  a 
common  prelude  on  behalf  of  the  lawgiver  and 
of  his  subjects,  the  law  begging  the  latter  to  for 
give  the  legislator,  in  that  he,  having  to  take 
care  of  the  common  weal,  cannot  order  at  the 
same  time  the  various  circumstances  of  individ 
uals,  [926]  and  begging  him  to  pardon  them  if 
naturally  they  are  sometimes  unable  to  fulfil 
the  act  which  he  in  his  ignorance  imposes  upon 
them. 

Cle.  And  how,  Stranger,  can  we  act  most 
fairly  under  the  circumstances? 

Atk.  There  must  be  arbiters  chosen  to  deal 
with  such  laws  and  the  subjects  of  them. 

Cle.  What  do  you  mean? 

Atk.  I  mean  to  say,  that  a  case  may  occur  in 
which  the  nephew,  having  a  rich  father,  will 
be  unwilling  to  marry  the  daughter  of  his  un 
cle;  he  will  have  a  feeling  of  pride,  and  he  will 
wish  to  look  higher.  And  there  are  cases  in 
which  the  legislator  will  be  imposing  upon  him 
the  greatest  calamity,  and  he  will  be  compelled 
to  disobey  the  law,  if  he  is  required,  for  exam 
ple,  to  take  a  wife  who  is  mad,  or  has  some  oth 
er  terrible  malady  of  soul  or  body,  such  as 
makes  life  intolerable  to  the  sufferer.  Then  let 
what  we  are  saying  concerning  these  cases  be 
embodied  in  a  law: — If  any  one  finds  fault  with 
the  established  laws  respecting  testaments,  both 
as  to  other  matters  and  especially  in  what  re 
lates  to  marriage,  and  asserts  that  the  legislator, 
if  he  were  alive  and  present,  would  not  compel 
him  to  obey — that  is  to  say,  would  not  compel 
those  who  are  by  our  law  required  to  marry  or 
be  given  in  marriage,  to  do  either — and  some 
kinsman  or  guardian  dispute  this,  the  reply  is 
that  the  legislator  left  fifteen  of  the  guardians 
of  the  law  to  be  arbiters  and  fathers  of  orphans, 
male  or  female,  and  to  them  let  the  disputants 
have  recourse,  and  by  their  aid  determine  any 
matters  of  the  kind,  admitting  their  decision  to 
be  final.  But  if  any  one  thinks  that  too  great 
power  is  thus  given  to  the  guardians  of  the  law, 
let  him  bring  his  adversaries  into  the  court  of 
the  select  judges,  and  there  have  the  points  in 
dispute  determined.  And  he  who  loses  the  cause 
shall  have  censure  and  blame  from  the  legisla 
tor,  which,  by  a  man  of  sense,  is  felt  to  be  a 
penalty  far  heavier  than  a  great  loss  of  money. 

Thus  will  orphan  children  have  a  second 
birth.  After  their  first  birth  we  spoke  of  their 
nurture  and  education,  and  after  their  second 
birth,  when  they  have  lost  their  parents,  we 
ought  to  take  measures  that  the  misfortune  of 
orphanhood  may  be  as  little  sad  to  them  as  pos 
sible.  In  the  first  place,  we  say  that  the  guard 


ians  of  the  law  are  lawgivers  and  fathers  to 
them,  not  inferior  to  their  natural  fathers.  More 
over,  they  shall  take  charge  of  them  year  by 
year1  as  of  their  own  kindred;  and  we  have 
given  both  to  them  and  to  the  children's  own 
guardians  a  suitable  admonition  concerning  the 
nurture  of  orphans.  [927]  And  we  seem  to  have 
spoken  opportunely  in  our  former  discourse/ 
when  we  said  that  the  souls  of  the  dead  have 
the  power  after  death  of  taking  an  interest  in 
human  affairs,  about  which  there  are  many  tales 
and  traditions,  long  indeed,  but  true;  and  see 
ing  that  they  are  so  many  and  so  ancient,  we 
must  believe  them,  and  we  must  also  believe 
the  lawgivers,  who  tell  us  that  these  things  are 
true,  if  they  are  not  to  be  regarded  as  utter  fools. 
But  if  these  things  are  really  so,  in  the  first  place 
men  should  have  a  fear  of  the  Gods  above,  who 
regard  the  loneliness  of  the  orphans;  and  in  the 
second  place  of  the  souls  of  the  departed,  who 
by  nature  incline  to  take  an  especial  care  of 
their  own  children,  and  are  friendly  to  those 
who  honour,  and  unfriendly  to  those  who  dis 
honour  them.  Men  should  also  fear  the  souls  of 
the  living  who  are  aged  and  high  in  honour; 
wherever  a  city  is  well  ordered  and  prosperous, 
their  descendants  cherish  them,  and  so  live  hap 
pily;  old  persons  are  quick  to  see  and  hear  all 
that  relates  to  them,  and  are  propitious  to  those 
who  are  just  in  the  fulfilment  of  such  duties, 
and  they  punish  those  who  wrong  the  orphan 
and  the  desolate,  considering  that  they  are  the 
greatest  and  most  sacred  of  trusts.  To  all  which 
matters  the  guardian  and  magistrate  ought  to 
apply  his  mind,  if  he  has  any,  and  take  heed  of 
the  nurture  and  education  of  the  orphans,  seek 
ing  in  every  possible  way  to  do  them  good,  for 
he  is  making  a  contribution  to  his  own  good 
and  that  of  his  children.  He  who  obeys  the  tale 
which  precedes  the  law,  and  does  no  wrong  to 
an  orphan,  will  never  experience  the  wrath  of 
the  legislator.  But  he  who  is  disobedient,  and 
wrongs  any  one  who  is  bereft  of  father  or 
mother,  shall  pay  twice  the  penalty  which  he 
would  have  paid  if  he  had  wronged  one  whose 
parents  had  been  alive.  As  touching  other  legis 
lation  concerning  guardians  in  their  relation  to 
orphans,  or  concerning  magistrates  and  their 
superintendence  of  the  guardians,  if  they  did 
not  possess  examples  of  the  manner  in  which 
children  of  freemen  should  be  brought  up  in 
the  bringing  up  of  their  own  children,  and  of 
the  care  of  their  property  in  the  care  of  their 
own,  or  if  they  had  not  just  laws  fairly  stated 
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about  these  very  things — there  would  have 
been  reason  in  making  laws  for  them,  under 
the  idea  that  they  were  a  peculiar  class,  and  we 
might  distinguish  and  make  separate  rules  for 
the  life  of  those  who  are  orphans  and  of  those 
who  are  not  orphans.  But  as  the  case  stands,  the 
condition  of  orphans  with  us  is  not  different 
from  the  case  of  those  who  ha  vea  father,  though 
in  regard  to  honour  and  dishonour,  and  the  at 
tention  given  to  them,  the  two  are  not  usually 
placed  upon  a  level.  [928]  Wherefore,  touch 
ing  the  legislation  about  orphans,  the  law  speaks 
in  serious  accents,  both  of  per  suasion  and  threat 
ening,  and  such  a  threat  as  the  following  will 
be  by  no  means  out  of  place: — He  who  is  the 
guardian  of  an  orphan  of  either  sex,  and  he 
among  the  guardians  of  the  law  to  whom  the 
superintendence  of  this  guardian  has  been  as 
signed,  shall  love  the  unfortunate  orphan  as 
though  he  were  his  own  child,  and  he  shall  be 
as  careful  and  diligent  in  the  management  of 
his  possessions  as  he  would  be  if  they  were  his 
own,  or  even  more  careful  and  diligent.  Let 
every  one  who  has  the  care  of  an  orphan  ob 
serve  this  law.  But  any  one  who  acts  contrary  to 
the  law  on  these  matters,  if  he  be  a  guardian  of 
the  child,  may  be  fined  by  a  magistrate,  or,  if  he 
be  himself  a  magistrate,  the  guardian  may  bring 
him  before  the  court  of  select  judges,  and  pun 
ish  him,  if  convicted,  by  exacting  a  fine  of  dou 
ble  the  amount  of  that  inflicted  by  the  court. 
And  if  a  guardian  appears  to  the  relations  of 
the  orphan,  or  to  any  other  citizen,  to  act  negli 
gently  or  dishonestly,  let  them  bring  him  before 
the  same  court,  and  whatever  damages  are  giv 
en  against  him,  let  him  pay  fourfold,  and  let 
half  belong  to  the  orphan  and  half  to  him  who 
procured  the  conviction.  If  any  orphan  arrives 
at  years  of  discretion,  and  thinks  that  he  has 
been  ill-used  by  his  guardians,  let  him  within 
five  years  of  the  expiration  of  the  guardianship 
be  allowed  to  bring  them  to  trial;  and  if  any  of 
them  be  convicted,  the  court  shall  determine 
what  he  shall  pay  or  suffer.  And  if  a  magistrate 
shall  appear  to  have  wronged  the  orphan  by 
neglect,  and  he  be  convicted,  let  the  court  deter 
mine  what  he  shall  suffer  or  pay  to  the  orphan, 
and  if  there  be  dishonesty  in  addition  to  neg 
lect,  besides  paying  the  fine,  let  him  be  deposed 
from  his  office  of  guardian  of  the  law,  and  let 
the  state  appoint  another  guardian  of  the  law 
for  the  city  and  for  the  country  in  his  room. 

Greater  differences  than  there  ought  to  be 
sometimes  arise  between  fathers  and  sons,  on 
the  part  either  of  fathers  who  will  be  of  opin 
ion  that  the  legislator  should  enact  that  they 


may,  if  they  wish,  lawfully  renounce  their  son 
by  the  proclamation  of  a  herald  in  the  face  of 
the  world,  or  of  sons  who  think  that  they  should 
be  allowed  to  indict  their  fathers  on  the  charge 
of  imbecility  when  they  are  disabled  by  disease 
or  old  age.  These  things  only  happen,  as  a  mat 
ter  of  fact,  where  the  natures  of  men  are  utterly 
bad;  for  where  only  half  is  bad,  as,  for  example, 
if  the  father  be  not  bad,  but  the  son  be  bad,  or 
conversely,  no  great  calamity  is  the  result  of 
such  an  amount  of  hatred  as  this.  In  another 
state,  a  son  disowned  by  his  father  would  not 
of  necessity  cease  to  be  a  citizen,  but  in  our 
state,  of  which  these  are  to  be  the  laws,  [929] 
the  disinherited  must  necessarily  emigrate  into 
another  country,  for  no  addition  can  be  made 
even  of  a  single  family  to  the  5040  households; 
and,  therefore,  he  who  deserves  to  suffer  these 
things  must  be  renounced  not  only  by  his  father, 
who  is  a  single  person,  but  by  the  whole  family, 
and  what  is  done  in  these  cases  must  be  regu 
lated  by  some  such  law  as  the  following: — He 
who  in  the  sad  disorder  of  his  soul  has  a  mind, 
jusdy  or  unjustly,  to  expel  from  his  family  a 
son  whom  he  has  begotten  and  brought  up, 
shall  not  lightly  or  at  once  execute  his  purpose; 
but  first  of  all  he  shall  collect  together  his  own 
kinsmen, extending  to  cousins, and  in  like  man 
ner  his  son's  kinsmen  by  the  mother's  side,  and 
in  their  presence  he  shall  accuse  his  son,  setting 
forth  that  he  deserves  at  the  hands  of  them  all 
to  be  dismissed  from  the  family;  and  the  son 
shall  be  allowed  to  address  them  in  a  similar 
manner,  and  show  that  he  does  not  deserve  to 
suffer  any  of  these  things.  And  if  the  father 
persuades  them,  and  obtains  the  suffrages  of 
more  than  half  of  his  kindred,  exclusive  of  the 
father  and  mother  and  the  offender  himself — I 
say,  if  he  obtains  more  than  half  the  suffrages 
of  all  the  other  grown-up  members  of  the  fam 
ily,  of  both  sexes,  the  father  shall  be  permitted 
to  put  away  his  son,  but  not  otherwise.  And  if 
any  other  citizen  is  willing  to  adopt  the  son 
who  is  put  away,  no  law  shall  hinder  him;  for 
the  characters  of  youngmen  are  subject  to  many 
changes  in  the  course  of  their  lives.  And  if  he 
has  been  put  away,  and  in  a  period  of  ten  years 
no  one  is  willing  to  adopt  him,  let  those  who 
have  the  care  of  the  superabundant  population 
which  is  sent  out  into  colonies,  see  to  him,  in 
order  that  he  may  be  suitably  provided  for  in 
the  colony.  And  if  disease  or  age  or  harshness 
of  temper,  or  all  these  together,  makes  a  man  to 
be  more  out  of  his  mind  than  the  rest  of  the 
world  are — but  this  is  not  observable,  except  to 
those  who  live  with  him — and  he,  being  mas- 
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ter  of  his  property,  is  the  ruin  of  the  house,  and 
his  son  doubts  and  hesitates  about  indicting  his 
father  for  insanity,  let  the  law  in  that  case  or 
dain  that  he  shall  first  of  all  go  to  the  eldest 
guardians  of  the  law  and  tell  them  of  his  fa 
ther's  misfortune,  and  they  shall  duly  look  into 
die  matter,  and  take  counsel  as  to  whether  he 
shall  indict  him  or  not.  And  if  they  advise  him 
to  proceed,  they  shall  be  both  his  witnesses  and 
his  advocates;  and  if  the  father  is  cast,  he  shall 
henceforth  be  incapable  of  ordering  the  least 
particular  of  his  life;  let  him  be  as  a  child  dwell 
ing  in  the  house  for  the  remainder  of  his  days. 
And  if  a  man  and  his  wife  have  an  unfortunate 
incompatibility  of  temper,  ten  of  the  guardians 
of  the  law,  who  are  impartial,  and  ten  of  the 
women  who  regulate  marriages,1  /9joj  shall 
look  to  the  matter,  and  if  they  are  able  to  recon 
cile  them  they  shall  be  formally  reconciled;  but 
if  their  souls  are  too  much  tossed  with  passion, 
they  shall  endeavour  to  find  other  partners.  Now 
they  are  not  likely  to  have  very  gentle  tempers; 
and,  therefore,  we  must  endeavour  to  associate 
with  them  deeper  and  softer  natures.  Those 
who  have  no  children,  or  only  a  few,  at  the 
time  of  their  separation,  should  choose  then- 
new  partners  with  a  view  to  the  procreation  of 
children;  but  those  who  have  a  sufficient  num 
ber  of  children  should  separate  and  marry  again 
in  order  that  they  may  have  some  one  to  grow 
old  with  and  that  the  pair  may  take  care  of  one 
another  in  age.  If  a  woman  dies,  leaving  chil 
dren,  male  or  female,  the  law  will  advise  rather 
than  compel  the  husband  to  bring  up  the  chil 
dren  without  introducing  into  the  house  a  step 
mother.  But  if  he  have  no  children,  then  he 
shall  be  compelled  to  marry  until  he  has  begot 
ten  a  sufficient  number  of  sons  to  his  family 
and  to  the  state.  And  if  a  man  dies  leaving  a 
sufficient  number  of  children,  the  mother  of  his 
children  shall  remain  with  them  and  bring 
them  up.  But  if  she  appears  to  be  too  young  to 
live  virtuously  without  a  husband,  let  her  rela 
tions  communicate  with  the  women  who  super 
intend  marriage,  and  let  both  together  do  what 
they  think  best  in  these  matters;  if  there  is  a 
lack  of  children,  let  the  choice  be  made  with  a 
view  to  having  them;  two  children,  one  of  ei 
ther  sex,  shall  be  deemed  sufficient  in  the  eye  of 
the  law.  When  a  child  is  admitted  to  be  the  off 
spring  of  certain  parents  and  is  acknowledged 
by  them,  but  there  is  need  of  a  decision  as  to 
which  parent  the  child  is  to  follow — in  case  a 
female  slave  have  intercourse  with  a  maleslave, 
or  with  a  freeman  or  freedman,  the  offspring 
1  Cfc,  vi.  784,  ff.;  vii.  794. 


shall  always  belong  to  the  master  of  the  female 
slave.  Again,  if  a  free  woman  have  intercourse 
with  a  male  slave,  the  offspring  shall  belong  to 
the  master  of  the  slave;  but  if  a  child  be  born 
either  of  a  slave  by  her  master,  or  of  his  mis 
tress  by  a  slave — and  this  be  proven — the  off 
spring  of  the  woman  and  its  father  shall  be  sent 
away  by  the  women  who  superintend  marriage 
into  another  country,  and  the  guardians  of  the 
law  shall  send  away  the  offspring  of  the  man 
and  its  mother. 

Neither  God,  nor  a  man  who  has  under 
standing,  will  ever  advise  any  one  to  neglect  his 
parents.  To  a  discourse  concerning  the  honour 
and  dishonour  of  parents,  a  prelude  such  as  the 
following,  about  the  service  of  the  Gods,  will 
be  a  suitable  introduction: — There  are  ancient 
customs  about  the  Gods  which  are  universal, 
and  they  are  of  two  kinds:  [931]  some  of  the 
Gods  we  see  with  our  eyes  and  we  honour  them, 
of  others  we  honour  the  images,  raising  statues 
of  them  which  we  adore;  and  though  they  are 
lifeless,  yet  we  imagine  that  the  living  Gods 
have  a  good  will  and  gratitude  to  us  on  this  ac 
count.  Now,  if  a  man  has  a  father  or  mother,  or 
their  fathers  or  mothers  treasured  up  in  his 
house  stricken  in  years,  let  him  consider  that  no 
statue  can  be  more  potent  to  grant  his  requests 
than  they  are,  who  are  sitting  at  his  hearth,  if 
only  he  knows  how  to  show  true  service  to 
them. 

Cle.  And  what  do  you  call  the  true  mode  of 
service? 

Ath.  I  will  tell  you,  O  my  friend,  for  such 
things  are  worth  listening  to. 

Cle.  Proceed. 

Ath.  Oedipus,  as  tradition  says,  when  dis 
honoured  by  his  sons,  invoked  on  them  curses 
which  every  one  declares  to  have  been  heard 
and  ratified  by  the  Gods,  and  Amyntor  in  his 
wrath  invoked  curses  on  his  son  Phoenix,  and 
Theseus  upon  Hippolytus,  and  innumerable 
others  have  also  called  down  wrath  upon  their 
children,  whence  it  is  clear  that  the  Gods  listen 
to  the  imprecations  of  parents;  for  the  curses  of 
parents  are,  as  they  ought  to  be,  mighty  against 
their  children  as  no  others  are.  And  shall  we 
suppose  that  the  prayers  of  a  father  or  mother 
who  is  specially  dishonoured  by  his  or  her  chil 
dren,  are  heard  by  the  Gods  in  accordance  with 
nature;  and  that  if  a  parent  is  honoured  by 
them,  and  in  the  gladness  of  his  heart  earnestly 
entreats  the  Gods  in  his  prayers  to  do  them 
good,  he  is  not  equally  heard,  and  that  they  do 
not  minister  to  his  request?  If  not,  they  would 
be  very  unjust  ministers  of  good,  and  that  we 
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affirm  to  be  contrary  to  their  nature. 

Clc.  Certainly. 

Ath.  May  we  not  think,  as  I  was  saying  just 
now,  that  we  can  possess  no  image  which  is 
more  honoured  by  the  Gods,  than  that  of  a  fa 
ther  or  grandfather,  or  of  a  mother  stricken  in 
years?  whom  when  a  man  honours,  the  heart 
of  the  God  rejoices,  and  he  is  ready  to  answer 
their  prayers.  And,  truly,  the  figure  of  an  an 
cestor  is  a  wonderful  thing,  far  higher  than  that 
of  a  lifeless  image.  For  the  living,  when  they 
are  honoured  by  us,  join  in  our  prayers,  and 
when  they  are  dishonoured,  they  utter  impreca 
tions  against  us;  but  lifeless  objects  do  neither. 
And  therefore,  if  a  man  makes  a  right  use  of 
his  father  and  grandfather  and  other  aged  rela 
tions,  he  will  have  images  which  above  all  oth 
ers  will  win  him  the  favour  of  the  Gods. 

Cle.  Excellent. 

Ath.  Every  man  of  any  understanding  fears 
and  respects  the  prayers  of  parents,  knowing 
well  that  many  times  and  to  many  persons  they 
have  been  accomplished.  Now  these  things  be 
ing  thus  ordered  by  nature,  [932]  good  men 
think  it  a  blessing  from  heaven  if  their  parents 
live  to  old  age  and  reach  the  utmost  limit  of  hu 
man  life,  or  if  taken  away  before  their  time  they 
are  deeply  regretted  by  them;  but  to  bad  men 
parents  are  always  a  cause  of  terror.  Wherefore 
let  every  man  honour  with  every  sort  of  lawful 
honour  his  own  parents,  agreeably  to  what  has 
now  been  said.  But  if  this  prelude  be  an  un 
meaning  sound  in  the  ears  of  any  one,  let  the 
law  follow,  which  may  be  rightly  imposed  in 
these  terms: — If  any  one  in  this  city  be  not  suf 
ficiently  careful  of  his  parents,  and  do  not  re 
gard  and  gratify  in  every  respect  their  wishes 
more  than  those  of  his  sons  and  of  his  other  off 
spring  or  of  himself — let  him  who  experiences 
this  sort  of  treatment  either  come  himself,  or 
send  some  one  to  inform  the  three  eldest  guard 
ians  of  the  law,  and  three  of  the  women  who 
have  the  care  of  marriages;  and  let  them  look 
to  the  matter  and  punish  youthful  evil-doers 
with  stripes  and  bonds  if  they  are  under  thirty 
years  of  age,  that  is  to  say,  if  they  be  men,  or  if 
they  be  women,  let  them  undergo  the  same 
punishment  up  to  forty  years  of  age.  But  if, 
when  they  are  still  more  advanced  in  years,  they 
continue  the  same  neglect  of  their  parents,  and 
do  any  hurt  to  any  of  them,  let  them  be  brought 
before  a  court  in  which  every  single  one  of  the 
eldest  citizens  shall  be  the  judges,  and  if  the  of 
fender  be  convicted,  let  the  court  determine 
what  he  ought  to  pay  or  suffer,  and  any  penalty 
may  be  imposed  on  him  which  a  man  can  pay 


or  suffer.  If  the  person  who  has  been  wronged 
be  unable  to  inform  the  magistrates,  let  any 
freeman  who  hears  of  his  case  inform,  and  if  he 
do  not,  he  shall  be  deemed  base,  and  shall  be 
liable  to  have  a  suit  for  damage  brought  against 
him  by  any  one  who  likes.  And  if  a  slave  in 
form,  he  shall  receive  freedom;  and  if  he  be  the 
slave  of  the  injurer  or  injured  party,  he  shall  be 
set  free  by  the  magistrates,  or  if  he  belong  to 
any  other  citizen,  the  public  shall  pay  a  price 
on  his  behalf  to  the  owner;  and  let  the  magis 
trates  take  heed  that  no  one  wrongs  him  out  of 
revenge,  because  he  has  given  information. 

Cases  in  which  one  man  injures  another  by 
poisons,  and  which  prove  fatal,  have  been  al 
ready  discussed;  1  but  about  other  cases  in  which 
a  person  intentionally  and  of  malice  harms  an 
other  with  meats,  or  drinks,  or  ointments,  noth 
ing  has  as  yet  been  determined.  For  there  are 
two  kinds  of  poisons  used  among  men,  which 
cannot  clearly  be  distinguished.  There  is  the 
kind  just  now  explicitly  mentioned,  [933] 
which  injures  bodies  by  the  use  of  other  bodies 
according  to  a  natural  law;  there  is  also  another 
kind  which  persuades  the  more  daring  class 
that  they  can  do  injury  by  sorceries,  and  incan 
tations,  and  magic  knots,  as  they  are  termed, 
and  makes  others  believe  that  they  above  all 
persons  are  injured  by  the  powers  of  the  magi 
cian.  Now  it  is  not  easy  to  know  the  nature  of 
all  these  things;  nor  if  a  man  do  know  can  he 
readily  persuade  others  to  believe  him.  And 
when  men  are  disturbed  in  their  minds  at  the 
sight  of  waxen  images  fixed  either  at  their  doors, 
or  in  a  place  where  three  ways  meet,  or  on  the 
sepulchres  of  parents,  there  is  no  use  in  trying 
to  persuade  them  that  they  should  despise  all 
such  things  because  they  have  no  certain  knowl 
edge  about  them.  But  we  must  have  a  law  in 
two  parts,  concerning  poisoning,  in  whichever 
of  the  two  ways  the  attempt  is  made,  and  we 
must  entreat,  and  exhort,  and  advise  men  not 
to  have  recourse  to  such  practices,  by  which 
they  scare  the  multitude  out  of  their  wits,  as  if 
they  were  children,  compelling  the  legislate  • 
and  the  judge  to  heal  the  fears  which  the  sor 
cerer  arouses,  and  to  tell  them  in  the  first  place, 
that  he  who  attempts  to  poison  or  enchant  oth 
ers  knows  not  what  he  is  doing,  either  as  re 
gards  the  body  (unless  he  has  a  knowledge  of 
medicine),  or  as  regards  his  enchantments  (un 
less  he  happens  to  be  a  prophet  or  diviner) .  Let 
the  law,  then,  run  as  follows  about  poisoning  or 
witchcraft: — He  who  employs  poison  to  do  any 
injury,  not  fatal,  to  a  man  himself,  or  to  his 
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servants,  or  any  injury,  whether  fatal  or  not,  to 
his  cattle  or  his  bees,  if  he  be  a  physician,  and 
be  convicted  of  poisoning,  shall  be  punished 
with  death;  or  if  he  be  a  private  person,  the 
court  shall  determine  what  he  is  to  pay  or  suf 
fer.  But  he  who  seems  to  be  the  sort  of  man  who 
injures  others  by  magic  knots, or  enchantments, 
or  incantations,  or  any  of  the  like  practices,  if 
he  be  a  prophet  or  diviner,  let  him  die;  and  if, 
not  being  a  prophet,  he  be  convicted  of  witch 
craft,  as  in  the  previous  case,  let  the  court  fix 
what  he  ought  to  pay  or  suffer. 

When  a  man  does  another  any  injury  by  theft 
or  violence,  for  the  greater  injury  let  him  pay 
greater  damages  to  the  injured  man,  and  less 
for  the  smaller  injury;  but  in  all  cases,  what 
ever  the  injury  may  have  been,  as  much  as  will 
compensate  the  loss.  And  besides  the  compensa 
tion  of  the  wrong,  let  a  man  pay  a  further  pen 
alty  for  the  chastisement  of  his  offence:  [934] 
he  who  has  done  the  wrong  instigated  by  the 
folly  of  another,  through  the  lightheartedness 
of  youth  or  the  like,  shall  pay  a  lighter  penalty; 
but  he  who  has  injured  another  through  his 
own  folly,  when  overcome  by  pleasure  or  pain, 
in  cowardly  fear,  or  lust,  or  envy,  or  implacable 
anger,  shall  endure  a  heavier  punishment.  Not 
that  he  is  punished  because  he  did  wrong,  for 
that  which  is  done  can  never  be  undone,  but  in 
order  that  in  future  times,  he,  and  those  who 
see  him  corrected,  may  utterly  hate  injustice,  or 
at  any  rate  abate  much  of  their  evil-doing.  Hav 
ing  an  eye  to  all  these  things,  the  law,  like  a 
good  archer,  should  aim  at  the  right  measure 
of  punishment,  and  in  all  cases  at  the  deserved 
punishment.  In  the  attainment  of  this  the  judge 
shall  be  a  fellow-worker  with  the  legislator, 
whenever  the  law  leaves  to  him  to  determine 
what  the  offender  shall  suffer  or  pay;  and  the 
legislator,  like  a  painter,  shall  give  a  rough 
sketch  of  the  cases  in  which  the  law  is  to  be  ap 
plied.  This  is  what  we  must  do,  Megillus  and 
Cleinias,  in  the  best  and  fairest  manner  that  we 
can,  saying  what  the  punishments  are  to  be  of 
all  actions  of  theft  and  violence,  and  giving 
laws  of  such  a  kind  as  the  Gods  and  sons  of 
Gods  would  have  us  give. 

If  a  man  is  mad  he  shall  not  be  at  large  in  the 
city,  but  his  relations  shall  keep  him  at  home 
in  any  way  which  they  can;  or  if  not,  let  them 
pay  a  penalty — he  who  is  of  the  highest  class 
shall  pay  a  penalty  of  one  hundred  drachmae, 
whether  he  be  a  slave  or  a  freeman  whom  he 
neglects;  and  he  of  the  second  class  shall  pay 
four-fifths  of  a  mina;  and  he  of  the  third  class 
three-fifths;  and  he  of  the  fourth  class  two- 


fifths.  Now  there  are  many  sorts  of  madness, 
some  arising  out  of  disease,  which  we  have  al 
ready  mentioned;  and  there  are  other  kinds, 
which  originate  in  an  evil  and  passionate  tem 
perament,  and  are  increased  by  bad  education; 
out  of  a  slight  quarrel  this  class  of  madmen 
will  often  raise  a  storm  of  abuse  against  one 
another,  and  nothing  of  that  sort  ought  to  be 
allowed  to  occur  in  a  well-ordered  state.  Let 
this,  then,  be  the  law  about  abuse,  which  shall 
relate  to  all  cases: — No  one  shall  speak  evil  of 
another;  and  when  a  man  disputes  with  anoth 
er  he  shall  teach  and  learn  of  the  disputant  and 
the  company,  but  he  shall  abstain  from  evil- 
speaking;  for  out  of  the  imprecations  which 
men  utter  against  one  another,  [935]  and  the 
feminine  habit  of  casting  aspersions  on  one  an 
other,  and  using  foul  names,  out  of  words  light 
as  air,  in  very  deed  the  greatest  enmities  and 
hatreds  spring  up.  For  the  speaker  gratifies  his 
anger,  which  is  an  ungracious  element  of  his 
nature;  and  nursing  up  his  wrath  by  the  enter 
tainment  of  evil  thoughts,  and  exacerbating 
that  part  of  his  soul  which  was  formerly  civ 
ilized  by  education,  he  lives  in  a  state  of  savage- 
ness  and  moroseness,  and  pays  a  bitter  penalty 
for  his  anger.  And  in  such  cases  almost  all  men 
take  to  saying  something  ridiculous  about  their 
opponent,  and  there  is  no  man  who  is  in  the 
habit  of  laughing  at  another  who  does  not  miss 
virtue  and  earnestness  altogether,  or  lose  the 
better  half  of  greatness.  Wherefore  let  no  one 
utter  any  taunting  word  at  a  temple,  or  at  the 
public  sacrifices,  or  at  the  games,  or  in  the  agora, 
or  in  a  court  of  justice,  or  in  any  public  assem 
bly.  And  let  the  magistrate  who  presides  on 
these  occasions  chastise  an  offender,  and  he 
shall  be  blameless;  but  if  he  fails  in  doing  so,  he 
shall  not  claim  the  prize  of  virtue;  for  he  is  one 
who  heeds  not  the  laws,  and  does  not  do  what 
the  legislator  commands.  And  if  in  any  other 
place  any  one  indulges  in  these  sort  of  revilings, 
whether  he  has  begun  the  quarrel  or  is  only  re 
taliating,  let  any  elder  who  is  present  support 
the  law,  and  control  with  blows  those  who  in 
dulge  in  passion,  which  is  another  great  evil; 
and  if  he  do  not,  let  him  be  liable  to  pay  the  ap 
pointed  penalty.  And  we  say  now,  that  he  who 
deals  in  reproaches  against  others  cannot  re 
proach  them  without  attempting  to  ridicule 
them;  and  this,  when  done  in  a  moment  of  an 
ger,  is  what  we  make  matter  of  reproach  against 
him.  But  then,  do  we  admit  into  our  state  the 
comic  writers1  who  are  so  fond  of  making  man- 
1  Cf,  Republic,  iii.  394;  x.  606;  Aristotle,  Politics, 
vii.  17,  1336  b  19-24. 
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kind  ridiculous,  if  they  attempt  in  a  good- 
natured  manner  to  turn  the  laugh  against  our 
citizens?  or  do  we  draw  the  distinction  of  jest 
and  earnest,  and  allow  a  man  to  make  use  of 
ridicule  in  jest  and  without  anger  about  any 
thing  or  person;  though  as  we  were  saying,  not 
if  he  be  angry  and  have  a  set  purpose?  We  for 
bid  earnest — that  is  unalterably  fixed;  but  we 
have  still  to  say  who  are  to  be  sanctioned  or 
not  to  be  sanctioned  by  the  law  in  the  employ 
ment  of  innocent  humour.  A  comic  poet,  or 
maker  of  iambic  or  satirical  lyric  verse,  shall 
not  be  permitted  to  ridicule  any  of  the  citizens, 
either  by  word  or  likeness,  either  in  anger  or 
without  anger.  And  if  any  one  is  disobedient, 
the  judges  shall  either  at  once  expel  him  from 
the  country,  or  he  shall  pay  a  fine  of  three  mi- 
nae,  which  shall  be  dedicated  to  the  God  who 
presides  over  the  contests.  /9j6/  Those  only 
who  have  received  permission  shall  be  allowed 
to  write  verses  at  one  another,  but  they  shall  be 
without  anger  and  in  jest;  in  anger  and  in  seri 
ous  earnest  they  shall  not  be  allowed.  The  de 
cision  of  this  matter  shall  be  left  to  the  superin 
tendent  of  the  general  education  of  the  young, 
and  whatever  he  may  license,  the  writer  shall 
be  allowed  to  produce,  and  whatever  he  rejects 
let  not  the  poet  himself  exhibit,  or  ever  teach 
anybody  else,  slave  or  freeman,  under  the  pen 
alty  of  being  dishonoured,  and  held  disobedient 
to  the  laws. 

Now  he  is  not  to  be  pitied  who  is  hungry,  or 
who  suffers  any  bodily  pain,  but  he  who  is  tem 
perate,  or  has  some  other  virtue,  or  part  of  a 
virtue,  and  at  the  same  time  suffers  from  mis 
fortune;  it  would  be  an  extraordinary  thing  if 
such  an  one,  whether  slave  or  freeman,  were 
utterly  forsaken  and  fell  into  the  extremes  of 
poverty  in  any  tolerably  well-ordered  city  or 

fovernment.  Wherefore  the  legislator  may  safe- 
y  make  a  law  applicable  to  such  cases  in  the 
following  terms: — Let  there  be  no  beggars  in 
our  state;  and  if  anybody  begs,  seeking  to  pick 
up  a  livelihood  by  unavailing  prayers,  let  the 
wardens  of  the  agora  turn  him  out  of  the  agora, 
and  the  wardens  of  the  city  out  of  the  city,  and 
the  wardens  of  the  country  send  him  out  of  any 
other  parts  of  the  land  across  the  border,  in  or 
der  that  the  land  may  be  cleared  of  this  sort  of 
animal. 

If  a  slave  of  either  sex  injure  anything,  which 
is  not  his  or  her  own,  through  inexperience,  or 
some  improper  practice,  and  the  person  who 
suffers  damage  be  not  himself  in  part  to  blame, 
the  master  of  the  slave  who  has  done  the  harm 
shall  either  make  full  satisfaction,  or  give  up 


the  slave  who  has  done  the  injury.  But  if  the 
master  argue  that  the  charge  has  arisen  by  col 
lusion  between  the  injured  party  and  the  in- 
jurer,  with  the  view  of  obtaining  the  slave,  let 
him  sue  the  person,  who  says  that  he  has  been 
injured,  for  malpractices.  And  if  he  gain  a  con 
viction,  let  him  receive  double  the  value  which 
the  court  fixes  as  the  price  of  the  slave;  and  if 
he  lose  his  suit,  let  him  make  amends  for  the 
injury,  and  give  up  the  slave.  And  if  a  beast  of 
burden,  or  horse,  or  dog,  or  any  other  animal, 
injure  the  property  of  a  neighbour,  the  owner 
shall  in  like  manner  pay  for  the  injury. 

If  any  man  refuses  to  be  a  witness,  he  who 
wants  him  shall  summon  him,  and  he  who  is 
summoned  shall  come  to  the  trial;  and  if  he 
knows  and  is  willing  to  bear  witness,  let  him 
bear  witness,  but  if  he  says  he  does  not  know  let 
him  swear  by  the  three  divinities  Zeus,  and 
Apollo,  and  Themis,  that  he  does  not,  and  have 
no  more  to  do  with  the  cause.  [937]  And  he 
who  is  summoned  to  give  witness  and  does  not 
answer  to  his  summoner,  shall  be  liable  for  the 
harm  which  ensues  according  to  law.  And  if  a 
person  calls  up  as  a  witness  any  one  who  is  act 
ing  as  a  judge,  let  him  give  his  witness,  but  he 
shall  not  afterwards  vote  in  the  cause.  A  free 
woman  may  give  her  witness  and  plead,  if  she 
be  more  than  forty  years  of  age,  and  may  bring 
an  action  if  she  have  no  husband;  but  if  her  hus 
band  be  alive  she  shall  only  be  allowed  to  bear 
witness.  A  slave  of  either  sex  and  a  child  shall 
be  allowed  to  give  evidence  and  to  plead,  but 
only  in  cases  of  murder;  and  they  must  produce 
sufficient  sureties  that  they  will  certainly  re 
main  until  the  trial,  in  case  they  should  be 
charged  with  false  witness.  And  either  of  the 
parties  in  a  cause  may  bring  an  accusation  of 
perjury  against  witnesses,  touching  their  evi 
dence  in  whole  or  in  part,  if  he  asserts  that  such 
evidence  has  been  given;  but  the  accusation 
must  be  brought  previous  to  the  final  decision 
of  the  cause.  The  magistrates  shall  preserve  the 
accusations  of  false  witness,  and  have  them 
kept  under  the  seal  of  both  parties,  and  produce 
them  on  the  day  when  the  trial  for  false  wit 
ness  takes  place.  If  a  man  be  twice  convicted  of 
false  witness,  he  shall  not  be  required,  and  if 
thrice,  he  shall  not  be  allowed  to  bear  witness; 
and  if  he  dare  to  witness  after  he  has  been  con 
victed  three  times,  let  any  one  who  pleases  in 
form  against  him  to  the  magistrates,  and  let  the 
magistrates  hand  him  over  to  the  court,  and  if 
he  be  convicted  he  shall  be  punished  with  death. 
And  in  any  case  in  which  the  evidence  is  right 
ly  found  to  be  false,  and  yet  to  have  given  the 
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victory  to  him  who  wins  the  suit,  and  more 
than  half  the  witnesses  are  condemned,  the  de 
cision  which  was  gained  by  these  means  shall 
be  rescinded,  and  there  shall  be  a  discussion  and 
a  decision  as  to  whether  the  suit  was  determined 
by  that  false  evidence  or  not;  and  in  whichever 
way  the  decision  may  be  given,  the  previous  suit 
shall  be  determined  accordingly. 

There  are  many  noble  things  in  human  life, 
but  to  most  of  them  attach  evils  which  are  fated 
to  corrupt  and  spoil  them.  Is  not  justice  noble, 
which  has  been  the  civilizcr  of  humanity?  How 
then  can  the  advocate  of  justice  be  other  than 
noble?  And  yet  upon  this  profession  which  is 
presented  to  us  under  the  fair  name  of  art  has 
come  an  evil  reputation.  In  the  first  place,  we 
are  told  that  by  ingenious  pleas  and  the  help 
of  an  advocate  the  law  enables  a  man  to  win  a 
particular  cause,  [938]  whether  just  or  unjust; 
and  that  both  the  art,  and  the  power  of  speech 
which  is  thereby  imparted,  are  at  the  service  of 
him  who  is  willing  to  pay  for  them.  Now  in 
our  state  this  so-called  art,  whether  really  an 
art1  or  only  an  experience  and  practice  desti 
tute  of  any  art,  ought  if  possible  never  to  corne 
into  existence,  or  if  existing  among  us  should 
listen  to  the  request  of  the  legislator  and  go 
away  Into  another  land,  and  not  speak  contrary 
to  justice.  If  the  offenders  obey  we  say  no  more; 
but  for  those  who  disobey,  the  voice  of  the  law 
is  as  follows: — If  any  one  thinks  that  he  will 
pervert  the  power  of  justice  in  the  minds  of  the 
judges,  and  unseasonably  litigate  or  advocate, 
let  any  one  who  likes  indict  him  for  malprac 
tices  of  law  and  dishonest  advocacy,  and  let 
him  be  judged  in  the  court  of  select  judges;  and 
if  he  be  convicted,  let  the  court  determine 
whether  he  may  be  supposed  to  act  from  a  love 
of  money  or  from  contentiousness.  And  if  he  is 
supposed  to  act  from  contentiousness,  the  court 
shall  fix  a  time  during  which  he  shall  not  be  al 
lowed  to  Institute  or  plead  a  cause;  and  if  he  is 
supposed  to  act  as  he  does  from  love  of  money, 
in  case  he  be  a  stranger,  he  shall  leave  the  coun 
try,  and  never  return  under  penalty  of  death; 
but  if  he  be  a  citizen,  he  shall  die,  because  he  Is 
a  lover  of  money,  in  whatever  manner  gained; 
and  equally,  if  he  be  judged  to  have  acted  more 
than  once  from  contentiousness,  he  shall  die. 

BOOK  XII 

fp^r/  IF  a  herald  or  an  ambassador  carry  a 
false  message  from  our  city  to  any  other,  or 
bring  back  a  false  message  from  the  city  to 
*  Cf.  Gorgias,  463. 


which  he  is  sent,  or  be  proved  to  have  brought 
back,  whether  from  friends  or  enemies,  in  his 
capacity  of  herald  or  ambassador,  what  they 
have  never  said,  let  him  be  Indicted  for  having 
violated,  contrary  to  the  law,  the  commands 
and  duties  imposed  upon  him  by  Hermes  and 
Zeus,  and  let  there  be  a  penalty  fixed,  which  he 
shall  suffer  or  pay  If  he  be  convicted. 

Theft  is  a  mean,  and  robbery  a  shameless 
thing;  and  none  of  the  sons  of  Zeus  delight  In 
fraud  and  violence,  or  ever  practised  either. 
Wherefore  let  no  one  be  deluded  by  poets  or 
mythologers  into  a  mistaken  belief  of  such 
things,  nor  let  him  suppose,  when  he  thieves  or 
is  guilty  of  violence,  that  he  Is  doing  nothing 
base,  but  only  what  the  Gods  themselves  do. 
For  such  tales  are  untrue  and  Improbable;  and 
he  who  steals  or  robs  contrary  to  the  law,  is 
never  either  a  God  or  the  son  of  a  God;  of  this 
the  legislator  ought  to  be  better  informed  than 
all  the  poets  put  together.3  Happy  Is  he  and 
may  he  be  for  ever  happy,  who  is  persuaded 
and  listens  to  our  words;  but  he  who  disobeys 
shall  have  to  contend  against  the  following 
law: — If  a  man  steal  anything  belonging  to  the 
public,  whether  that  which  he  steals  be  much  or 
little,  he  shall  have  the  same  punishment.  For 
he  who  steals  a  little  steals  with  the  same  wish 
as  he  who  steals  much,  but  with  less  power, 
and  he  who  takes  up  a  greater  amount,  not 
having  deposited  it,  Is  wholly  unjust.  Where 
fore  the  law  Is  not  disposed  to  inflict  a  less  pen 
alty  on  the  one  than  on  the  other  because  his 
theft  is  less,  but  on  the  ground  that  the  thief 
may  possibly  be  in  one  case  still  curable,  and 
may  in  another  case  be  incurable.  If  any  one 
convict  in  a  court  of  law  a  stranger  or  a  slave 
of  a  theft  of  public  property,  let  the  court  de 
termine  what  punishment  he  shall  suffer,  or 
what  penalty  he  shall  pay,  bearing  in  mind  that 
he  is  probably  not  incurable.  But  the  citizen 
who  has  been  brought  up  as  our  citizens  will 
have  been,  if  he  be  found  guilty  of  robbing  his 
country  by  fraud  or  violence,  whether  he  be 
caught  in  the  act  or  not,  shall  be  punished  with 
death;  for  he  is  incurable.5 

[942]  Now  for  expeditions  of  war  much 
consideration  and  many  laws  are  required;  the 
great  principle  of  all  is  that  no  one  of  either  sex 
should  be  without  a  commander;  *  nor  should 
the  mind  of  any  one  be  accustomed  to  do  any- 

2  Cf.  Republic,  iii.  388,  391. 

8  This  passage  is  not  consistent  with  ix.  857, 
where  theft  of  public  property  is  punished  by  im 
prisonment. 

4  Cf .  Thucydides,  v.  66. 
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thing,  either  in  jest  or  earnest,  of  his  own  mo 
tion,  but  in  war  and  in  peace  he  should  look  to 
and  follow  his  leader,  even  in  the  least  things 
being  under  his  guidance;  for  example,  he 
should  stand  or  move,  or  exercise,  or  wash,  or 
take  his  meals,  or  get  up  in  the  night  to  keep 
guard  and  deliver  messages  when  he  is  bidden; 
and  in  the  hour  of  danger  he  should  not  pursue 
and  not  retreat  except  by  order  of  his  superior; 
and  in  a  word,  not  teach  the  soul  or  accustom 
her  to  know  or  understand  how  to  do  anything 
apart  from  others.  Of  all  soldiers  the  life  should 
be  always  and  in  all  things  as  far  as  possible  in 
common  and  together;  there  neither  is  nor  ever 
will  be  a  higher,  or  better,  or  more  scientific 
principle  than  this  for  the  attainment  of  salva 
tion  and  victory  in  war.  And  we  ought  in  time 
of  peace  from  youth  upwards  to  practise  this 
habit  of  commanding  others,  and  of  being  com 
manded  by  others;  anarchy  should  have  no 
place  in  the  life  of  man  or  of  the  beasts  who 
are  subject  to  man.  I  may  add  that  all  dances 
ought  to  be  performed  with  a  view  to  military 
excellence;1  and  agility  and  ease  should  be  cul 
tivated  for  the  same  object,  and  also  endurance 
of  the  want  of  meats  and  drinks,  and  of  winter 
cold  and  summer  heat,  and  of  hard  couches; 
and,  above  all,  care  should  be  taken  not  to  de 
stroy  the  peculiar  qualities  of  the  head  and  the 
feet  by  surrounding  them  with  extraneous  cov 
erings,  and  so  hindering  their  natural  growth 
of  hair  and  soles.  For  these  are  the  extremities, 
and  of  all  the  parts  of  the  body,  whether  they 
are  preserved  or  not  is  of  the  greatest  conse 
quence;  the  one  is  the  servant  of  the  whole 
body,  and  the  other  the  master,  /9^j7  *n  whom 
all  the  ruling  senses  are  by  nature  set.  Let  the 
young  man  imagine  that  he  hears  in  what  has 
preceded  the  praises  of  the  military  life;  the 
law  shall  be  as  follows: — He  shall  serve  in  war 
who  is  on  the  roll  or  appointed  to  some  special 
service,  and  if  anyone  is  absent  from  cowardice, 
and  without  the  leave  of  the  generals,  he  shall 
be  indicted  before  the  military  commanders  for 
failure  of  service  when  the  army  comes  home; 
and  the  soldiers  shall  be  his  judges;  the  heavy- 
armed,  and  the  cavalry,  and  the  other  arms  of 
the  service  shall  form  separate  courts;  and  they 
shall  bring  the  heavy-armed  before  the  heavy- 
armed,  and  the  horsemen  before  the  horsemen, 
and  the  others  in  like  manner  before  their 
peers;  and  he  who  is  found  guilty  shall  never 
be  allowed  to  compete  for  any  prize  of  valour, 
or  indict  another  for  not  serving  on  an  expedi 
tion,  or  be  an  accuser  at  all  in  any  military  mat- 
1  C£  vii.  796. 


ters.  Moreover,  the  court  shall  further  deter 
mine  what  punishment  he  shall  suffer,  or  what 
penalty  he  shall  pay.  When  the  suits  for  failure 
of  service  are  completed,  the  leaders  of  the  sev 
eral  kinds  of  troops  shall  again  hold  an  assem 
bly,  and  they  shall  adjudge  the  prizes  of  val 
our;  and  he  who  likes  shall  give  judgment  in 
his  own  branch  of  the  service,  saying  nothing 
about  any  former  expedition,  nor  producing  any 
proof  or  witnesses  to  confirm  his  statement,  but 
speaking  only  of  the  present  occasion.  The 
crown  of  victory  shall  be  an  olive  wreath  which 
the  victor  shall  offer  up  at  the  temple  of  any 
war-god  whom  he  likes,  adding  an  inscription 
for  a  testimony  to  last  during  life,  that  such  an 
one  has  received  the  first,  the  second,  or  the 
third  prize.  If  any  one  goes  on  an  expedition, 
and  returns  home  before  the  appointed  time, 
when  the  generals  have  not  withdrawn  the 
army,  he  shall  be  indicted  for  desertion  before 
the  same  persons  who  took  cognisance  of  fail 
ure  of  service,  and  if  he  be  found  guilty,  the 
same  punishment  shall  be  inflicted  on  him. 
Now  every  man  who  is  engaged  in  any  suit 
ought  to  be  very  careful  of  bringing  false  wit 
ness  against  any  one,  either  intentionally  or  un 
intentionally,  if  he  can  help;  for  justice  is  truly 
said  to  be  an  honourable  maiden,  and  falsehood 
is  naturally  repugnant  to  honour  and  justice.  A 
witness  ought  to  be  very  careful  not  to  sin 
against  justice,  as  for  example  in  what  relates 
to  the  throwing  away  of  arms — he  must  distin 
guish  the  thro  wing  them  away  when  necessary, 
and  not  make  that  a  reproach,  or  bring  an  ac 
tion  against  some  innocent  person  on  that  ac 
count.  [944]  To  make  the  distinction  may  be 
difficult;  but  still  the  law  must  attempt  to  de 
fine  the  different  kinds  in  some  way.  Let  me 
endeavour  to  explain  my  meaning  by  an  ancient 
tale: — If  Patroclus  had  been  brought  to  the  tent 
still  alive  but  without  his  arms  (and  this  has 
happened  to  innumerable  persons),  the  origi 
nal  arms,  which  the  poet  says  were  presented 
to  Peleus  by  the  Gods  as  a  nuptial  gift  when  he 
married  Thetis,  remaining  in  the  hands  of  Hec 
tor,  then  the  base  spirits  of  that  day  might  have 
reproached  the  son  of  Menoetius  with  having 
cast  away  his  arms.  Again,  there  is  the  case  of 
those  who  have  been  thrown  down  precipices 
and  lost  their  arms;  and  of  those  who  at  sea, 
and  in  stormy  places,  have  been  suddenly  over 
whelmed  by  floods  of  water;  and  there  are 
numberless  things  of  this  kind  which  one  might 
adduce  by  way  of  extenuation,  and  with  the 
view  of  justifying  a  misfortune  which  is  easily 
misrepresented.  We  must,  therefore,  endeav- 
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our  to  divide  to  the  best  of  our  power  the 
greater  and  more  serious  evil  from  the  lesser. 
And  a  distinction  may  be  drawn  in  the  use  of 
terms  of  reproach.  A  man  does  not  always  de 
serve  to  be  called  the  thrower  away  of  his 
shield;  he  may  be  only  the  loser  of  his  arms. 
For  there  is  a  great  or  rather  absolute  difference 
between  him  who  is  deprived  of  his  arms  by  a 
sufficient  force,  and  him  who  voluntarily  lets 
his  shield  go.  Let  the  law  then  be  as  follows: — 
If  a  person  having  arms  is  overtaken  by  the 
enemy  and  does  not  turn  round  and  defend 
himself,  but  lets  them  go  voluntarily  or  throws 
them  away,  choosing  a  base  life  and  a  swift  es 
cape  rather  than  a  courageous  and  noble  and 
blessed  death — in  such  a  case  of  the  throwing 
away  of  arms  let  justice  be  done,  but  the  judge 
need  take  no  note  of  the  case  just  now  men 
tioned;  for  the  bad  man  ought  always  to  be 
punished,  in  the  hope  that  he  may  be  improved, 
but  not  the  unfortunate,  for  there  is  no  advan 
tage  in  that.  And  what  shall  be  the  punishment 
suited  to  him  who  has  thrown  away  his  weap 
ons  of  defence?  Tradition  says  that  Caeneus, 
the  Thessalian,  was  changed  by  a  God  from  a 
woman  into  a  man;  but  the  converse  miracle 
cannot  now  be  wrought,  or  no  punishment 
would  be  more  proper  than  that  the  man  who 
throws  away  his  shield  should  be  changed  into 
a  woman.1  This  however  is  impossible,  and 
therefore  let  us  make  a  law  as  nearly  like  this 
as  we  can — that  he  who  loves  his  life  too  well 
shall  be  in  no  danger  for  the  remainder  of  his 
days,  but  shall  live  for  ever  under  the  stigma  of 
cowardice.  And  let  the  law  be  in  the  following 
terms: — When  a  man  is  found  guilty  of  dis 
gracefully  throwing  away  his  arms  in  war,  no 
general  or  military  officer  shall  allow  him  to 
serve  as  a  soldier,  or  give  him  any  place  at  all  in 
the  ranks  of  soldiers;  [945]  and  the  officer  who 
gives  the  coward  any  place,  shall  suffer  a  pen 
alty  which  the  public  examiner  shall  exact  of 
him;  and  if  he  be  of  the  highest  class,  he  shall 
pay  a  thousand  drachmae;  or  if  he  be  of  the 
second  class,  five  minae;  or  if  he  be  of  the  third, 
three  minae;  or  if  he  be  of  the  fourth  class,  one 
mina.  And  he  who  is  found  guilty  of  coward 
ice,  shall  not  only  be  dismissed  from  manly 
dangers,  which  is  a  disgrace  appropriate  to  his 
nature,  but  he  shall  pay  a  thousand  drachmae, 
if  he  be  of  the  highest  class,  and  five  minae  if 
he  be  of  the  second  class,  and  three  if  he  be  of 
the  third  class,  and  a  mina,  like  the  preceding, 
if  he  be  of  the  fourth  class. 

What  regulations  will  be  proper  about  ex- 
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aminers,  seeing  that  some  of  our  magistrates 
are  elected  by  lot,  and  for  a  year,  and  some  for 
a  longer  time  and  from  selected  persons?  Of 
such  magistrates,  who  will  be  a  sufficient  censor 
or  examiner,  if  any  of  them,  weighed  down  by 
the  pressure  of  office  or  his  own  inability  to  sup 
port  the  dignity  of  his  office,  be  guilty  of  any 
crooked  practice?  It  is  by  no  means  easy  to  find 
a  magistrate  who  excels  other  magistrates  in 
virtue,  but  still  we  must  endeavour  to  discover 
some  censor  or  examiner  who  is  more  than 
man.  For  the  truth  is,  that  there  are  many  ele 
ments  of  dissolution  in  a  state,  as  there  are  also 
in  a  ship,  or  in  an  animal;  they  all  have  their 
cords,  and  girders,  and  sinews — one  nature 
diffused  in  many  places,  and  called  by  many 
names;  and  the  office  of  examiner  is  a  most  im 
portant  element  in  the  preservation  and  disso 
lution  of  states.  For  if  the  examiners  are  better 
than  the  magistrates,  and  their  duty  is  fulfilled 
justly  and  without  blame,  then  the  whole  state 
and  country  flourishes  and  is  happy;  but  if  the 
examination  of  the  magistrates  is  carried  on  in 
a  wrong  way,  then,  by  the  relaxation  of  that 
justice  which  is  the  uniting  principle  of  all  con 
stitutions,  every  power  in  the  state  is  rent  asun 
der  from  every  other;  they  no  longer  incline  in 
the  same  direction,  but  fill  the  city  with  faction, 
and  make  many  cities  out  of  one/  and  soon 
bring  all  to  destruction.  Wherefore  the  examin 
ers  ought  to  be  admirable  in  every  sort  of  vir 
tue.  Let  us  invent  a  mode  of  creating  them, 
which  shall  be  as  follows: — Every  year,  after 
the  summer  solstice,  the  whole  city  shall  meet 
in  the  common  precincts  of  Helios  and  Apollo, 
and  shall  present  to  the  God  three  men  out  of 
their  own  number  in  the  manner  following: 
[946] — Each  citizen  shall  select,  not  himself, 
but  some  other  citizen  whom  he  deems  in  every 
way  the  best,  and  who  is  not  less  than  fifty 
years  of  age.  And  out  of  the  selected  persons 
who  have  the  greatest  number  of  votes,  they 
shall  make  a  further  selection  until  they  reduce 
them  to  one-half,  if  they  are  an  even  number; 
but  if  they  are  not  an  even  number,  they  shall 
subtract  the  one  who  has  the  smallest  number 
of  votes,  and  make  them  an  even  number,  and 
then  leave  the  half  which  have  the  greater  num 
ber  of  votes.  And  if  two  persons  have  an  equal 
number  of  votes,  and  thus  increase  the  num 
ber  beyond  one-half,  they  shall  withdraw  the 
younger  of  the  two  and  do  away  with  the  ex 
cess;  and  then  including  all  the  rest  they  shall 
again  vote,  until  there  are  left  three  having  an 
unequal  number  of  votes.  But  if  all  the  three,  or 
*CL  Republic,  iv.  422. 
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two  out  of  the  three,  have  equal  votes,  let  them 
commit  the  election  to  good  fate  and  fortune, 
and  separate  off  by  lot  the  first,  and  the  second, 
and  the  third;  these  they  shall  crown  with  an 
olive  wreath  and  give  them  the  prize  of  excel 
lence,  at  the  same  time  proclaiming  to  all  the 
world  that  the  city  of  the  Magnetes,  by  the  prov 
idence  of  the  Gods,  is  again  preserved,  and  pre 
sents  to  the  Sun  and  to  Apollo  her  three  best 
men  as  first-fruits,  to  be  a  common  offering  to 
them,  according  to  the  ancient  law,  as  long  as 
their  lives  answer  to  the  judgment  formed  of 
them.  And  these  shall  appoint  in  their  first  year 
twelve  examiners,  to  continue  until  each  has 
completed  seventy-five  years,  to  whom  three 
shall  afterwards  be  added  yearly;  and  let  these 
divide  all  the  magistracies  in  to  twelve  parts,  and 
prove  the  holders  of  them  by  every  sort  of  test 
to  which  a  freeman  may  be  subjected;  and  let 
them  live  while  they  hold  office  in  the  precinct 
of  Helios  and  Apollo,  in  which  they  were  cho 
sen,  and  let  each  one  form  a  judgment  of  some 
things  individually,  and  of  others  in  company 
with  his  colleagues;  and  let  him  place  a  writing 
in  the  agora  about  each  magistracy,  and  what 
the  magistrate  ought  to  suffer  or  pay,  accord 
ing  to  the  decision  of  the  examiners.  And  if  a 
magistrate  does  not  admit  that  he  has  been  just 
ly  judged,  let  him  bring  the  examiners  before 
the  select  judges,  and  if  he  be  acquitted  by  their 
decision,  let  him,  if  he  will,  accuse  the  examin 
ers  themselves;  if,  however,  he  be  convicted, 
and  have  been  condemned  to  death  by  the  ex 
aminers,  let  him  die  (and  of  course  he  can  only 
die  once) : — but  any  other  penalties  which  ad 
mit  of  being  doubled  let  him  suffer  twice  over. 
And  now  let  us  pass  under  review  the  ex 
aminers  themselves;  what  will  their  examina 
tion  be,  [<)4j]  and  how  conducted?  During  the 
life  of  these  men,  whom  the  whole  state  counts 
worthy  of  the  rewards  of  virtue,  they  shall  have 
the  first  seat  at  all  public  assemblies,  and  at  all 
Hellenic  sacrifices  and  sacred  missions,  and 
other  public  and  holy  ceremonies  in  which  they 
share.  The  chiefs  of  each  sacred  mission  shall 
be  selected  from  them,  and  they  only  of  all  the 
citizens  shall  be  adorned  with  a  crown  of  laurel; 
they  shall  all  be  priests  of  Apollo  and  Helios; 
and  one  of  them,  who  is  judged  first  of  the 
priests  created  in  that  year,  shall  be  high  priest; 
and  they  shall  write  up  his  name  in  each  year 
to  be  a  measure  of  time  as  long  as  the  city  lasts; 
and  after  their  death  they  shall  be  laid  out  and 
carried  to  the  grave  and  entombed  in  a  manner 
different  from  the  other  citizens.  They  shall  be 
decked  in  a  robe  all  of  white,  and  there  shall  be 


no  crying  or  lamentation  over  them;  but  a 
chorus  of  fifteen  maidens,  and  another  of  boys, 
shall  stand  around  the  bier  on  either  side, 
hymning  the  praises  of  the  departed  priests  in 
alternate  responses,  declaring  their  blessedness 
in  song  all  day  long;  and  at  dawn  a  hundred  of 
the  youths  who  practise  gymnastic  exercises, 
and  whom  the  relations  of  the  departed  shall 
choose,  shall  carry  the  bier  to  the  sepulchre,  the 
young  men  marching  first,  dressed  in  the  garb 
of  warriors — the  cavalry  with  their  horses,  the 
heavy-armed  with  their  arms,  and  the  others 
in  like  manner.  And  boys  near  the  bier  and  in 
front  of  it  shall  sing  their  national  hymn,  and 
maidens  shall  follow  behind,  and  with  them 
the  women  who  have  passed  the  age  of  child- 
bearing;  next,  although  they  are  interdicted 
from  other  burials,  let  priests  and  priestesses 
follow,  unless  the  Pythian  oracle  forbid  them; 
for  this  burial  is  free  from  pollution.  The  place 
of  burial  shall  be  an  oblong  vaulted  chamber 
underground,  constructed  of  tufa,  which  will 
last  for  ever,  having  stone  couches  placed  side 
by  side.  And  here  they  will  lay  the  blessed  per 
son,  and  cover  the  sepulchre  with  a  circular 
mound  of  earth  and  plant  a  grove  of  trees  around 
on  every  side  but  one;  and  on  that  side  the  sep 
ulchre  shall  be  allowed  to  extend  for  ever,  and 
a  new  mound  will  not  be  required.  Every  year 
they  shall  have  contests  in  music  and  gymnas 
tics,  and  in  horsemanship,  in  honour  of  the 
dead.  These  are  the  honours  which  shall  be 
given  to  those  who  at  the  examination  are 
found  blameless;  but  if  any  of  them,  trusting  to 
the  scrutiny  being  over,  should,  after  the  judg 
ment  has  been  given,  manifest  the  wickedness 
of  human  nature,  let  the  law  ordain  that  he  who 
pleases  shall  indict  him,  [948]  and  let  the  cause 
be  tried  in  the  following  manner.  In  the  first 
place,  the  court  shall  be  composed  of  the  guard 
ians  of  the  law,  and  to  them  the  surviving  ex 
aminers  shall  be  added,  as  well  as  the  court  of 
select  judges;  and  let  the  pursuer  lay  his  indict 
ment  in  this  form — he  shall  say  that  so-and-so 
is  unworthy  of  the  prize  of  virtue  and  of  his 
office;  and  if  the  defendant  be  convicted  let  him 
be  deprived  of  his  office,  and  of  the  burial,  and 
of  the  other  honours  given  him.  But  if  the 
prosecutor  do  not  obtain  the  fifth  part  of  the 
votes,  let  him,  if  he  be  of  the  first  class,  pay 
twelve  minae,  and  eight  if  he  be  of  the  second 
class,  and  six  if  he  be  of  the  third  class,  and  two 
minae  if  he  be  of  the  fourth  class. 

The  so-called  decision  of  Rhadamanthus  is 
worthy  of  all  admiration.  He  knew  that  the 
men  of  his  own  time  believed  and  had  no  doubt 
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that  there  were  Gods,  which  was  a  reasonable 
belief  in  those  days,  because  most  men  were  the 
sons  of  Gods,1  and  according  to  tradition  he 
was  one  himself.  He  appears  to  have  thought 
that  he  ought  to  commit  judgment  to  no  man, 
but  to  the  Gods  only,  and  In  this  way  suits  were 
simply  and  speedily  decided  by  him.  For  he 
made  the  two  parties  take  an  oath  respecting 
the  points  In  dispute,  and  so  got  rid  of  the  mat 
ter  speedily  and  safely.  But  now  that  a  certain 
portion  of  mankind  do  not  believe  at  all  in  the 
existence  of  the  Gods,  and  others  imagine  that 
they  have  no  care  of  us,  and  the  opinion  of 
most  men,  and  of  the  worst  men,  is  that  in  re 
turn  for  a  small  sacrifice  and  a  few  £attering 
words  they  will  be  their  accomplices  in  pur 
loining  large  sums  and  save  them  from  many 
terrible  punishments,  the  way  of  Rhadaman- 
thus  Is  no  longer  suited  to  the  needs  of  justice; 
for  as  the  opinions  of  men  about  the  Gods  are 
changed,  the  laws  should  also  be  changed; — 
in  the  granting  of  suits  a  rational  legislation 
ought  to  do  away  with  the  oaths  of  the  parties 
on  either  side — he  who  obtains  leave  to  bring 
an  action  should  write  down  the  charges,  but 
should  not  add  an  oath;  and  the  defendant  in 
like  manner  should  give  his  denial  to  the  mag 
istrates  in  writing,  and  not  swear;  for  it  is  a 
dreadful  thing  to  know,  when  many  lawsuits 
are  going  on  In  a  state,  that  almost  half  the  peo 
ple  who  meet  one  another  quite  unconcernedly 
at  the  public  meals  and  in  other  companies  and 
relations  of  private  life  are  perjured.  Let  the 
law,  then, be  as  follows: — A  judge  who  is  about 
to  give  judgment  shall  take  an  oath,  and  he 
who  is  choosing  magistrates  for  the  state  shall 
either  vote  on  oath  or  with  a  voting  tablet  which 
he  brings  from  a  temple;  [949]  so  too  the  judge 
of  dances  and  of  all  music,  and  the  superin 
tendents  and  umpires  of  gymnastic  and  eques 
trian  contests,  and  any  matters  in  which,  as  far 
as  men  can  judge,  there  is  nothing  to  be  gained 
by  a  false  oath;  but  all  cases  in  which  a  denial 
confirmed  by  an  oath  clearly  results  in  a  great 
advantage  to  the  taker  of  the  oath,  shall  be  de 
cided  without  the  oath  of  the  parties  to  the 
suit,  and  the  presiding  judges  shall  not  permit 
either  of  them  to  use  an  oath  for  the  sake  of 
persuading,  nor  to  call  down  curses  on  himself 
and  his  race?  nor  to  use  unseemly  supplications 
or  womanish  laments.  But  they  shall  ever  be 
teaching  and  learning  what  Is  just  inauspicious 
words;  and  he  who  does  otherwise  shall  be  sup 
posed  to  speak  beside  the  point,  and  the  judges 
shall  again  bring  him  back  to  the  question  at 
1  C£  Timaeus,  40. 


issue.  On  the  other  hand,  strangers  in  their 
dealings  with  strangers  shall  as  at  present  have 
power  to  give  and  receive  oaths,  for  they  will 
not  often  grow  old  In  the  city  or  leave  a  fry  of 
young  ones  like  themselves  to  be  the  sons  and 
heirs  of  the  land. 

As  to  the  Initiation  of  private  suits,  let  the 
manner  of  deciding  causes  between  all  citizens 
be  the  same  as  in  cases  In  which  any  freeman 
is  disobedient  to  the  state  In  minor  matters,  of 
which  the  penalty  Is  not  stripes,  Imprisonment, 
or  death.  But  as  regards  attendance  at  choruses 
or  processions  or  other  shows,  and  as  regards 
public  services,  whether  the  celebration  of  sac 
rifice  In  peace,  or  the  payment  of  contributions 
In  war — in  all  these  cases,  first  comes  the  neces 
sity  of  providing  a  remedy  for  the  loss;  and  by 
those  who  will  not  obey,  there  shall  be  security 
given  to  the  officers  whom  the  city  and  the  law 
empower  to  exact  the  sum  due;  and  if  they  for 
feit  their  security,  let  the  goods  which  they  have 
pledged  be  sold  and  the  money  given  to  the 
city;  but  if  they  ought  to  pay  a  larger  sum,  the 
several  magistrates  shall  impose  upon  the  dis 
obedient  a  suitable  penalty,,  and  bring  them  be 
fore  the  court,  until  they  are  willing  to  do  what 
they  are  ordered. 

Now  a  state  which  makes  money  from  the 
cultivation  of  the  soil  only,  and  has  no  foreign 
trade,  must  consider  what  it  will  do  about  the 
emigration  of  Its  own  people  to  other  countries, 
and  the  reception  of  strangers  from  elsewhere. 
About  these  matters  the  legislator  has  to  con 
sider,  and  he  will  begin  by  trying  to  persuade 
men  as  far  as  he  can.  The  intercourse  of  cities 
with  one  another  is  apt  to  create  a  confusion  of 
manners;  strangers  are  always  suggesting  nov 
elties  to  strangers.2  [950]  When  states  are  well 
governed  by  good  laws  the  mixture  causes  the 
greatest  possible  injury;  but  seeing  that  most 
cities  are  the  reverse  of  well-ordered,  the  con 
fusion  which  arises  in  them  from  the  reception 
of  strangers,  and  from  the  citizens  themselves 
rushing  off  into  other  cities,  when  any  one  ei 
ther  young  or  old  desires  to  travel  anywhere 
abroad  at  whatever  time,  is  of  no  consequence, 
On  the  other  hand,  the  refusal  of  states  to  re 
ceive  others,  and  for  their  own  citizens  never 
to  go  to  other  places,  is  an  utter  impossibility, 
and  to  the  rest  of  the  world  is  likely  to  appear 
ruthless  and  uncivilized;  it  is  a  practice  adopt 
ed  by  people  who  use  harsh  words,  such  as 
xenelasia  or  banishment  of  strangers,  and  who 
have  harsh  and  morose  ways,  as  men  think. 
And  to  be  thought  or  not  to  be  thought  well  of 
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by  the  rest  of  the  world  is  no  light  matter;  for 
the  many  are  not  so  far  wrong  In  their  judg 
ment  of  who  are  bad  and  who  are  good,  as  they 
are  removed  from  the  nature  of  virtue  in  them 
selves.  Even  bad  men  have  a  divine  instinct 
which  guesses  rightly,  and  very  many  who  are 
utterly  depraved  form  correct  notions  and  judg 
ments  of  the  differences  between  the  good  and 
bad.  And  the  generality  of  cities  are  quite  right 
in  exhorting  us  to  value  a  good  reputation  in 
the  world,  for  there  is  no  truth  greater  and 
more  important  than  this — that  he  who  is  really 
good  (I  am  speaking  of  the  man  who  would  be 
perfect)  seeks  for  reputation  with,  but  not 
without,  the  reality  of  goodness.  And  our  Cre 
tan  colony  ought  also  to  acquire  the  fairest  and 
noblest  reputation  for  virtue  from  other  men; 
and  there  is  every  reason  to  expect  that,  if  the 
reality  answers  to  the  idea,  she  will  be  one  of 
the  few  well-ordered  cities  which  the  sun  and 
the  other  Gods  behold.  Wherefore,  in  the  mat 
ter  of  journeys  to  other  countries  and  the  recep 
tion  of  strangers,  we  enact  as  follows: — In  the 
first  place,  let  no  one  be  allowed  to  go  any 
where  at  all  into  a  foreign  country  who  is  less 
than  forty  years  of  age;  and  no  one  shall  go  in 
a  private  capacity,  but  only  in  some  public  one, 
as  a  herald,  or  on  an  embassy,  or  on  a  sacred 
mission.  Going  abroad  on  an  expedition  or  in 
war  is  not  to  be  included  among  travels  of  the 
class  authorized  by  the  state.  To  Apollo  at  Del 
phi  and  to  Zeus  at  Olympia  and  to  Nemea  and 
to  the  Isthmus,  citizens  should  be  sent  to  take 
part  in  the  sacrifices  and  games  there  dedi 
cated  to  the  Gods;  and  they  should  send  as 
many  as  possible,  and  the  best  and  fairest  that 
can  be  found,  and  they  will  make  the  city  re 
nowned  at  holy  meetings  in  time  of  peace, 
[95 IJ  procuring  a  glory  which  shall  be  the  con 
verse  of  that  which  is  gained  in  war;  and  when 
they  come  home  they  shall  teach  the  young  that 
the  institutions  of  other  states  are  inferior  to 
their  own.  And  they  shall  send  spectators  of 
another  sort,  if  they  have  the  consent  of  the 
guardians,  being  such  citizens  as  desire  to  look 
a  little  more  at  leisure  at  the  doings  of  other 
men;  and  these  no  law  shall  hinder.  For  a  city 
which  has  no  experience  of  good  and  bad  men 
or  intercourse  with  them,  can  never  be  thor 
oughly  and  perfectly  civilized,  nor,  again,  can 
the  citizens  of  a  city  properly  observe  the  laws 
by  habit  only,  and  without  an  intelligent  un 
derstanding  of  them.1  And  there  always  are  in 
the  world  a  few  inspired  men  whose  acquaint 
ance  is  beyond  price,  and  who  spring  up  quite 
1  Cf.  Republic,  x.  619. 


as  much  in  ill-ordered  as  in  well-ordered  cities. 
These  are  they  whom  the  citizens  of  a  well- 
ordered  city  should  be  ever  seeking  out,  going 
forth  over  sea  and  over  land  to  find  him  who  is 
incorruptible — that  he  may  establish  more  firm 
ly  institutions  in  his  own  state  which  are  good 
already;  and  amend  what  is  deficient;  for  with 
out  this  examination  and  enquiry  a  city  will 
never  continue  perfect  any  more  than  if  the  ex 
amination  is  ill-conducted. 

Clelnias.  How  can  we  have  an  examination 
and  also  a  good  one? 

Athenian  Stranger.  In  this  way:  In  the  first 
place,  our  spectator  shall  be  of  not  less  than 
fifty  years  of  age;  he  must  be  a  man  of  reputa 
tion,  especially  in  war,  if  he  is  to  exhibit  to  other 
cities  a  model  of  the  guardians  of  the  law,  but 
when  he  is  more  than  sixty  years  of  age  he  shall 
no  longer  continue  in  his  office  o£  spectator. 
And  when  he  has  carried  on  his  inspection  dur 
ing  as  many  out  of  the  ten  years  of  his  office  as 
he  pleases,  on  his  return  home  let  him  go  to  the 
assembly  of  those  who  review  the  laws.  This 
shall  be  a  mixed  body  of  young  and  old  men, 
who  shall  be  required  to  meet  daily  between  the 
hour  of  dawn  and  the  rising  of  the  sun.  They 
shall  consist,  in  the  first  place,  of  the  priests 
who  have  obtained  the  rewards  of  virtue;  *  and, 
in  the  second  place,  of  guardians  of  the  law,  the 
ten  eldest  being  chosen;  the  general  superin 
tendent  of  education  shall  also  be  a  member,  as 
well  the  last  appointed  as  those  who  have  been 
released  from  the  office;  and  each  of  them  shall 
take  with  him  as  his  companion  a  young  man, 
whomsoever  he  chooses,  between  the  ages  of 
thirty  and  forty.  These  shall  be  always  holding 
conversation  and  discourse  about  the  laws  of 
their  own  city  or  about  any  specially  [952] 
good  ones  which  they  may  hear  to  be  existing 
elsewhere;  also  about  kinds  of  knowledge  which 
may  appear  to  be  of  use  and  will  throw  light 
upon  the  examination,  or  of  which  the  want 
will  make  the  subject  of  laws  dark  and  uncer 
tain  to  them.  Any  knowledge  of  this  sort  which 
the  elders  approve,  the  younger  men  shall  learn 
with  all  diligence;  and  if  any  one  of  those  who 
have  been  invited  appear  to  be  unworthy,  the 
whole  assembly  shall  blame  him  who  invited 
him.  The  rest  of  the  city  shall  watch  over  those 
among  the  young  men  who  distinguish  them 
selves,  having  an  eye  upon  them,  and  especial 
ly  honouring  them  if  they  succeed,  but  dishon 
ouring  them  above  the  rest  if  they  turn  out  to 
be  inferior.  This  is  the  assembly  to  which  he 
who  has  visited  the  institutions  of  other  men, 
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on  his  return  home  shall  straightway  go,  and 
if  he  have  discovered  any  one  who  has  any  thing 
to  say  about  the  enactment  of  laws  or  education 
or  nurture,  or  If  he  have  himself  made  any  ob 
servations,  let  him  communicate  his  discoveries 
to  the  whole  assembly.  And  if  he  be  seen  to 
have  come  home  neither  better  nor  worse,  let 
him  be  praised  at  any  rate  for  his  enthusiasm; 
and  If  he  be  much  better,  let  him  be  praised  so 
much  the  more;  and  not  only  while  he  lives  but 
after  his  death  let  the  assembly  honour  him 
with  fitting  honours.  But  if  on  his  return  home 
he  appear  to  have  been  corrupted,  pretending 
to  be  wise  when  he  Is  not,  let  him  hold  no  com 
munication  with  any  one,  whether  young  or 
old;  and  If  he  will  hearken  to  the  rulers,  then 
he  shall  be  permitted  to  live  as  a  private  indi 
vidual;  but  If  he  will  not,  let  him  die,  If  he  be 
convicted  in  a  court  of  law  of  interfering  about 
education  and  the  laws.  And  If  he  deserve  to  be 
indicted,  and  none  of  the  magistrates  indict 
him,  let  that  be  counted  as  a  disgrace  to  them 
when  the  rewards  of  virtue  are  decided. 

Let  such  be  the  character  of  the  person  who 
goes  abroad,  and  let  him  go  abroad  under  these 
conditions.  In  the  next  place,  the  stranger  who 
comes  from  abroad  should  be  received  in  a 
friendly  spirit.  Now  there  are  four  kinds  of 
strangers,  of  whom  we  must  make  some  men 
tion — the  first  Is  he  who  comes  and  stays 
throughout  the  summer;1  this  class  are  like 
birds  of  passage,  taking  wing  in  pursuit  of  com 
merce,  and  flying  over  the  sea  to  other  cities, 
while  the  season  lasts;  he  shall  be  received  in 
market-places  and  harbours  and  public  build 
ings,  near  the  city  but  outside,2  by  those  magis 
trates  who  are  appointed  to  superintend  these 
matters;  and  they  shall  take  care  that  a  stran 
ger,  whoever  he  be,  duly  receives  justice;  but 
he  shall  not  be  allowed  to  make  any  innovation. 
/95£/Tkcy  sha^  hold  the  intercourse  with  him 
which  is  necessary,  and  this  shall  be  as  little  as 
possible.  The  second  kind  is  just  a  spectator 
who  comes  to  see  with  his  eyes  and  hear  with 
his  ears  the  festivals  of  the  Muses;  such  ought 
to  have  entertainment  provided  them  at  the 
temples  by  hospitable  persons,  and  the  priests 
and  ministers  of  the  temples  should  see  and  at 
tend  to  them.  But  they  should  not  remain  more 
than  a  reasonable  time;  let  them  see  and  hear 
that  for  the  sake  of  which  they  came,  and  then 
go  away,  neither  having  suffered  nor  done  any 
harm.  The  priests  shall  be  their  judges,  if  any 
of  them  receive  or  do  any  wrong  up  to  the  sum 
1  Cf.  xi.  915. 
*  Cf.  Aristotle,  Politics,  vii.  6,  1327  *  31-39. 


of  fifty  drachmae,  but  if  any  greater  charge  be 
brought,  In  such  cases  the  suit  shall  come  be 
fore  the  wardens  of  the  agora.  The  third  kind 
of  stranger  Is  he  who  comes  on  some  public 
business  from  another  land,  and  Is  to  be  re 
ceived  with  public  honours.  He  Is  to  be  received 
only  by  the  generals  and  commanders  of  horse 
and  foot,  and  the  host  by  whom  he  Is  enter 
tained,  In  conjunction  with  the  Prytanes,  shall 
have  the  sole  charge  of  what  concerns  him. 
There  is  a  fourth  class  of  persons  answering  to 
our  spectators,  who  come  from  another  land  to 
look  at  ours.  In  the  first  place,  such  visits  will 
be  rare,  and  the  visitor  should  be  at  least  fifty 
years  of  age;  he  may  possibly  be  wanting  to  see 
something  that  Is  rich  and  rare  in  other  states, 
or  himself  to  show  something  in  like  manner 
to  another  city.  Let  such  an  one,  then,  go  un 
bidden  to  the  doors  of  the  wise  and  rich,  being 
one  of  them  himself:  let  him  go,  for  example, 
to  the  house  of  the  superintendent  of  educa 
tion,  confident  that  he  is  a  fitting  guest  of  such 
a  host,  or  let  him  go  to  the  house  of  some  of 
those  who  have  gained  the  prize  of  virtue  and 
hold  discourse  with  them,  both  learning  from 
them,  and  also  teaching  them;  and  when  he 
has  seen  and  heard  all,  he  shall  depart,  as  a 
friend  taking  leave  of  friends,  and  be  honoured 
by  them  with  gifts  and  suitable  tributes  of  re 
spect.  These  are  the  customs,  according  to 
which  our  city  should  receive  all  strangers  of 
either  sex  who  come  from  other  countries,  and 
should  send  forth  her  own  citizens,  showing 
respect  to  Zeus,  the  God  of  hospitality,  not  for 
bidding  strangers  at  meals  and  sacrifices,  as  is 
the  manner  which  prevails  among  the  children 
of  the  Nile,  nor  driving  them  away  by  savage 
proclamations.3 

When  a  man  becomes  surety,  let  him  give 
the  security  in  a  distinct  form,  acknowledging 
the  whole  transaction  in  a  written  document, 
and  in  the  presence  of  not  less  than  three  wit 
nesses  if  the  sum  be  under  a  thousand  drach 
mae,  and  of  not  less  than  five  witnesses  if  the 
sum  be  above  a  thousand  drachmae,  [954] 
The  agent  of  a  dishonest  or  untrustworthy  seller 
shall  himself  be  responsible;  both  the  agent  and 
the  principal  shall  be  equally  liable.  If  a  person 
wishes  to  find  anything  in  the  house  of  an 
other,  he  shall  enter  naked,  or  wearing  only  a 
short  tunic  and  without  a  girdle,  having  first 
taken  an  oath  by  the  customary  Gods  that  he 
expects  to  find  it  there;  he  shall  then  make  his 
search,  and  the  other  shall  throw  open  his  house 
and  allow  him  to  search  things  both  sealed  and 
8C£95o. 
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unsealed.  And  if  a  person  will  not  allow  the 
searcher  to  make  his  search,  he  who  Is  pre 
vented  shall  go  to  law  with  him,  estimating  the 
value  of  the  goods  after  which  he  Is  searching, 
and  if  the  other  be  convicted  he  shall  pay  twice 
the  value  of  the  article.  If  the  master  be  absent 
from  home,  the  dwellers  in  the  house  shall  let 
him  search  the  unsealed  property,  and  on  the 
sealed  property  the  searcher  shall  set  another 
seal,  and  shall  appoint  any  one  whom  he  likes 
to  guard  them  during  five  days;  and  if  the  mas 
ter  of  the  house  be  absent  during  a  longer  time, 
he  shall  take  with  him  the  wardens  of  the  city, 
and  so  make  his  search,  opening  the  sealed 
property  as  well  as  the  unsealed,  and  then,  to 
gether  with  the  members  of  the  family  and  the 
wardens  of  the  city,  he  shall  seal  them  up  again 
as  they  were  before.  There  shall  be  a  limit  of 
time  in  the  case  of  disputed  things,  and  he  who 
has  had  possession  of  them  during  a  certain 
time  shall  no  longer  be  liable  to  be  disturbed. 
As  to  houses  and  lands  there  can  be  no  dispute 
in  this  state  of  ours;  but  If  a  man  has  any  other 
possessions  which  he  has  used  and  openly 
shown  in  the  city  and  in  the  agora  and  in  the 
temples,  and  no  one  has  put  in  a  claim  to  them, 
and  some  one  says  that  he  was  looking  for  them 
during  this  time,  and  the  possessor  is  proved  to 
have  made  no  concealment,  if  they  have  con 
tinued  for  a  year,  the  one  having  the  goods  and 
the  other  looking  for  them,  the  claim  of  the 
seeker  shall  not  be  allowed  after  the  expiration 
of  the  year;  or  if  he  does  not  use  or  show  the 
lost  property  in  the  market  or  in  the  city,  but 
only  in  the  country,  and  no  one  offers  himself 
as  the  owner  during  five  years,  at  the  expira 
tion  of  the  five  years  the  claim  shall  be  barred 
for  ever  after;  or  if  he  uses  them  in  the  city  but 
within  the  house,  then  the  appointed  time  of 
claiming  the  goods  shall  be  three  years,  or  ten 
years  if  he  has  them  in  the  country  in  private. 
And  if  he  has  them  in  another  land,  there  shall 
be  no  limit  of  time  or  prescription,  but  when 
ever  the  owner  finds  them  he  may  claim  them. 
If  any  one  prevents  another  by  force  from  be 
ing  present  at  a  trial,  whether  a  principal  party 
or  his  witnesses;  if  the  person  prevented  be  a 
slave,  whether  his  own  or  belonging  to  another, 
the  suit  shall  be  incomplete  and  invalid;  but  if 
he  who  is  prevented  be  a  freeman,  besides  the 
suit  being  incomplete,  /955/  the  other  who  has 
prevented  him  shall  be  imprisoned  for  a  year, 
and  shall  be  prosecuted  for  kidnapping  by  any 
one  who  pleases.  And  if  any  one  hinders  by 
force  a  rival  competitor  in  gymnastic  or  music, 
or  any  other  sort  of  contest,  from  being  present 


at  the  contest,  let  him  who  has  a  mind  inform 
the  presiding  judges,  and  they  shall  liberate  him 
who  Is  desirous  of  competing;  and  If  they  are 
not  able,  and  he  who  hinders  the  other  from 
competing  wins  the  prize,  then  they  shall  give 
the  prize  of  victory  to  him  who  is  prevented, 
and  inscribe  him  as  the  conqueror  In  any  tem 
ples  which  he  pleases;  and  he  who  hinders  the 
other  shall  not  be  permitted  to  make  any  offer 
ing  or  inscription  having  reference  to  that  con 
test,  and  In  any  case  he  shall  be  liable  for  dam 
ages,  whether  he  be  defeated  or  whether  he  con 
quer. 

If  any  one  knowingly  receives  any  thing  which 
has  been  stolen,  he  shall  undergo  the  same 
punishment  as  the  thief,  and  if  a  man  receives 
an  exile  he  shall  be  punished  with  death.  Every 
man  should  regard  the  friend  and  enemy  of  the 
state  as  his  own  friend  and  enemy;  and  if  any 
one  makes  peace  or  war  with  another  on  his 
own  account,  and  without  the  authority  of  the 
state,  he,  like  the  receiver  of  the  exile,  shall 
undergo  the  penalty  of  death.  And  if  any  frac 
tion  of  the  city  declare  war  or  peace  against  any, 
the  generals  shall  indict  the  authors  of  this  pro 
ceeding,  and  if  they  are  convicted  death  shall 
be  the  penalty.  Those  who  serve  their  country 
ought  to  serve  without  receiving  gifts,  and 
there  ought  to  be  no  excusing  or  approving  the 
saying,  "Men  should  receive  gifts  as  the  reward 
of  good,  but  not  of  evil  deeds";  for  to  know 
which  we  are  doing,  and  to  stand  fast  by  our 
knowledge,  is  no  easy  matter.  The  safest  course 
is  to  obey  the  law  which  says,  "Do  no  service 
for  a  bribe,"  and  let  him  who  disobeys,  if  he  be 
convicted,  simply  die.  With  a  view  to  taxation, 
for  various  reasons,  every  man  ought  to  have 
had  his  property  valued:  and  the  tribesmen 
should  likewise  bring  a  register  of  the  yearly 
produce  to  the  wardens  of  the  country,  that  in 
this  way  there  may  be  two  valuations;  and  the 
public  officers  may  use  annually  whichever  on 
consideration  they  deem  the  best,  whether  they 
prefer  to  take  a  certain  portion  of  the  whole 
value,  or  of  the  annual  revenue,  after  subtract 
ing  what  is  paid  to  the  common  tables. 

Touching  offerings  to  the  Gods,  a  moderate 
man  should  observe  moderation  in  what  he 
offers.  Now  the  land  and  the  hearth  of  the 
house  of  all  men  is  sacred  to  all  Gods;  where 
fore  let  no  man  dedicate  them  a  second  time  to 
the  Gods.  Gold  and  silver,  whether  possessed 
by  private  persons  or  in  temples,  are  in  other 
cities  provocative  of  envy,  [956]  and  ivory,  the 
product  of  a  dead  body,  is  not  a  proper  offer 
ing;  brass  and  iron,  again,  are  instruments  of 
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war;  but  of  wood  let  a  man  bring  what  offer 
ings  he  likes,  provided  it  be  a  single  block,  and 
in  like  manner  of  stone,  to  the  public  temples; 
of  woven  work  let  him  not  offer  more  than  one 
woman  can  execute  in  a  month.  White  is  a 
colour  suitable  to  the  Gods,  especially  in  woven 
works,  but  dyes  should  only  be  used  for  the 
adornments  of  war.  The  most  divine  of  gifts 
are  birds  and  images,  and  they  should  be  such 
as  one  painter  can  execute  in  a  single  day.  And 
let  all  other  offerings  follow  a  similar  rule. 

Now  that  the  whole  city  has  been  divided 
into  parts  of  which  the  nature  and  number 
have  been  described,  and  laws  have  been  given 
about  all  the  most  important  contracts  as  far  as 
this  was  possible,  the  next  thing  will  be  to 
have  justice  done.  The  first  of  the  courts  shall 
consist  of  elected  judges,  who  shall  be  chosen 
by  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  in  common: 
these  shall  be  called  arbiters  rather  than  judges. 
And  in  the  second  court  there  shall  be  judges 
of  the  villages  and  tribes  corresponding  to  the 
twelvefold  division  of  the  land,  and  before 
these  the  litigants  shall  go  to  contend  for  greater 
damages,  if  the  suit  be  not  decided  before  the 
first  judges;  the  defendant,  if  he  be  defeated 
the  second  time,  shall  pay  a  fifth  more  than  the 
damages  mentioned  in  the  indictment;  and  if 
he  find  fault  with  his  judges  and  would  try  a 
third  time,  let  him  carry  the  suit  before  the 
select  judges,  and  if  he  be  again  defeated,  let 
him  pay  the  whole  of  the  damages  and  half 
as  much  again.  And  the  plaintiff,  if  when  de 
feated  before  the  first  judges  he  persist  in  go 
ing  on  to  the  second,  shall  if  he  wins  receive 
in  addition  to  the  damages  a  fifth  part  more, 
and  if  defeated  he  shall  pay  a  like  sum;  but  if  he 
is  not  satisfied  with  the  previous  decision,  and 
•will  insist  on  proceeding  to  a  third  court,  then 
if  he  win  he  shall  receive  from  the  defendant 
the  amount  of  the  damages  and,  as  I  said  be 
fore,  half  as  much  again,  and  the  plaintiff,  if  he 
lose,  shall  pay  half  of  the  damages  claimed. 
Now  the  assignment  by  lot  of  judges  to  courts 
and  the  completion  of  the  number  of  them,  and 
the  appointment  of  servants  to  the  different 
magistrates,  and  the  times  at  which  the  several 
causes  should  be  heard,  and  the  votings  and  de 
lays,  and  all  the  things  that  necessarily  concern 
suits,  and  the  order  of  causes,  and  the  time  in 
which  answers  have  to  be  put  in  and  parties 
are  to  appear — of  these  and  other  things  akin 
to  these  we  have  indeed  already  spoken,1  but 
there  is  no  harm  in  repeating  what  is  right 
twice  or  thrice: — All  lesser  and  easier  matters 
1  Cf.vi.  766;  ix.  853,5. 


which  the  elder  legislator  has  omitted  may  be 
supplied  by  the  younger  one.  ig$j]  Private 
courts  will  be  sufficiently  regulated  in  this  way, 
and  the  pufalicand  state  courts,  and  those  which 
the  magistrates  must  use  in  the  administration 
of  their  several  offices,  exist  in  many  other 
states.  Many  very  respectable  institutions  of 
this  sort  have  been  framed  by  good  men,  and 
from  them  the  guardians  of  the  law  may  by  re 
flection  derive  what  is  necessary  for  the  order 
of  our  new  state,  considering  and  correcting 
them,  and  bringing  them  to  die  test  of  experi 
ence,  until  every  detail  appears  to  be  satisfac 
torily  determined;  and  then  putting  the  final 
seal  upon  them,  and  making  them  irreversible, 
they  shall  use  them  for  ever  afterwards.  As  to 
what  relates  to  the  silence  of  judges  and  the  ab 
stinence  from  words  of  evil  omen  and  the  re 
verse,  and  the  different  notions  of  the  just  and 
good  and  honourable  which  exist  in  our  own 
as  compared  with  other  states,  they  have  been 
partly  mentioned  already,  and  another  part  of 
them  will  be  mentioned  hereafter  as  we  draw 
near  the  end.  To  all  these  matters  he  who  would 
be  an  equal  judge  shall  justly  look,  and  he 
shall  possess  writings  about  them  that  he  may 
learn  them.  For  of  all  kinds  of  knowledge  the 
knowledge  of  good  laws  has  the  greatest  power 
of  improving  the  learner;  otherwise  there  would 
be  no  meaning  in  the  divine  and  admirable 
law  possessing  a  name  akin  to  mind  (Vo{k, 
vo/xos).  And  of  all  other  words,  such  as  the 
praises  and  censures  of  individuals  which  occur 
in  poetry  and  also  in  prose,  whether  written 
down  or  uttered  in  daily  conversation,  whether 
men  dispute  about  them  in  the  spirit  of  conten 
tion  or  weakly  assent  to  them,  as  is  often  the 
case — of  all  these  the  one  sure  test  is  the  writ 
ings  of  the  legislator,2  which  the  righteous 
judge  ought  to  have  in  his  mind  as  the  antidote 
of  all  other  words,  and  thus  make  himself  and 
the  city  stand  upright,  procuring  for  the  good 
the  continuance  and  increase  of  justice,  and  for 
the  bad,  on  the  other  hand,  a  conversion  from 
ignorance  and  intemperance,  and  in  general 
from  all  unrighteousness,  as  far  as  their  evil 
minds  can  be  healed,  but  to  those  whose  web  of 
life  is  in  reality  finished,  giving  death,  which  is 
the  only  remedy  for  souls  in  their  condition,  as 
I  may  say  truly  again  and  again.  And  such 
judges  and  chiefs  of  judges  will  be  worthy  of 
receiving  praise  [958]  from  the  whole  city. 

When  the  suits  of  the  year  are  completed 
the  following  laws  shall  regulate  their  execu 
tion: — In  the  first  place,  the  judge  shall  assign 
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to  the  party  who  wins  the  suit  the  whole  prop 
erty  of  him  who  loses,  with  the  exception  of 
mere  necessaries,1  and  the  assignment  shall  be 
made  through  the  herald  Immediately  after 
each  decision  In  the  hearing  of  the  judges;  and 
when  the  month  arrives  following  the  month 
in  which  the  courts  are  sitting  (unless  the 
gainer  of  the  suit  has  been  previously  satisfied), 
the  court  shall  follow  up  the  case,  and  hanct 
over  to  the  winner  the  goods  of  the  loser;  but 
if  they  find  that  he  has  not  the  means  of  pay 
ing,  and  the  sum  deficient  is  not  less  than  a 
drachma,  the  Insolvent  person  shall  not  have 
any  right  of  going  to  law  with  any  other  man 
until  he  have  satisfied  the  debt  of  the  winning 
party;  but  other  persons  shall  still  have  the 
right  of  bringing  suits  against  him.  And  If  any 
one  after  he  is  condemned  refuses  to  acknowl 
edge  the  authority  which  condemned  him,  let 
the  magistrates  who  are  thus  deprived  of  their 
authority  bring  him  before  the  court  of  the 
guardians  of  the  law,  and  If  he  be  cast,  let  him 
be  punished  with  death,  as  a  subverter  of  the 
whole  state  and  of  the  laws. 

Thus  a  man  is  born  and  brought  up,  and 
after  this  manner  he  begets  and  brings  up  his 
own  children,  and  has  his  share  of  dealings 
with  other  men,  and  suffers  if  he  has  done 
wrong  to  any  one,  and  receives  satisfaction  if 
he  has  been  wronged,  and  so  at  length  in  due 
time  he  grows  old  under  the  protection  of  the 
laws,  and  his  end  comes  in  the  order  of  nature. 
Concerning  the  dead  of  either  sex,  the  religious 
ceremonies  which  may  fittingly  be  performed, 
whether  appertaining  to  the  Gods  of  the  under 
world  or  of  this,  shall  be  decided  by  the  inter 
preters  with  absolute  authority.  Their  sepul 
chres  are  not  to  be  in  places  which  are  fit  for 
cultivation,  and  there  shall  be  no  monuments 
in  such  spots,  either  large  or  small,  but  they 
shall  occupy  that  part  of  the  country  which  is 
naturally  adapted  for  receiving  and  conceal 
ing  the  bodies  of  the  dead  with  as  little  hurt  as 
possible  to  the  living.  No  man,  living  or  dead, 
shall  deprive  the  living  of  the  sustenance  which 
the  earth,  their  foster-parent,  is  naturally  in 
clined  to  provide  for  them.  And  let  not  the 
mound  be  piled  higher  than  would  be  the  work 
of  five  men  completed  in  five  days;  nor  shall 
the  stone  which  is  placed  over  the  spot  be  larger 
than  would  be  sufficient  to  receive  the  praises 
of  the  dead  included  in  four  heroic  lines.  [959] 
Nor  shall  the  laying  out  of  the  dead  in  the 
house  continue  for  a  longer  time  than  is  suffi 
cient  to  distinguish  between  him  who  is  in  a 


trance  only  and  him  who  Is  really  dead,  and 
speaking  generally,  the  third  day  after  death 
will  be  a  fair  time  for  carrying  out  the  body  to 
the  sepulchre.  Now  we  must  believe  the  legisla 
tor  when  he  tells  us  that  the  soul  is  In  all  re 
spects  superior  to  the  body9  and  that  even  in 
life  what  makes  each  one  of  us  to  be  what  we 
are  Is  only  the  soul;  and  that  the  body  follows 
us  about  in  the  likeness  of  each  of  us,  and  there 
fore,  when  we  are  dead,  the  bodies  of  the  dead 
are  quite  rightly  said  to  be  our  shades  or  im 
ages;  for  the  true  and  Immortal  being  of  each 
one  of  us  which  is  called  the  soul  goes  on  her 
way  to  other  Gods,2  before  them  to  give  an  ac 
count — which  is  an  Inspiring  hope  to  the  good, 
but  very  terrible  to  the  bad,  as  the  laws  of  our 
fathers  tell  us;  and  they  also  say  that  not  much 
can  be  done  In  the  way  of  helping  a  man  after 
he  is  dead.  But  the  living — he  should  be  helped 
by  ail  his  kindred,  that  while  in  life  he  may  be 
the  holiest  and  justest  of  men,  and  after  death 
may  have  no  great  sins  to  be  punished  In  the 
world  below.  If  this  be  true,  a  man  ought  not 
to  waste  his  substance  under  the  idea  that  all 
this  lifeless  mass  of  flesh  which  Is  in  process  of 
burial  is  connected  with  him;  he  should  con 
sider  that  the  son,  or  brother,  or  the  beloved 
one,  whoever  he  may  be,  whom  he  thinks  he  is 
laying  in  the  earth,  has  gone  away  to  complete 
and  fulfil  his  own  destiny,  and  that  his  duty  is 
rightly  to  order  the  present,  and  to  spend  mod 
erately  on  the  lifeless  altar  of  the  Gods  below. 
But  the  legislator  does  not  intend  moderation 
to  be  taken  in  the  sense  of  meanness.8  Let  the 
law,  then,  be  as  follows: — The  expenditure  on 
the  entire  funeral  of  him  who  is  of  the  highest 
class,  shall  not  exceed  five  minae;  and  for  him 
who  is  of  the  second  class,  three  minae,  and  for 
him  who  is  of  the  third  class,  two  minae,  and 
for  him  who  is  of  the  fourth  class,  one  mina, 
will  be  a  fair  limit  of  expense.  The  guardians 
of  the  law  ought  to  take  especial  care  of  the 
different  ages  of  life,  whether  childhood,  or 
manhood,  or  any  other  age.  And  at  the  end  of 
all,  let  there  be  some  one  guardian  of  the  law 
presiding,  who  shall  be  chosen  by  the  friends 
of  the  deceased  to  superintend,  and  let  it  be 
glory  to  him  to  manage  with  fairness  and  mod 
eration  what  relates  to  the  dead,  and  a  discredit 
to  him  if  they  are  not  well  managed.  Let  the 
laying  out  and  other  ceremonies  be  in  accord 
ance  with  custom,  but  to  the  statesman  who 
adopts  custom  as  his  law  we  must  give  way  in 
certain  particulars.  It  would  be  monstrous  for 
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example  that  he  should  command  any  man  to 
weep  or  abstain  from  weeping  over  the  dead; 
but  he  may  forbid  cries  of  lamentation,  and  not 
allow  the  voice  of  the  mourner  to  be  heard  out 
side  the  house;  [$6o]  also,  he  may  forbid  the 
bringing  of  the  dead  body  into  the  open  streets, 
or  the  processions  of  mourners  in  the  streets, 
and  may  require  that  before  daybreak  they 
should  be  outside  the  city.  Let  these,  then,  be 
our  laws  relating  to  such  matters,  and  let  him 
who  obeys  be  free  from  penalty;  but  he  who 
disobeys  even  a  single  guardian  of  the  law  shall 
be  punished  by  them  all  with  a  fitting  penalty. 
Other  modes  of  burial,  or  again  the  denial  of 
burial,  which  is  to  be  refused  in  the  case  of 
robbers  of  temples  and  parricides  and  the  like, 
have  been  devised  and  are  embodied  in  the  pre 
ceding  laws,  so  that  now  our  work  of  legisla 
tion  is  pretty  nearly  at  an  end;  but  in  all  cases 
the  end  does  not  consist  in  doing  something 
or  acquiring  something  or  establishing  some 
thing, — the  end  will  be  attained  and  finally 
accomplished,  when  we  have  provided  for  the 
perfect  and  lasting  continuance  of  our  institu 
tions  until  then  our  creation  is  incomplete. 

Cle.  That  is  very  good  Stranger;  but  I  wish 
you  would  tell  me  more  clearly  what  you  mean. 
Ath.  O  Cleinias,  many  things  of  old  time 
were  well  said  and  sung;  and  the  saying  about 
the  Fates  was  one  of  them. 
Cle.  What  is  it? 

Ath.  The  saying  that  Lachesis  or  the  giver  of 
the  lots  is  the  first  of  them,  and  that  Clotho  or 
the  spinster  is  the  second  of  them,  and  that 
Atropos  or  the  unchanging  one  is  the  third  of 
them;1  and  that  she  is  the  preserver  of  the 
things  which  we  have  spoken,  and  which  have 
been  compared  in  a  figure  to  things  woven  by 
fire,  they  both  (i.e.,  Atropos  and  the  fire)  pro 
ducing  the  quality  of  unchangeableness.  I  am 
speaking  of  the  things  which  in  a  state  and  gov 
ernment  give  not  only  health  and  salvation  to 
the  body,  but  law,  or  rather  preservation  of  the 
law,  in  the  soul;  and,  if  I  am  not  mistaken,  this 
seems  to  be  still  wanting  in  our  laws:  we  have 
still  to  see  how  we  can  implant  in  them  this  irre 
versible  nature. 

Cle.  It  will  be  no  small  matter  if  we  can  only 
discover  how  such  a  nature  can  be  implanted 
in  anything. 

Ath.  But  it  certainly  can  be;  so  much  I  clearly 
see. 

Cle.  Then  let  us  not  think  of  desisting  until 
we  have  imparted  this  quality  to  our  laws;  for 
it  is  ridiculous,  after  a  great  deal  of  labour  has 
aCf.  Republic fx.  620. 


been  spent,  to  place  a  thing  at  last  on  an  inse 
cure  foundation. 

Megittus.  I  approve  of  your  suggestion,  and 
am  quite  of  the  same  mind  with  you. 

Cle.  Very  good:  And  now  what,  according 
to  you,  is  to  be  the  salvation  of  our  government 
and  of  our  laws,  and  how  is  it  to  be  effected  ? 

Ath.  Were  we  not  saying  that  there  must  be 
in  our  city  a  council  which  was  to  be  of  this 
sort :  [96 1 ] — The  ten  oldest  guardians  of  the 
law,  and  all  those  who  have  obtained  prizes 
of  virtue,  were  to  meet  in  the  same  assembly, 
and  the  council  was  also  to  include  those  who 
had  visited  foreign  countries  in  the  hope  of 
hearing  something  that  might  be  of  use  in  the 
preservation  of  the  laws,  and  who,  having  come 
safely  home,  and  having  been  tested  in  these 
same  matters,  had  proved  themselves  to  be 
worthy  to  take  part  in  the  assembly; — each  of 
the  members  was  to  select  some  young  man  of 
not  less  than  thirty  years  of  age,  he  himself 
judging  in  the  first  instance  whether  the 
young  man  was  worthy  by  nature  and  educa 
tion,  and  then  suggesting  him  to  the  others, 
and  if  he  seemed  to  them  also  to  be  worthy 
they  were  to  adopt  him;  but  if  not,  the  decision 
at  which  they  arrived  was  to  be  kept  a  secret 
from  the  citizens  at  large,  and,  more  especially, 
from  the  rejected  candidate.  The  meeting  of 
the  council  was  to  be  held  early  in  the  morning, 
when  everybody  was  most  at  leisure  from  all 
other  business,  whether  public  or  private — 
was  not  something  of  this  sort  said  by  us  before? 

Cle.  True. 

Ath.  Then,  returning  to  the  council,  I  would 
say  further,  that  if  we  let  it  down  to  be  the  an 
chor  of  the  state,  our  city,  having  everything 
which  is  suitable  to  her,  will  preserve  all  that 
we  wish  to  preserve. 

Cle.  What  do  you  mean? 

Ath.  Now  is  the  time  for  me  to  speak  the 
truth  in  all  earnestness. 

Cle.  Well  said,  and  I  hope  that  you  will  ful 
fil  your  intention. 

Ath.  Know,  Cleinias,  that  everything,  in  all 
that  it  does,  has  a  natural  saviour,  as  of  an 
animal  the  soul  and  the  head  are  the  chief 
saviours. 

Cle.  Once  more,  what  do  you  mean? 

Ath.  The  well-being  of  those  two  is  obviously 
the  preservation  of  every  living  thing. 

Cle.  How  is  that? 

Ath.  The  soul,  besides  other  things,  contains 
mind,  and  the  head,  besides  other  things,  con 
tains  sight  and  hearing;  and  the  mind,  min 
gling  with  the  noblest  of  the  senses,  and  becom-. 
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ing  one  with  them,  may  be  truly  called  the  sal 
vation  of  all. 

Clff.  Yes,  Quite  so. 

Ath.  Yes,  indeed;  but  with  what  is  that  in 
tellect  concerned  which,  mingling  with  the 
senses,  is  the  salvation  o£  ships  in  storms  as  well 
as  in  fair  weather?  In  a  ship,  when  the  plot 
and  the  sailors  unite  their  perceptions  with  the 
piloting  mind,  do  they  not  save  both  themselves 
and  their  craft? 

Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  We  do  not  want  many  illustrations 
about  such  matters: — What  aim  would  the  gen 
eral  of  an  army,  or  what  aim  would  a  physician 
propose  to  himself,  if  he  were  seeking  to  attain 
salvation? 

Cle.  Very  good. 

[962]  Ath.  Does  not  the  general  aim  at  vic 
tory  and  superiority  in  war,  and  do  not  the 
physician  and  his  assistants  aim  at  producing 
health  in  the  body? 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  And  a  physician  who  is  ignorant  about 
the  body,  that  is  to  say,  who  knows  not  that 
which  we  just  now  called  health,  or  a  general 
who  knows  not  victory,  or  any  others  who  are 
ignorant  of  the  particulars  of  the  arts  which 
we  mentioned,  cannot  be  said  to  have  under 
standing  about  any  of  these  matters. 

Cle.  They  cannot. 

Ath,  And  what  would  you  say  of  the  state? 
If  a  person  proves  to  be  ignorant  of  the  aim  to 
which  the  statesman  should  look,  ought  he, 
in  the  first  place,  to  be  called  a  ruler  at  all; 
and  further,  will  he  ever  be  able  to  preserve 
that  of  which  he  does  not  even  know  the  aim? 

Cle.  Impossible. 

Ath.  And  therefore,  if  our  settlement  of  the 
country  is  to  be  perfect,  we  ought  to  have  some 
institution,  which,  as  I  was  saying,  will  tell 
what  is  the  aim  of  the  state,  and  will  inform 
us  how  we  are  to  attain  this,  and  what  law  or 
what  man  will  advise  us  to  that  end.  Any  state 
which  has  no  such  institution  is  likely  to  be  de 
void  of  mind  and  sense,  and  in  all  her  actions 
will  proceed  by  mere  chance. 

Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  In  which,  then,  of  the  parts  or  institu 
tions  of  the  state  is  any  such  guardian  power  to 
be  found?  Can  we  say? 

Cle.  I  am  not  quite  certain,  Stranger;  but  I 
have  a  suspicion  that  you  are  referring  to  the 
assembly  which  you  just  now  said  was  to  meet 
at  night. 

Ath.  You  understand  me  perfectly,  Cleinias; 
and  we  must  assume,  as  the  argument  implies, 


that  this  council  possesses  all  virtue;  and  the 
beginning  of  virtue  is  not  to  make  mistakes  by 
guessing  many  things,  but  to  look  steadily  at 
one  thing,  and  on  this  to  fix  all  our  aims. 

Cle.  Quite  true. 

Ath.  Then  now  we  shall  see  why  there  is 
nothing  wonderful  in  states  going  astray — the 
reason  is  that  their  legislators  have  such  differ 
ent  aims;  nor  is  there  anything  wonderful  in 
some  laying  down  as  their  rule  of  justice,  that 
certain  individuals  should  bear  rule  in  the 
state,  whether  they  be  good  or  bad,  and  others 
that  the  citizens  should  be  rich,  not  caring 
whether  they  are  the  slaves  of  other  men  or 
not.  The  tendency  of  others,  again,  is  towards 
freedom;  and  some  legislate  with  a  view  to  two 
things  at  once — they  want  to  be  at  the  same 
time  free  and  the  lords  of  other  states;  but  the 
wisest  men,  as  they  deem  themselves  to  be, 
look  to  all  these  and  similar  aims,  and  there 
is  no  one  of  them  which  they  exclusively  hon 
our,  and  to  which  they  would  have  all  things 
look. 

[963]  C/<?.Then,  Stranger,  our  former  asser 
tion  will  hold,  for  we  were  saying  that  laws 
generally  should  look  to  one  thing  only;  and 
this,  as  we  admitted,  was  rightly  said  to  be 
virtue. 

Ath.  Yes. 

Cle.  And  we  said  that  virtue  was  of  four 
kinds? 

Ath.  Quite  true. 

Cle .  And  that  mind  was  the  leader  of  the 
four,  and  that  to  her  the  three  other  virtues  and 
all  other  things  ought  to  have  regard? 

Ath.  You  follow  me  capitally,  Cleinias,  and 
I  would  ask  you  to  follow  me  to  the  end,  for  we 
have  already  said  that  the  mind  of  the  pilot, 
the  mind  of  the  physician  and  of  the  general 
look  to  that  one  thing  to  which  they  ought  to 
look;  and  now  we  may  turn  to  mind  political, 
of  which,  as  of  a  human  creature,  we  will  ask 
a  question: — O  wonderful  being,  and  to  what 
are  you  looking?  The  physician  is  able  to  tell 
his  single  aim  in  life,  but  you,  the  superior,  as 
you  declare  yourself  to  be,  of  all  intelligent 
beings,  when  you  are  asked  are  not  able  to  tell. 
Can  you,  Megillus,  and  you,  Cleinias,  say  dis 
tinctly  what  is  the  aim  of  mind  political,  in  re 
turn  for  the  many  explanations  of  things  which 
I  have  given  you? 

Cle.  We  cannot,  Stranger. 

Ath.  Well,  but  ought  we  not  to  desire  to  see 
it,  and  to  see  where  it  is  to  be  found? 

Cle.  For  example,  where? 

Ath.  For  example,  we  were  saying  that  there 
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arc  four  kinds  of  virtue,  and  as  there  are  four 
of  them,  each  of  them  must  be  one. 
Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  And  further,  all  four  of  them  we  call 
one;  for  we  say  that  courage  is  virtue,  and  that 
prudence  is  virtue,  and  the  same  of  the  two 
others,  as  if  they  were  in  reality  not  many  but 
one,  that  is,  virtue. 
Clc.  Quite  so. 

Ath.  There  is  no  difficulty  in  seeing  in  what 
way  the  two  differ  from  one  another,  and  have 
received  two  names,  and  so  of  the  rest.  But 
there  is  more  difficulty  in  explaining  why  we 
call  these  two  and  the  rest  of  them  by  the  sin 
gle  name  of  virtue. 

Cle.  How  do  you  mean? 
Ath.  I  have  no  difficulty  in  explaining  what 
I  mean.  Let  us  distribute  the  subject  into  ques 
tions  and  answers. 

Clc.  Once  more,  what  do  you  mean  ? 
Ath.  Ask  me  what  is  that  one  thing  which  I 
call  virtue,  and  then  again  speak  of  as  two,  one 
part  being  courage  and  the  other  wisdom.  I 
will  tell  you  how  that  occurs: — One  of  them 
has  to  do  with  fear;  in  this  the  beasts  also  par- 
ticipate,1  and  quite  young  children — I  mean 
courage;  for  a  courageous  temper  is  a  gift  of 
nature  and  not  of  reason.  But  without  reason 
there  never  has  been,  or  is,  or  will  be  a  wise 
and  understanding  soul;  it  is  of  a  different  na 
ture. 

Cle.  That  is  true. 

Ath.  I  have  now  told  you  in  what  way  the 
two  are  different,  and  do  you  in  return  tell  me 
in  what  way  they  are  one  and  the  same.  [964] 
Suppose  that  I  ask  you  in  what  way  the  four 
are  one,  and  when  you  have  answered  me,  you 
will  have  a  right  to  ask  of  me  in  return  in  what 
way  they  are  four;  and  then  let  us  proceed  to 
enquire  whether  in  the  case  of  things  which 
have  a  name  and  also  a  definition  to  them,  true 
knowledge  consists  in  knowing  the  name  only 
and  not  the  definition.  Can  he  who  is  good  for 
anything  be  ignorant  of  all  this  without  dis 
credit  where  great  and  glorious  truths  are  con 
cerned? 

Cle.  I  suppose  not. 

Ath.  And  is  there  anything  greater  to  the  leg 
islator  and  the  guardian  of  the  law,  and  to  him 
who  thinks  that  he  excels  all  other  men  in  vir 
tue,  and  has  won  the  palm  of  excellence,  than 
these  very  qualities  of  which  we  are  now  speak 
ing — courage,  temperance,  wisdom,  justice? 
Cle.  How  can  there  be  anything  greater? 
Ath.  And  ought  not  the  interpreters,  the 
*CL  Laches,  196. 


teachers,  the  lawgivers,  the  guardians  of  the 
other  citizens,  to  excel  the  rest  of  mankind,  and 
perfectly  to  show  him  who  desires  to  learn  and 
know  or  whose  evil  actions  require  to  be  pun 
ished  and  reproved,  what  is  the  nature  of  vir 
tue  and  vice?  Or  shall  some  poet  who  has 
found  his  way  into  the  city,  or  some  chance 
person  who  pretends  to  be  an  instructor  of 
youth,  show  himself  to  be  better  than  him  who 
has  won  the  prize  for  every  virtue?  And  can 
we  wonder  that  when  the  guardians  are  not 
adequate  in  speech  or  action,  and  have  no  ade 
quate  knowledge  of  virtue,  the  city  being  un- 
gtiarded  should  experience  the  common  fate  of 
cities  in  our  day? 
Cle.  Wonder !  no. 

Ath.  Well,  then,  must  we  do  as  we  said?  Or 
can  we  give  our  guardians  a  more  precise 
knowledge  of  virtue  in  speech  and  action  than 
the  many  have?  or  is  there  any  way  in  which 
our  city  can  be  made  to  resemble  the  head  and 
senses  of  rational  beings  because  possessing  such 
a  guardian  power? 

Cle.  What,  Stranger,  is  the  drift  of  your  com 
parison  ? 

Ath.  Do  we  not  see  that  the  city  is  the  trunk, 
and  are  not  the  younger  guardians,  who  are 
chosen  for  their  natural  gifts,  placed  in  the 
head  of  the  state,  having  their  souls  all  full  of 
eyes,  with  which  they  look  about  the  whole 
city?  They  keep  watch  and  hand  over  their 
perceptions  to  the  memory,  and  inform  the 
elders  of  all  that  happens  in  the  city;  /ptfj/ 
and  those  whom  we  compared  to  the  mind,  be 
cause  they  have  many  wise  thoughts — that  is  to 
say,  the  old  men — take  counsel,  and  making 
use  of  the  younger  men  as  their  ministers,  and 
advising  with  them — in  this  way  both  together 
truly  preserve  the  whole  state:— Shall  this  or 
some  other  be  the  order  of  our  state?  Are  all 
our  citizens  to  be  equal  in  acquirements,  or 
shall  there  be  special  persons  among  them  who 
have  received  a  more  careful  training  and  edu 
cation? 

Cle.  That  they  should  be  equal,  my  good  sir, 
is  impossible. 

Ath.  Then  we  ought  to  proceed  to  some  more 
exact  training  than  any  which  has  preceded. 
Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  And  must  not  that  of  which  we  are  in 
need  be  the  one  to  which  we  were  just  now 
alluding? 

Cle.  Very  true. 

Ath.  Did  we  not  say  that  the  workman  or 
guardian,  if  he  be  perfect  in  every  respect, 
ought  not  only  to  be  able  to  see  the  many  aims. 
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but  he  should  press  onward  to  the  one?  *  this  he 
should  know,  and  knowing,  order  ail  things 
with  a  view  to  it. 
Cle.  True. 

At  A.  And  can  any  one  have  a  more  exact  way 
of  considering  or  contemplating  anything, 
than  the  being  able  to  look  at  one  idea  gathered 
from  many  different  things? 

Cle.  Perhaps  not. 

Ath.  Not  "Perhaps  not,"  but  "Certainly  not/' 
my  good  sir,  is  the  right  answer.  There  never 
has  been  a  truer  method  than  this  discovered 
by  any  man. 

Cle.  I  bow  to  your  authority,  Stranger;  let 
us  proceed  in  the  way  which  you  propose. 

Ath.  Then,  as  would  appear,  we  must  com 
pel  the  guardians  of  our  divine  state  to  per 
ceive,  in  the  first  place,  what  that  principle  is 
which  is  the  same  in  all  the  four — the  same, 
as  we  affirm,  in  courage  and  in  temperance,  and 
in  justice  and  in  prudence,  and  which,  being 
one,  we  call  as  we  ought,  by  the  single  name  of 
vktue.  To  this,  my  friends,  we  will,  if  you 
please,  hold  fast,  and  not  let  go  until  we  have 
sufSciendy  explained  what  that  is  to  which 
we  are  to  look,  whether  to  be  regarded  as  one, 
or  as  a  whole,  or  as  both,  or  in  whatever  way. 
Are  we  likely  ever  to  be  in  a  virtuous  condi 
tion,  if  we  cannot  tell  whether  virtue  is  many, 
or  four,  or  one?  Certainly,  if  we  take  counsel 
among  ourselves,  we  shall  in  some  way  con 
trive  that  this  principle  has  a  place  amongst 
us;  but  if  you  have  made  up  your  mind  that 
we  should  let  the  matter  alone,  we  will. 

Cle.  We  must  not,  Stranger,  by  the  God  of 
strangers  I  swear  that  we  must  not,  for  in  our 
opinion  you  speak  most  truly;  but  we  should 
like  to  know  how  you  will  accomplish  your 
purpose. 

[966]  Ath.  Wait  a  little  before  you  ask;  and 
let  us,  first  of  all,  be  quite  agreed  with  one  an 
other  that  the  purpose  has  to  be  accomplished. 

Cle,  Certainly,  it  ought  to  be,  if  it  can  be. 

Ath.  Well,  and  about  the  good  and  the  hon 
ourable,  are  we  to  take  the  same  view?  Are 
our  guardians  only  to  know  that  each  of  them 
is  many,  or  also  how  and  in  what  way  they  are 
one? 

Cle.  They  must  consider  also  in,  what  sense 
they  are  one. 

Ath*  And  are  they  to  consider  only,  and  to 
be  unable  to  set  forth  what  they  think? 

Cle.  Certainly  not;  that  would  be  the  state  of 
a  slave. 

Ath.  And  may  not  the  same  be  said  of  all 

1  Cft  Republic,  vii.  537. 


good  things — that  the  true  guardians  of  the 
laws  ought  to  know  the  truth  about  them,  and 
to  be  able  to  interpret  them  in  words,  and  carry 
them  out  in  action,  judging  of  what  is  and  of 
what  is  not  well,  according  to  nature? 

Cle.  Certainly. 

Ath.  Is  not  the  knowledge  of  the  Gods  which 
we  have  set  forth  with  so  much  zeal  one  of  the 
noblest  sorts  of  knowledge; — to  know  that  they 
are,  and  know  how  great  is  their  power,  as  far 
as  in  man  lies?  We  do  indeed  excuse  the  mass 
of  the  citizens,  who  only  follow  the  voice  of  the 
laws,  but  we  refuse  to  admit  as  guardians  any 
who  do  not  labour  to  obtain  every  possible  evi 
dence  that  there  is  respectingthe  Gods;  our  city- 
is  forbidden  and  not  allowed  to  choose  as  a 
guardian  of  the  law,  or  to  place  in  the  select 
order  of  virtue,  him  who  is  not  an  inspired 
man,  and  has  not  laboured  at  these  things. 

Cle.  It  is  certainly  just,  as  you  say,  that  he 
who  is  indolent  about  such  matters  or  incapa 
ble  should  be  rejected,  and  that  things  honour 
able  should  be  put  away  from  him. 

Ath.  Are  we  assured  that  there  are  two  things 
which  lead  men  to  believe  in  the  Gods,  as  we 
have  already  stated? 

Cle.  What  are  they? 

Ath.  One  is  the  argument  about  the  soul, 
which  has  been  already  mentioned — that  it  is 
the  eldest  and  most  divine  of  all  things,  to 
which  motion  attaining  generation  gives  per 
petual  existence; 2  the  other  was  an  argument 
from  the  order  of  the  motion  o£  the  stars,  and 
of  all  things  under  the  dominion  of  the  mind 
which  ordered  the  universe.3  If  a  man  look  up 
on  the  world  not  lightly  or  ignorandy,  there 
Was  never  any  one  so  godless  who  did  not  ex 
perience  an  effect  opposite  to  that  which  the 
many  imagine,  [$6j]  For  they  think  that  those 
who  handle  these  matters  by  the  help  of  astron 
omy,  and  the  accompanying  arts  of  demonstra 
tion,  may  become  godless,  because  they  see,  as 
far  as  they  can  see,  things  happening  by  neces 
sity,  and  not  by  an  intelligent  will  accomplish 
ing  good. 

Cle.  But  what  is  the  fact? 

Ath.  Just  the  opposite,  as  I  said,  of  the  opin 
ion  which  once  prevailed  among  men,  that  the 
sun  and  stars  are  without  soul.  Even  in  those 
days  men  wondered  about  them,  and  that 
which  is  now  ascertained  was  then  conjectured 
by  some  who  had  a  more  exact  knowledge  of 
them — that  if  they  had  been  things  without 
soul,  and  had  no  mind>  they  could  never  have 
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moved  with  numerical  exactness  so  wonderful; 
and  even  at  that  time  some  ventured  to  hazard 
the  conjecture  that  mind  was  the  orderer  of  the 
universe.  But  these  same  persons  again  mistak 
ing  the  nature  of  the  soul,  which  they  conceived 
to  be  younger  and  not  older  than  the  body, 
once  more  overturned  the  world,  or  rather,  I 
should  say,  themselves;  for  the  bodies  which 
they  saw  moving  in  heaven  all  appeared  to  be 
full  of  stones,  and  earth,  and  many  other  life 
less  substances,  and  to  these  they  assigned  the 
causes  of  all  things.  Such  studies  gave  rise  to 
much  atheism  and  perplexity,  and  the  poets 
took  occasion  to  be  abusive — comparing  the 
philosophers  to  she-dogs  uttering  vain  howl- 
ings,  and  talking  other  nonsense  of  the  same 
sort.  But  now,  as  I  said,  the  case  is  reversed.1 

Clff.Howsot 

Ath.  No  man  can  be  a  true  worshipper  of  the 
Gods  who  does  not  know  these  two  principles 
— that  the  soul  is  the  eldest  of  all  things  which 
are  born,  and  is  immortal  and  rules  over  all 
bodies;  moreover,  as  I  have  now  said  several 
times,  he  who  has  not  contemplated  the  mind 
of  nature  which  is  said  to  exist  in  the  stars, 
and  gone  through  the  previous  training,  and 
seen  the  connection  of  music  with  these  things, 
and  harmonized  them  all  with  laws  and  insti 
tutions,  is  not  able  to  give  a  reason  of  such 
things  as  have  a  reason.2  And  he  who  is  unable 
to  acquire  this  in  addition  to  the  ordinary  vir 
tues  of  a  [g68]  citizen,  can  hardly  be  a  good 
ruler  of  a  whole  state;  but  he  should  be  the  sub 
ordinate  of  other  rulers.  Wherefore,  Cleinias 
and  Megillus,  let  us  consider  whether  we  may 
not  add  to  all  the  other  laws  which  we  have 
discussed  this  further  one — that  the  nocturnal 
assembly  of  the  magistrates,  which  has  also 
shared  in  the  whole  scheme  of  education  pro 
posed  by  us,  shall  be  a  guard  set  according  to 
law  for  the  salvation  of  the  state.  Shall  we  pro 
pose  this? 

Cle.  Certainly,  my  good  friend,  we  will  if  the 
thing  is  in  any  degree  possible. 

Ath.  Let  us  make  a  common  effort  to  gain 
such  an  object;  for  I  too  will  gladly  share  in  the 
attempt.  Of  these  matters  I  have  had  much 
experience,  and  have  often  considered  them, 
and  I  dare  say  that  I  shall  be  able  to  find  others 
who  will  also  help. 

Cle.  I  agree,  Stranger,  that  we  should  pro 
ceed  along  the  road  in  which  God  is  guiding 
us;  and  how  we  can  proceed  rightly  has  now 
to  be  investigated  and  explained. 

1  Cf.  Republic,  x.  607. 
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Ath.  O  Megillus  and  Cleinias,  about  these 
matters  we  cannot  legislate  further  until  the 
council  is  constituted;  when  that  is  done,  then 
we  will  determine  what  authority  they  shall 
have  of  their  own;  but  the  explanation  of  how 
this  is  all  to  be  ordered  would  only  be  given 
rightly  in  a  long  discourse. 

Cle.  What  do  you  mean,  and  what  new  thing 
is  this? 

Ath.  In  the  first  place,  a  list  would  have  to 
be  made  out  of  those  who  by  their  ages  and 
studies  and  dispositions  and  habits  are  well 
fitted  for  the  duty  of  a  guardian.  In  the  next 
place,  it  will  not  be  easy  for  them  to  discover 
themselves  what  they  ought  to  learn,  or  be 
come  the  disciple  of  one  who  has  already  made 
the  discovery.  Furthermore,  to  write  down  the 
times  at  which,  and  during  which,  they  ought 
to  receive  the  several  kinds  of  instruction, 
would  be  a  vain  thing;  for  the  learners  them 
selves  do  not  know  what  is  learned  to  advan 
tage  until  the  knowledge  which  is  the  result 
of  learning  has  found  a  place  in  the  soul  of 
each.  And  so  these  details,  although  they  could 
not  be  truly  said  to  be  secret,  might  be  said  to 
be  incapable  of  being  stated  beforehand,  be 
cause  when  stated  they  would  have  no  mean 
ing. 

Cle.  What  then  are  we  to  do,  Stranger,  under 
these  circumstances? 

Ath.  As  the  proverb  says,  the  answer  is  no 
secret,  but  open  to  all  of  us: [969] — We  must 
risk  the  whole  on  the  chance  of  throwing,  as 
they  say,  thrice  six  or  thrice  ace,  and  I  am  will 
ing  to  share  with  you  the  danger  by  stating  and 
explaining  to  you  my  views  about  education 
and  nurture,  which  is  the  question  coming  to 
the  surface  again.  The  danger  is  not  a  slight  or 
ordinary  one,  and  I  would  advise  you,  Cleinias, 
in  particular,  to  see  to  the  matter;  for  if  you 
order  rightly  the  city  of  the  Magnetes,  or  what 
ever  name  God  may  give  it,  you  will  obtain  the 
greatest  glory;  or  at  any  rate  you  will  be 
thought  the  most  courageous  of  men  in  the 
estimation  of  posterity.  Dear  companions,  if 
this  our  divine  assembly  can  only  be  established, 
to  them  we  will  hand  over  the  city;  none  of  the 
present  company  of  legislators,  as  I  may  call 
them,  would  hesitate  about  that.  And  the  state 
will  be  perfected  and  become  a  waking  reality, 
which  a  little  while  ago  we  attempted  to  create 
as  a  dream 3  and  in  idea  only,  mingling  together 
reason  and  mind  in  one  image,  in  the  hope 
that  our  citizens  might  be  duly  mingled  and 
rightly  educated;  and  being  educated,  and 

8  Cf.  Republic,  ix.  592. 
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dwelling  In  the  citadel  of  the  land,  might  be-  by  supplications  and  in  all  manner  of  ways 

come  perfect  guardians,  such  as  we  have  never  make  him  share  in  the  foundation  of  the  city, 

seen  in  all  our  previous  life,  by  reason  o£  the  or  we  must  give  up  the  undertaking, 

saving  virtue  which  is  in  them.  Cle.  Very  true,  Megillus;  and  you  must  join 

Meg.  Dear  Cleinias,  after  all  that  has  been  with  rne  in  detaining  him. 

said,  either  we  must  detain  the  Stranger,  and  Meg.  I  will. 


The  Seventh  Letter 


PLATO  TO  THE  RELATIVES  AND  FRIENDS  OF  DION.  WELFARE 


You  write  to  me  that  I  must  consider  your 
views  the  same  as  those  of  Dion,  [3240,]  and 
you  urge  me  to  aid  your  cause  so  far  as  I  can  in 
word  and  deed.  My  answer  Is  that,  If  you  have 
the  same  opinion  and  desire  as  he  had,  I  con 
sent  to  aid  your  cause;  but  if  not,  I  shall  think 
more  than  once  about  it.  Now  what  his  purpose 
and  desire  was5 1  can  inform  you  from  no  mere 
conjecture  but  from  positive  knowledge.  For 
when  I  made  my  first  visit  to  Sicily,  being  then 
about  forty  years  old,  Dion  was  of  the  same  age 
as  Hipparinos  is  now,  and  the  opinion  which 
he  then  formed  was  that  which  he  always  re 
tained,  [b]  I  mean  the  belief  that  the  Syracu- 
sans  ought  to  be  free  and  governed  by  the  best 
laws.  So  It  Is  no  matter  for  surprise  If  some 
God  should  make  Hipparinos  adopt  the  same 
opinion  as  Dion  about  forms  of  government. 
But  it  is  well  worth  while  that  you  should  all, 
old  as  well  as  young,  hear  the  way  In  which 
this  opinion  was  formed,  and  I  will  attempt  to 
give  you  an  account  of  it  from  the  beginning. 
For  the  present  Is  a  suitable  opportunity. 

In  my  youth  I  went  through  the  same  experi 
ence  as  many  other  men.  I  fancied  that  if,  early 
in  life,  I  became  my  own  master,  [c]  I  should 
at  once  embark  on  a  political  career.  And  I 
found  myself  confronted  with  the  following 
occurrences  In  the  public  affairs  of  my  own 
city.  The  existing  constitution  being  generally 
condemned,  a  revolution  took  place,  and  fifty- 
one  men  came  to  the  front  as  rulers  of  the  revo 
lutionary  government,  namely  eleven  in  the 
city  and  ten  in  the  Peiraeus — each  of  these  bod 
ies  being  in  charge  of  the  marketand  municipal 
matters — while  thirty  were  appointed  rulers 
with  full  powers  over  public  affairs  as  a  whole. 
[d]  Some  of  these  were  relatives  and  acquaint 
ances  of  mine,  and  they  at  once  invited  me  to 
share  in  their  doings,  as  something  to  which  I 
had  a  claim.  The  effect  on  me  was  not  surpris 
ing  in  the  case  of  a  young  man.  I  considered 
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that  they  would,  of  course,  so  manage  the  State 
as  to  bring  men  out  of  a  bad  way  of  life  Into  a 
good  one.  So  I  watched  them  very  closely  to  see 
what  they  would  do. 

And  seeing,  as  I  did,  that  in  quite  a  short 
time  they  made  the  former  government  seem 
by  comparison  something  precious  as  gold — 
for  among  other  things  they  tried  to  send  a 
friend  of  mine,  [e]  the  aged  Socrates,  whom 
I  should  scarcely  scruple  to  describe  as  the  most 
upright  man  of  that  day,  with  some  other  per 
sons  to  carry  off  one  of  the  citizens  by  force  to 
[325®]  execution,  in  order  that,  whether  he 
wished  It,  or  not,  he  might  share  the  guilt  of  their 
conduct;  but  he  would  not  obey  them,  risking  all 
consequences  in  preference  to  becoming  a  part 
ner  in  their  iniquitous  deeds — seeing  all  these 
things  and  others  of  the  same  kind  on  a  con 
siderable  scale,  I  disapproved  of  their  proceed 
ings,  and  withdrew  from  any  connection  with 
the  abuses  of  the  time. 

Not  long  after  that  a  revolution  terminated 
the  power  of  the  thirty  and  the  form  of  govern 
ment  as  it  then  was.  And  once  more,  though 
with  more  hesitation,  I  began  to  be  moved  by 
the  desire  to  take  part  in  public  and  political  af 
fairs,  [b]  Well,  even  In  the  new  government, 
unsettled  as  it  was,  events  occurred  which  one 
would  naturally  view  with  disapproval;  and  It 
was  not  surprising  that  in  a  period  of  revolu 
tion  excessive  penalties  were  inflicted  by  some 
persons  on  political  opponents,  though  those 
who  had  returned  from  exile  at  that  time  showed 
very  considerable  forbearance.  But  once  more  It 
happened  that  some  of  those  in  power  brought 
my  friend  Socrates,  whom  I  have  mentioned, 
to  trial  before  a  court  of  law,  [c]  laying  a  most 
iniquitous  charge  against  him  and  one  most  in 
appropriate  in  his  case:  for  it  was  on  a  charge 
of  impiety  that  some  of  them  prosecuted  and 
others  condemned  and  executed  the  very  man 
who  would  not  participate  in  the  iniquitous  ar- 
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rest  of  one  of  the  friends  of  the  party  then  in 
exile,  at  the  time  when  they  themselves  were  in 
exile  and  misfortune. 

As  I  observed  these  Incidents  and  the  men 
engaged  in  public  affairs,  the  laws  too  and  the 
customs,  the  more  closely  I  examined  them  and 
the  farther  I  advanced  In  life,  the  more  difficult 
it  seemed  to  me  to  handle  public  affairs  aright- 
[d]  For  It  was  not  possible  to  be  active  In  poli 
tics  without  friends  and  trustworthy  support 
ers;  and  to  find  these  ready  to  my  hand  was  not 
an  easy  matter,  since  public  affairs  at  Athens 
were  not  carried  on  in  accordance  with  the 
manners  and  practices  of  our  fathers;  nor  was 
there  any  ready  method  by  which  I  could  make 
new  friends.  The  laws  too,  written  and  unwrit 
ten,  were  being  altered  for  the  worse,  and  the 
evil  was  growing  with  startling  rapidity.  The 
result  was  that,  though  at  first  I  had  been  full 
of  a  strong  Impulse  towards  political  life,  [e] 
as  I  looked  at  the  course  of  affairs  and  saw  them 
being  swept  in  all  directions  by  contending 
currents,  my  head  finally  began  to  swim;  and, 
though  I  did  not  stop  looking  to  see  if  there 
was  any  likelihood  of  improvement  in  these 
symptoms  and  in  the  general  course  of  public 
life,  [326(2]  I  postponed  action  till  a  suitable 
opportunity  should  arise.  Finally,  It  became 
clear  to  me  with  regard  to  all  existing  commu 
nities,  that  they  were  one  and  all  misgoverned. 
For  their  laws  have  got  Into  a  state  that  Is  al 
most  incurable,  except  by  some  extraordinary 
reform  with  good  luck  to  support  it.  And  I  was 
forced  to  say,  when  praising  true  philosophy, 
that  it  is  by  this  that  men  are  enabled  to  see 
what  justice  in  public  and  private  life  really  is. 
Therefore,  I  said,  there  will  be  no  cessation  of 
evils  for  the  sons  of  men,  [b]  till  either  those 
who  are  pursuing  a  right  and  true  philosophy 
receive  sovereign  power  In  the  States,  or  those 
in  power  in  the  States  by  some  dispensation  of 
providence  become  true  philosophers. 

With  these  thoughts  in  my  mind  I  came  to 
Italy  and  Sicily  on  my  first  visit.  My  first  im 
pressions  on  arrival  were  those  of  strong  disap 
proval — disapproval  of  the  kind  of  life  which 
was  there  called  the  life  of  happiness,  stuffed 
full  as  it  was  with  the  banquets  of  the  Italian 
Greeks  and  Syracusans,  who  ate  to  repletion 
twice  every  day,  and  were  never  without  a  part 
ner  for  the  night;  [c]  and  disapproval  of  the 
habits  which  this  manner  of  life  produces.  For 
with  these  habits  formed  early  in  life,  no  man 
under  heaven  could  possibly  attain  to  wisdom 
— human  nature  is  not  capable  of  such  an  ex 
traordinary  combination.  Temperance  also  is 


out  of  the  question  for  such  a  man;  and  the 
same  applies  to  virtue  generally.  No  city  could 
remain  In  a  state  of  tranquillity  under  any  laws 
whatsoever,  when  men  think  it  right  to  squan 
der  all  their  property  in  extravagant  excesses, 
[d]  and  consider  It  a  duty  to  be  idle  in  every 
thing  else  except  eating  and  drinking  and  the 
laborious  prosecution  of  debauchery*  It  fol 
lows  necessarily  that  the  constitutions  of  such 
cities  must  be  constantly  changing,  tyrannies, 
oligarchies  and  democracies  succeeding  one  an 
other,  while  those  who  hold  the  power  cannot 
so  much  as  endure  the  name  of  any  form  of 
government  which  maintains  justice  and  equal 
ity  of  rights. 

With  a  mind  full  of  these  thoughts,  on  the 
top  of  my  previous  convictions,  [e]  I  crossed 
over  to  Syracuse — led  there  perhaps  by  chance 
— but  it  really  looks  as  If  some  higher  power 
was  even  then  planning  to  lay  a  foundation  for 
all  that  has  now  come  to  pass  with  regard  to 
Dion  and  Syracuse — and  for  further  troubles 
too,  I  fear,  unless  you  listen  to  the  advice  which 
is  now  for  the  second  time  offered  by  me.  What 
do  I  mean  by  saying  that  my  arrival  In  Sicily  at 
that  moment  proved  to  be  the  foundation  [32? ra] 
on  which  all  the  sequel  rests?  I  was  brought 
into  close  intercourse  with  Dion  who  was  then 
a  young  man,  and  explained  to  him  my  views 
as  to  the  ideals  at  which  men  should  aim,  ad< 
vising  him  to  carry  them  out  in  practice.  la  do 
ing  this  I  seem  to  have  been  unaware  that  1 
was,  in  a  fashion,  without  knowing  It,  contriv 
ing  the  overthrow  of  the  tyranny  which  sul> 
sequendy  took  place.  For  Dion,  who  rapidly 
assimilated  my  teaching  as  he  did  all  forms  of 
knowledge,  listened  to  me  with  an  eagerness 
which  I  had  never  seen  equalled  in  any  young 
man,  [b]  and  resolved  to  live  for  the  future  in 
a  better  way  than  the  majority  of  Italian  and 
Sicilian  Greeks,  having  set  his  affection  on  vir 
tue  In  preference  to  pleasure  and  self-indul 
gence.  The  result  was  that  until  the  death  of 
Dionysios  he  lived  in  a  way  which  rendered 
him  somewhat  unpopular  among  those  whose 
manner  of  life  was  that  which  is  usual  in  the 
courts  of  despots. 

After  that  event  he  came  to  the  conclusion 
that  this  conviction,  [c]  which  he  himself  had 
gained  under  the  influence  of  good  teaching, 
was  not  likely  to  be  confined  to  himself.  In 
deed,  he  saw  it  being  actually  implanted  in  oth 
er  minds — not  many  perhaps,  but  certainly  in 
some;  and  he  thought  that,  with  the  aid  of  the 
Gods,  Dionysios  might  perhaps  become  one  of 
these,  arid  that,  if  such  a  thing  did  come  to  pass, 


802 


PLATO 


the  result  would  be  a  life  of  unspeakable  happi 
ness  both  for  himself  and  for  the  rest  of  the 
Syracusans. Further,  he  thought  It  essential  that 
I  should  come  to  Syracuse  by  all  manner  of 
means  and  with  the  utmost  possible  speed  to 
be  his  partner  IB  these  plans,  [d]  remember 
ing  in  his  own  case  how  readily  intercourse 
with  me  had  produced  in  him  a  longing  for 
the  noblest  and  best  life.  And  if  it  should  pro 
duce  a  similar  effect  on  Dionysios,  as  his  aim 
was  that  it  should,  he  had  great  hope  that,  with 
out  bloodshed,  loss  of  life,  and  those  disastrous 
events  which  have  now  taken  place,  he  would 
be  able  to  introduce  the  true  life  of  happiness 
throughout  the  whole  territory. 

Holding  these  sound  views,  Dion  persuaded 
Dionysios  to  send  for  me;  he  also  wrote  him 
self  entreating  me  to  come  by  all  manner  of 
means  and  with  the  utmost  possible  speed,  [ej 
before  certain  other  persons  coming  in  contact 
with  Dionysios  should  turn  him  aside  into  some 
way  of  life  other  than  the  best.  What  he  said, 
though  perhaps  it  is  rather  long  to  repeat,  was  as 
follows:  "What  opportunities,"  he  said,  "shall 
we  wait  for,  greater  than  those  now  offered  to 
us  by  Providence?"  [3280]  And  he  described 
the  Syracusan  empire  in  Italy  and  Sicily,  his  own 
influential  position  in  it,  and  the  youth  of  Dio 
nysios  and  how  strongly  his  desire  was  directed 
towards  philosophy  and  education.  His  own 
nephews  and  relatives,  he  said,  would  be  read 
ily  attracted  towards  the  principles  and  man 
ner  of  life  described  by  me,  and  would  be  most 
influential  in  attracting  Dionysios  in  the  same 
direction,  so  that,  now  if  ever,  we  should  see 
the  accomplishment  of  every  hope  that  the  same 
persons  might  actually  become  both  philoso 
phers  and  the  rulers  of  great  States,  [b]  These 
were  the  appeals  addressed  to  me  and  much 
more  to  the  same  effect. 

My  own  opinion,  so  far  as  the  young  men 
were  concerned,  and  the  probable  line  which 
their  conduct  would  take,  was  full  of  apprehen 
sion — for  young  men  are  quick  in  forming  de 
sires,  which  often  take  directions  conflicting 
with  one  another.  But  I  knew  that  the  charac 
ter  of  Dion's  mind  was  naturally  a  stable  one 
and  had  also  the  advantage  of  somewhat  ad 
vanced  years. 

Therefore,  I  pondered  the  matter  and  was  in 
two  minds  as  to  whether  I  ought  to  listen  to 
entreaties  and  go,  or  how  I  ought  to  act;  and 
finally  the  scale  turned  in  favour  of  the  view 
that,  if  ever  anyone  was  to  try  to  carry  out 
in  practice  my  ideas  about  [c]  laws  and  consti 
tutions,  now  was  the  time  for  making  the  at 


tempt;  for  if  only  I  could  fully  convince  one 
man,  I  should  have  secured  thereby  the  accom 
plishment  of  all  good  things. 

With  these  views  and  thus  nerved  to  the  task, 
I  sailed  from  home,not  in  the  spirit  which  some 
imagined,  but  principally  through  a  feeling  of 
shame  with  regard  to  myself,  lest  I  might  some 
day  appear  to  myself  wholly  and  solely  a  mere 
man  of  words,  one  who  would  never  of  his 
own  will  lay  his  hand  to  any  act.  Also  there  was 
reason  to  think  that  I  should  be  betraying  first 
and  foremost  my  friendship  and  comradeship 
with  Dion,  [d]  who  in  very  truth  was  in  a  posi 
tion  of  considerable  danger.  If  therefore  any 
thing  should  happen  to  him,  or  if  he  were  ban 
ished  by  Dionysios  and  his  other  enemies  and 
corning  to  us  as  exile  addressed  this  question  to 
me:  "Plato,  I  have  come  to  you  as  a  fugitive, 
not  for  want  of  hoplites,  nor  because  I  had  no 
cavalry  for  defence  against  my  enemies,  but  for 
want  of  words  and  power  of  persuasion,  which 
I  knew  to  be  a  special  gift  of  yours,  enabling 
you  to  lead  young  men  into  the  path  of  good 
ness  and  justice,  and  to  establish  in  every  case 
relations  of  friendship  and  comradeship  among 
them,  [e]  It  is  for  the  want  of  this  assistance  on 
your  part  that  I  have  left  Syracuse  and  am  here 
now.  And  the  disgrace  attaching  to  your  treat 
ment  of  me  is  a  small  matter.  But  philosophy — 
whose  praises  you  are  always  singing,  while 
you  say  she  is  held  in  dishonour  by  the  rest  of 
mankind — must  we  not  say  that  philosophy 
along  with  me  has  now  been  betrayed,  so  far  as 
your  action  was  concerned?  [329(1]  Had  I  been 
living  at  Megara,  you  would  certainly  have 
come  to  give  me  your  aid  towards  the  objects 
for  which  I  asked  it;  or  you  would  have  thought 
yourself  the  most  contemptible  of  mankind. 
But  as  it  is,  do  you  think  that  you  will  escape 
the  reputation  of  cowardice  by  making  excuses 
about  the  distance  of  the  journey,  the  length  of 
the  sea  voyage,  and  the  amount  of  labour  in 
volved?  Far  from  it."  To  reproaches  of  this 
kind  what  creditable  reply  could  I  have  made? 
Surely  none. 

[b]  I  took  my  departure,  therefore,  acting, 
so  far  as  a  man  can  act,  in  obedience  to  rea 
son  and  justice,  and  for  these  reasons  leaving 
my  own  occupations,  which  were  certainly  not 
discreditable  ones,  to  put  myself  under  a  tyran 
ny  which  did  not  seem  likely  to  harmonise  with 
my  teaching  or  with  myself.  By  my  departure  I 
secured  my  own  freedom  from  the  displeasure 
of  Zeus  Xenios,  and  made  myself  clear  of  any 
charge  on  the  part  of  philosophy,  which  would 
have  been  exposed  to  detraction,  if  any  disgrace 
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had  come  upon  me  for  faint-heartedness  and 
cowardice. 

On  my  arrival,  to  cut  a  long  story  short,  I 
found  the  court  of  Dionysios  full  of  intrigues 
and  of  attempts  to  create  in  the  [c]  sovereign 
ill-feeling  against  Dion.  I  combated  these  as  far 
as  I  could,  but  with  very  little  success;  and  in 
the  fourth  month  or  thereabouts,  charging  Dion 
with  conspiracy  to  seize  the  throne,  Dionysios 
put  him  on  board  a  small  boat  and  expelled 
him  from  Syracuse  with  ignominy.  All  of  us 
who  were  Dion's  friends  were  afraid  that  he 
might  take  vengeance  on  one  or  other  of  us  as 
an  accomplice  in  Dion's  conspiracy.  With  re 
gard  to  me,  there  was  even  a  rumour  current  in 
Syracuse  that  I  had  been  put  to  death  by  Diony 
sios  as  the  cause  of  all  that  had  occurred,  [d] 
Perceiving  that  we  were  all  in  this  state  of  mind 
and  apprehending  that  our  fears  might  lead  to 
some  serious  consequence,  he  now  tried  to  win 
all  of  us  over  by  kindness:  me  in  particular  he 
encouraged,  bidding  me  be  of  good  cheer  and 
entreating  me  on  all  grounds  to  remain.  For  my 
flight  from  him  was  not  likely  to  redound  to 
his  credit,  but  my  staying  might  do  so.  There 
fore,  he  made  a  great  pretence  of  entreating  me. 
And  we  know  that  the  entreaties  of  sovereigns 
are  mixed  with  compulsion,  [e]  So  to  secure 
his  object  he  proceeded  to  render  my  departure 
impossible,  bringing  me  into  the  acropolis,  and 
establishing  me  in  quarters  from  which  not  a 
single  ship's  captain  would  have  taken  me  away 
against  the  will  of  Dionysios,  nor  indeed  with 
out  a  special  messenger  sent  by  him  to  order  my 
removal.  Nor  was  there  a  single  merchant,  or  a 
single  official  in  charge  of  points  of  departure 
from  the  country,  who  would  have  allowed  me 
to  depart  unaccompanied,  and  would  not  have 
promptly  seized  me  and  taken  me  back  to  Dio 
nysios,  especially  since  a  statement  had  now 
been  circulated  contradicting  the  previous  ru 
mours  and  giving  out  that  Dionysios  was  be 
coming  extraordinarily  [ssoa]  attached  to 
Plato.  What  were  the  facts  about  this  attach 
ment?  I  must  tell  the  truth.  As  time  went  on, 
and  as  intercourse  made  him  acquainted  with 
my  disposition  and  character,  he  did  become 
more  and  more  attached  to  me,  and  wished  me 
to  praise  him  more  than  I  praised  Dion,  and  to 
look  upon  him  as  more  specially  my  friend 
than  Dion,  and  he  was  extraordinarily  eager 
about  this  sort  of  thing.  But  when  confronted 
with  the  oneway  in  which  this  might  have  been 
done,  if  it  was  to  be  done  at  all,  [b]  he  shrank 
from  coming  into  close  and  intimate  relations 
with  me  as  a  pupil  and  listener  to  my  discourses 


on  philosophy,  fearing  the  danger  suggested 
by  mischief-makers,  that  he  might  be  ensnared, 
and  so  Dion  would  prove  to  have  accomplished 
all  his  object.  I  endured  all  this  patiently,  retain 
ing  the  purpose  with  which  I  had  come  and  the 
hope  that  he  might  come  to  desire  the  philo 
sophic  life.  But  his  resistance  prevailed  against 
me. 

The  time  of  my  first  visit  to  Sicily  and  my 
stay  there  was  taken  up  with  all  these  incidents. 
[c]  On  a  later  occasion  I  left  home  and  again 
came  on  an  urgent  summons  from  Dionysios. 
But  before  giving  the  motives  and  particulars 
of  my  conduct  then  and  showing  how  suitable 
and  right  it  was,  I  must  first,  in  order  that  I 
may  not  treat  as  the  main  point  what  is  only  a 
side  issue,  give  you  my  advice  as  to  what  your 
acts  should  be  in  the  present  position  of  affairs; 
afterwards,  to  satisfy  those  who  put  the  ques 
tion  why  I  came  a  second  time,  I  will  deal  ful 
ly  with  the  facts  about  my  second  visit;  what  I 
have  now  to  say  is  this. 

He  who  advises  a  sick  man,  whose  manner 
of  life  is  prejudicial  to  health,  [d]  is  clearly 
bound  first  of  all  to  change  his  patient's  manner 
of  life,  and  if  the  patient  is  willing  to  obey  him, 
he  may  go  on  to  give  him  other  advice.  But  if 
he  is  not  willing,  I  shall  consider  one  who  de 
clines  to  advise  such  a  patient  to  be  a  man  and  a 
physician,  and  one  who  gives  in  to  him  to  be 
unmanly  and  unprofessional.  In  the  same  way 
with  regard  to  a  State,  whether  it  be  under  a 
single  ruler  or  more  than  one,  if,  while  the  gov 
ernment  is  being  carried  on  methodically  and 
in  a  right  course,  [e]  it  asks  advice  about  any 
details  of  policy,  it  is  the  part  of  a  wise  man 
to  advise  such  people.  But  when  men  are  travel 
ling  altogether  outside  the  path  of  right  govern 
ment  and  flatly  refuse  to  move  in  the  right  path, 
and  start  by  giving  notice  to  their  adviser  that 
he  must  leave  the  government  alone  and  make 
no  change  in  it  under  penalty  of  death — if  such 
men  [331^]  should  order  their  counsellors  to 
pander  to  their  wishes  and  desires  and  to  ad 
vise  them  in  what  way  their  object  may  most 
readily  and  easily  be  once  for  all  accomplished, 
I  should  consider  as  unmanly  one  who  accepts 
the  duty  of  giving  such  forms  of  advice,  and 
one  who  refuses  it  to  be  a  true  man. 

Holding  these  views,  whenever  anyone  con 
sults  me  about  any  of  the  weightiest  matters  af 
fecting  his  own  life,  as,  for  instance,  the  acqui 
sition  of  property  or  the  proper  treatment  of 
body  or  [b]  mind,  if  it  seems  to  me  that  his 
daily  life  rests  on  any  system,  or  if  he  seems 
likely  to  listen  to  advice  about  the  things  on 
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which  he  consults  me,  I  advise  him  with  readi 
ness,  and  do  not  content  myself  with  giving 
him  a  merely  perfunctory  answer.  But  if  a  man 
does  not  consult  me  at  all,  or  evidently  does 
not  intend  to  follow  my  advice,!  do  not  take  the 
initiative  in  advising  such  a  man,  and  will  not 
use  compulsion  to  him,  even  if  he  be  my  own 
son.  I  would  advise  a  slave  under  such  circum 
stances,  and  would  use  compulsion  to  him  if  he 
were  unwilling,  [c]  To  a  father  or  mother  I  do 
not  think  that  piety  allows  one  to  offer  compul 
sion,  unless  they  are  suffering  from  an  attack  of 
insanity;  and  if  they  are  following  any  regular 
habits  of  life  which  please  them  but  do  not 
please  me,  I  would  not  offend  them  by  offering 
useless  advice,  nor  would  I  flatter  them  or 
truckle  to  them,  providing  them  with  the  means 
of  satisfying  desires  which  I  myself  would  soon 
er  die  than  cherish.  The  wise  man  should  go 
through  life  with  the  same  attitude  of  mind 
towards  his  country.  If  she  should  appear  to 
him  to  be  following  a  policy  which  is  not  a  [d] 
good  one,  he  should  say  so,  provided  that  his 
words  are  not  likely  either  to  fall  on  deaf  ears  or 
to  lead  to  the  loss  of  his  own  life.  But  force 
against  his  native  land  he  should  not  use  in  or 
der  to  bring  about  a  change  of  constitution, 
when  it  is  not  possible  for  the  best  constitution 
to  be  introduced  without  driving  men  into  ex 
ile  or  putting  them  to  death;  he  should  keep 
quiet  and  offer  up  prayers  for  his  own  welfare 
and  for  that  of  his  country. 

These  are  the  principles  in  accordance  with 
which  I  should  advise  you,  as  also,  jointly  with 
Dion,  I  advised  Dionysios,  bidding  him  in  the 
first  place  to  live  his  daily  life  in  a  way  that 
would  make  him  as  far  as  possible  master 
of  himself  and  able  to  [e]  gain  faithful  friends 
and  supporters,  in  order  that  he  might  not 
have  the  Same  experience  as  his  father.  For  his 
father,  having  taken  under  his  rule  many  great 
cities  of  Sicily  which  had  been  utterly  destroyed 
by  the  barbarians,  was  not  able  to  found  them 
afresh  and  to  establish  in  them  trustworthy 
governments  carried  on  by  his  own  supporters, 
[332$]  either  by  men  who  had  no  ties  of  blood 
with  him,  or  by  his  brothers  whom  he  had 
brought  up  when  they  were  younger,  and  had 
raised  from  humble  station  to  high  office  and 
from  poverty  to  immense  wealth.  Not  one  of 
these  was  he  able  to  work  upon  by  persuasion, 
instruction,  services  and  ties  of  kindred,  so  as 
to  make  him  a  partner  in  his  rule;  and  he 
showed  himself  inferior  to  Darius  with  a  seven 
fold  inferiority.  For  Darius  did  not  put  his 
toist  in  brothers  or  in  men  whom  he  had 


brought  up,  but  only  in  his  confederates  in  the 
overthrow  of  the  Medeand  Eunuch;  [b]  and  to 
these  he  assigned  portions  of  his  empire,  seven 
in  number,  each  of  them  greater  than  all  Sicily; 
and  they  were  faithful  to  him  and  did  not  at 
tack  either  him  or  one  another.  Thus  he  showed 
a  pattern  of  what  the  good  lawgiver  and  king 
ought  to  be;  for  he  drew  up  laws  by  which  he 
has  secured  the  Persian  empire  in  safety  down 
to  the  present  time. 

Again,  to  give  another  instance,  the  Atheni 
ans  took  under  their  rule  very  many  cities  not 
founded  by  themselves,  which  had  been  hard 
hit  by  the  barbarians  but  were  still  in  existence, 
and  maintained  their  rule  over  these  for  seventy 
years,  [c]  because  they  had  in  each  of  them  men 
whom  they  could  trust.  But  Dionysios,  who  had 
gathered  the  whole  of  Sicily  into  a  single  city, 
and  was  so  clever  that  he  trusted  no  one,  only 
secured  his  own  safety  with  great  difficulty.  For 
he  was  badly  off  for  trustworthy  friends;  and 
there  is  no  surer  criterion  of  virtue  and  vice  than 
this,  whether  a  man  is  or  is  not  destitute  of  such 
friends. 

This,  then,  was  the  advice  which  Dion  and 
I  gave  to  Dionysios,  since,  [d]  owing  to  the 
bringing  up  which  he  had  received  from  his 
father,  he  had  had  no  advantages  in  the  way 
of  education  or  of  suitable  lessons,  in  the  first 
place  . » .  ;  and,  in  the  second  place,  that,  after 
starting  in  this  way,  he  should  make  friends  of 
others  among  his  connections  who  were  of  the 
same  age  and  were  in  sympathy  with  his  pur 
suit  of  virtue,  but  above  all  that  he  should  be 
in  harmony  with  himself;  for  this  it  was  of 
which  he  was  remarkably  in  need.  This  we 
did  not  say  in  plain  words,  for  that  would  not 
have  been  safe;  but  in  covert  language  we  main 
tained  that  every  man  in  this  way  would  save 
both  himself  and  those  whom  he  was  leading, 
[c]  and  if  he  did  not  follow  this  path,  he  would 
do  just  the  opposite  of  this.  And  after  proceed 
ing  on  the  course  which  we  described,  and 
making  himself  a  wise  and  temperate  man,  if 
he  were  then  to  found  again  the  cities  of  Sicily 
which  had  been  laid  waste,  and  bind  them  to 
gether  by  laws  and  constitutions,  so  as  to  be 
loyal  to  him  and  to  one  another  in  their  resist 
ance  to  the  attacks  of  the  barbarians,  he  would, 
we  told  him,  [333$]  make  his  father's  empire 
not  merely  double  what  it  was  but  many  times 
greater.  For,  if  these  things  were  done,  his  way 
would  be  clear  to  a  more  complete  subjugation 
of  the  Carthaginians  than  that  which  befell 
them  in  Gelon's  time,  whereas  in  our  own  day 
his  father  had  followed  the  opposite  course  of 
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levying  a  tribute  for  the  barbarians.  This  was 
the  language  and  these  the  exhortations  given  by 
us,  the  conspirators  against  Dionysios  accord 
ing  to  the  charges  circulated  from  various 
sources — charges  which,  prevailing  as  they  did 
with  Dionysios,  caused  the  expulsion  of  Dion 
and  reduced  me  to  a  state  of  apprehension.  But 
when — to  summarise  great  events  which  hap 
pened  in  no  great  time — Dion  returned  from 
the  Peloponnese  [b]  and  Athens,  his  advice  to 
Dionysios  took  the  form  of  action. 

To  proceed — when  Dion  had  twice  over  de 
livered  the  city  and  restored  it  to  the  citizens, 
the  Syracusans  went  through  the  same  changes 
of  feeling  towards  him  as  Dionysios  had  gone 
through,  when  Dion  attempted  first  to  educate 
him  and  train  him  to  be  a  sovereign  worthy  of 
supreme  power  and,  when  that  was  done,  to  be 
his  coadjutor  in  all  the  details  of  his  career.  Dio 
nysios  listened  to  those  who  circulated  slan 
ders  to  the  effect  that  Dion  was  aiming  at  the 
tyranny  in  aU  the  steps  which  [c]  he  took  at 
that  time,  his  intention  being  that  Dionysios, 
when  his  mind  had  fallen  under  the  spell  of  cul 
ture,  should  neglect  the  government  and  leave 
it  in  his  hands,  and  that  he  should  then  appro 
priate  it  for  himself  and  treacherously  depose 
Dionysios.  These  slanders  were  victorious  on 
that  occasion;  they  were  so  once  more  when  cir 
culated  among  the  Syracusans,  winning  a  vic 
tory  which  took  an  extraordinary  course  and 
proved  disgraceful  to  its  authors.  The  story  of 
what  then  took  place  is  one  which  deserves  care 
ful  attention  on  the  part  of  those  who  are  [d] 
inviting  me  to  deal  with  the  present  situation. 

I,  an  Athenian  and  friend  of  Dion,  came  as 
his  ally  to  the  court  of  Dionysios,  in  order  that 
I  might  create  good  will  in  place  of  a  state  of 
war;  in  my  conflict  with  the  authors  of  these 
slanders  I  was  worsted.  When  Dionysios  tried 
to  persuade  me  by  offers  of  honours  and  wealth 
to  attach  myself  to  him,  and  with  a  view  to  giv 
ing  a  decent  colour  to  Dion's  expulsion  to  be  a 
witness  and  friend  on  his  side,  he  failed  com 
pletely  in  his  attempt.  Later  on,  [ej  when  Dion 
returned  from  exile,  he  took  with  him  from 
Athens  two  brothers,  who  had  been  his  friends, 
not  from  community  in  philosophic  study,  but 
with  the  ordinary  companionship  common 
among  most  friends,  which  they  form  as  the 
result  of  relations  of  hospitality  and  the  inter 
course  which  occurs  when  one  man  initiates  the 
other  in  the  mysteries.  It  was  from -this  kind  of 
intercourse  and  from  services  connected  with 
his  return  that  these  tw6  helpers  in  his  resto 
ration  became  his  companions.  Having  come  to 


Sicily,  [3343]  when  they  perceived  that  Dion 
had  been  misrepresented  to  the  Sicilian  Greeks, 
whom  he  had  liberated,  as  one  that  plotted  to 
become  monarch,  they  not  only  betrayed  their 
companion  and  friend,  but  shared  personally  in 
the  guilt  of  his  murder,  standing  by  his  mur 
derers  as  supporters  with  weapons  in  their 
hands.  The  guilt  and  impiety  of  their  conduct 
I  neither  excuse  nor  do  I  dwell  upon  it.  For 
many  others  make  it  their  business  to  harp 
upon  it,  [b]  and  will  make  it  their  business  in 
the  future.  But  I  do  take  exception  to  the  state 
ment  that,  because  they  were  Athenians,  they 
have  brought  shame  upon  this  city.  For  I  say 
that  he  too  is  an  Athenian  who  refused  to  betray 
this  same  Dion,  when  he  had  the  offer  of  riches 
and  many  other  honours.  For  his  was  no  com 
mon  or  vulgar  friendship,  but  rested  on  com 
munity  in  liberal  education,  and  this  is  the  one 
thing  in  which  a  wise  man  will  put  his  trust,  far 
more  than  in  ties  of  personal  and  bodily  kin 
ship.  So  the  two  murderers  of  Dion  were  not  of 
sufficient  importance  to  be  causes  of  disgrace 
[c]  to  this  city,  as  though  they  had  been  men 
of  any  note. 

All  this  has  been  said  with  a  view  to  counsel 
ling  the  friends  and  family  of  Dion.  And  in  ad 
dition  to  this  I  give  for  the  third  time  to  you  the 
same  advice  and  counsel  which  I  have  given 
twice  before  to  others — not  to  enslave  Sicily  nor 
any  other  State  to  despots — this  is  my  counsel 
— but  to  put  it  under  the  rule  of  laws — for  the 
other  course  is  better  neither  for  the  enslavers 
nor  for  the  enslaved,  [d]  for  themselves,  their 
children's  children  and  descendants;  the  at 
tempt  is  in  every  way  fraught  with  disaster.  It 
is  only  small  and  mean  natures  that  axe  bent 
upon  seizing  such  gains  for  themselves,  natures 
that  know  nothing  of  goodness  and  justice,  di 
vine  as  well  as  human,  in  this  life  and  in  the 
next. 

These  are  the  lessons  which  I  tried  to  teacli, 
first  to  Dion,  secondly  to  Dionysios,  and  now 
for  the  third  time  to  you.  Doyouobey-mey  think 
ing  of  Zeus  the  Preserver,  the  patron  of  third 
ventures,  and  looking  at  the  lot  of  Dionysios 
and  Dion,  of  whom  the  one  who  disobeyed  me 
is  living  in  dishonour,  [ej  while  he  who  obeyed 
me  has  died  honourably.  For  the  one  thing 
which  is  wholly  right  and  noble  is  to  strive  for 
that  which  is  most  honourable  for  a  man's  self 
and  for  his  country,  and  to  face  the  conse 
quences  whatever  they  may  be.  For  none  of  us 
can  escape  death,  nor,  if  a  man  could  do  so, 
would  it,  as  the  vulgar  suppose,  make  him 
happy.  For  nothing  evil  or  good,  which  is  worth 
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mentioning  at  all,  [$35@J  belongs  to  things 
soulless;  but  good  or  evil  will  be  the  portion  of 
every  soul,  either  while  attached  to  the  body  or 
when  separated  from  it. 

And  we  should  in  very  truth  always  believe 
those  ancient  and  sacred  teachings,  which  de 
clare  that  the  sou!  is  immortal,  that  it  has  judges, 
and  suffers  the  greatest  penalties  when  it  has 
been  separated  from  the  body.  Therefore  also 
we  should  consider  it  a  lesser  evil  to  suffer  great 
wrongs  and  outrages  than  to  do  them.  The  cov 
etous  man,  impoverished  as  he  is  in  the  soul, 
turns  a  deaf  ear  to  this  teaching;  [b]  or  if  he 
hears  it,  he  laughs  it  to  scorn  with  fancied 
superiority,  and  shamelessly  snatches  for  him 
self  from  every  source  whatever  his  bestial 
fancy  supposes  will  provide  for  him  the  means 
of  eating  or  drinking  or  glutting  himself  with 
that  slavish  and  gross  pleasure  which  is  falsely 
called  after  the  goddess  of  love.  He  is  blind  and 
cannot  see  in  those  acts  of  plunder  which  are 
accompanied  by  impiety  what  heinous  guilt  is 
attached  to  each  wrongful  deed,  and  that  the 
offender  must  drag  with  him  the  burden  of 
this  impiety  while  he  moves  about  on  earth, 
and  when  he  has  travelled  beneath  the  earth 
on  a  journey  which  has  every  circumstance  of 
shame  and  misery,  [c] 

It  was  by  urging  these  and  other  like  truths 
that  I  convinced  Dion,  and  it  is  I  who  have  the 
best  right  to  be  angered  with  his  murderers  in 
much  the  same  way  as  I  have  with  Dionysios. 
For  both  they  and  he  have  done  the  greatest  in 
jury  to  me,  and  I  might  almost  say  to  all  man 
kind,  they  by  slaying  the  man  that  was  willing 
to  act  righteously,  and  he  by  refusing  to  act 
righteously  during  the  whole  of  his  rule,  [d] 
when  he  held  supreme  power,  in  which  rule  if 
philosophy  and  power  had  really  met  together, 
it  would  have  sent  forth  a  light  to  all  men, 
Greeks  and  barbarians,  establishing  fully  for  all 
the  true  belief  that  there  can  be  no  happiness 
either  for  the  community  or  for  the  individual 
man,  unless  he  passes  his  life  under  the  rule  of 
righteousness  with  the  guidance  of  wisdom, 
either  possessing  these  virtues  in  himself,  or  liv 
ing  under  the  rule  of  godly  men  and  having  re 
ceived  a  right  training  and  education  in  morals. 
[e]  These  were  the  aims  which  Dionysios  in 
jured,  and  for  me  everything  else  is  a  trifling 
injury  compared  with  this. 

The  murderer  of  Dion  has,  without  knowing 
it,  done  the  same  as  Dionysios.  For  as  regards 
Dion,  I  know  right  well,  so  far  as  it  is  possible 
for  a  man  to  say  anything  positively  about  other 
men,  that,  if  he  had  got  the  supreme  power,  he 


would  never  have  turned  his  mind  to  any  oth 
er  form  of  rule,  [336®]  but  that,  dealing  first 
with  Syracuse,  his  own  native  land,  when  he 
had  made  an  end  of  her  slavery,  clothed  her  in 
bright  apparel,  and  given  her  the  garb  of  free 
dom,  he  would  then  by  every  means  in  his 
power  have  ordered  aright  the  lives  of  his  fel 
low-citizens  by  suitable  and  excellent  laws;  and 
the  thing  next  in  order,  which  he  would  have 
set  his  heart  to  accomplish,  was  to  found  again 
all  the  States  of  Sicily  and  make  them  free  from 
the  barbarians,  driving  out  some  and  subduing 
others,  an  easier  task  for  him  than  it  was  for 
Hiero.  [b]  If  these  things  had  been  accom 
plished  by  a  man  who  was  just  and  brave  and 
temperate  and  a  philosopher,  the  same  belief 
with  regard  to  virtue  would  have  been  estab 
lished  among  the  majority  which,  if  Dionysios 
had  been  won  over,  would  have  been  established, 
I  might  almost  say,  among  all  mankind  and 
would  have  given  them  salvation.  But  now  some 
higher  power  or  avenging  fiend  has  fallen  upon 
them,  inspiring  them  with  lawlessness,  godless- 
ness  and  acts  of  recklessness  issuing  from  igno 
rance,  the  seed  from  which  all  evils  for  all  man 
kind  take  root  and  grow  and  will  in  future  bear 
the  bitterest  harvest  for  those  who  brought  them 
into  being.  This  ignorance  it  was  which  in  that 
second  venture  wrecked  and  ruined  every  thing. 

[c]  And  now,  for  good  luck's  sake,  let  us  on 
this  third  venture  abstain  from  words  of  ill- 
omen.  But,  nevertheless,  I  advise  you,  his 
friends,  to  imitate  in  Dion  his  love  for  his  coun 
try  and  his  temperate  habits  of  daily  life,  and 
to  try  with  better  auspices  to  carry  out  his  wish 
es — what  these  were,  you  have  heard  from  rne 
in  plain  words.  And  whoever  among  you  can 
not  live  the  simple  Dorian  life  according  to  the 
customs  of  your  forefathers,  [d]  but  follows 
the  manner  of  life  of  Dion's  murderers  and  of 
the  Sicilians,  do  not  invite  this  man  to  join  you, 
or  expect  him  to  do  any  loyal  or  salutary  act; 
but  invite  all  others  to  the  work  of  resettling 
all  the  States  of  Sicily  and  establishing  equality 
under  the  laws,  summoning  them  from  Sicily 
itself  and  from  the  whole  Peloponnese — and 
have  no  fear  even  of  Athens;  for  there,  also,  are 
men  who  excel  all  mankind  in  their  devotion 
to  virtue  and  in  hatred  of  the  reckless  acts  of 
those  who  shed  the  blood  of  friends. 

But  if,  after  all,  this  is  work  for  a  future  time, 
whereas  immediate  action  is  called  for  by 
the  disorders  of  ail  sorts  and  [e]  kinds  which 
arise  every  day  from  your  state  of  civil  strife, 
every  man  to  whom  Providence  has  given  even 
a  moderate  share  of  right  intelligence  ought  to 
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know  that  in  times  of  civil  strife  there  is  no  res 
pite  from  trouble  till  the  victors  make  an  end  of 
feeding  their  grudge  by  combats  and  banish 
ments  and  executions,  and  of  wreaking  their 
vengeance  on  their  enemies.  [33^0]  They 
should  master  themselves  and,  enacting  impar 
tial  laws,  framed  not  to  gratify  themselves  more 
than  the  conquered  party,  should  compel  men 
to  obey  these  by  two  restraining  forces,  respect 
and  fear;  fear,  because  they  are  the  masters  and 
can  display  superior  force;  respect,  because  they 
rise  superior  to  pleasures  and  are  willing  and 
able  to  be  servants  to  the  laws.  There  is  no  other 
way  save  this  for  terminating  the  troubles  of  a 
city  that  is  [b]  in  a  state  of  civil  strife;  but  a 
constant  continuance  of  internal  disorders, 
struggles,  hatred  and  mutual  distrust  is  the 
common  lot  of  cities  which  are  in  that  plight. 

Therefore,  those  who  have  for  the  time  being 
gained  the  upper  hand,  when  they  desire  to  se 
cure  their  position,  must  by  their  own  act  and 
choice  select  from  all  Hellas  men  whom  they 
have  ascertained  to  be  the  best  for  the  purpose. 
These  must  in  the  first  place  be  men  of  mature 
years,  who  have  children  and  wives  at  home, 
and,  as  far  as  possible,  a  long  line  of  ancestors  of 
good  repute,  and  all  must  be  possessed  of  suffi 
cient  property.  For  a  city  of  ten  thousand  house 
holders  their  numbers  should  be  [c]  fifty;  that 
is  enough.  These  they  must  induce  to  come  from 
their  own  homes  by  entreaties  and  the  promise 
of  the  highest  honours;  and  having  induced 
them  to  come  they  must  entreat  and  command 
them  to  draw  up  laws  after  binding  themselves 
by  oath  to  show  no  partiality  either  to  conquer 
ors  or  to  conquered,  but  to  give  equal  and  com 
mon  rights  to  the  whole  State. 

When  laws  have  been  enacted,  what  every 
thing  then  hinges  on  is  this,  [d]  If  the  con 
querors  show  more  obedience  to  the  laws  than 
the  conquered,  the  whole  State  will  be  full  of 
security  and  happiness,  and  there  will  be  an  es 
cape  from  all  your  troubles.  But  if  they  do  not, 
then  do  not  summon  me  or  any  other  helper 
to  aid  you  against  those  who  do  not  obey  the 
counsel  I  now  give  you.  For  this  course  is  akin 
to  that  which  Dion  and  I  attempted  to  carry 
out  with  our  hearts  set  on  the  welfare  of  Syra 
cuse.  It  is  indeed  a  second  best  course.  The  first 
and  best  was  that  scheme  of  welfare  to  all  man 
kind  which  we  attempted  to  carry  out  with  the 
co-operation  of  Dionysios;  but  some  chance, 
mightier  than  men,  [e]  brought  it  to  nothing. 
Do  you  now,  with  good  fortune  attending 
you  and  with  Heaven's  help,  try  to  bring  your 
efforts  to  a  happier  issue. 


Let  this  be  the  end  of  my  advice  and  injunc 
tion  and  of  the  narrative  of  my  first  visit  to  Dio 
nysios.  Whoever  wishes  may  next  hear  of  my 
second  journey  and  voyage,  and  learn  that  it  was 
a  reasonable  and  suitable  proceeding.  My  first 
period  of  residence  in  Sicily  was  occupied  in  the 
way  which  I  related  [3380]  before  giving  my 
advice  to  the  relatives  and  friends  of  Dion. 
After  those  events  I  persuaded  Dionysios  by 
such  arguments  as  I  could  to  let  me  go;  and  we 
made  an  agreement  as  to  what  should  be  done 
when  peace  was  made;  for  at  that  time  there 
was  a  state  of  war  in  Sicily.  Dionysios  said  that, 
when  he  had  put  the  affairs  of  his  empire  in  a 
position  of  greater  safety  for  himself,  he  would 
send  for  Dion  and  me  again;  and  he  desired 
that  Dion  should  regard  what  had  befallen  him 
not  as  an  exile,  [b]  but  as  a  change  of  residence. 
I  agreed  to  come  again  on  these  conditions. 

When  peace  had  been  made,  he  began  send 
ing  for  me;  he  requested  that  Dion  should  wait 
for  another  year,  but  begged  that  I  should  by  all 
means  come.  Dion  now  kept  urging  and  en 
treating  me  to  go.  For  persistent  rumours  came 
from  Sicily  that  Dionysios  was  now  once  more 
possessed  by  an  extraordinary  desire  for  philos 
ophy.  For  this  reason  Dion  pressed  me  ur 
gently  not  to  decline  his  invitation.  But  though 
I  was  well  aware  that  as  regards  philosophy 
such  symptoms  were  not  uncommon  [c]  in 
young  men,  still  it  seemed  to  me  safer  at  that 
time  to  part  company  altogether  with  Dion  and 
Dionysios;  and  I  offended  both  of  them  by  re 
plying  that  I  was  an  old  man,  and  that  the  steps 
now  being  taken  were  quite  at  variance  with 
the  previous  agreement. 

Af  ter  this,  it  seems,  Archytes  came  to  the  court 
of  Dionysios.  Before  my  departure  I  had 
brought  him  and  his  Tarentine  [d]  circle  into 
friendly  relations  with  Dionysios.  There  were 
some  others  in  Syracuse  who  had  received 
some  instruction  from  Dion,  and  others  had 
learnt  from  these,  getting  their  heads  full  of  er 
roneous  teaching  on  philosophical  questions. 
These,  it  seems,  were  attempting  to  hold  dis 
cussions  with  Dionysios  on  questions  connect 
ed  with  such  subjects,  in  the  idea  that  he  had 
been  fully  instructed  in  my  views.  Now  he  is  not 
at  all  devoid  of  natural  gifts  for  learning,  and  he 
has  a  great  craving  for  honour  and  glory.  What 
was  said  probably  pleased  him,  and  he  felt  some 
shame  when  it  became  clear  that  he  had  not 
taken  advantage  of  [e]  my  teaching  during 
my  visit.  For  these  reasons  he  conceived  a  desire 
for  more  definite  instruction,  and  his  love  of 
glory  was  an  additional  incentive  to  him.  The 
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real  reasons  why  he  had  learnt  nothing  during 
my  previous  visit  have  just  been  set  forth  in  the 
preceding  narrative.  Accordingly,  now  that  I 
was  safe  at  home  and  had  refused  his  second 
invitation,,  as  I  just  now  related,  Dionysios 
seems  to  have  felt  all  manner  of  anxiety  lest 
certain  people  should  suppose  that  I  was  unwill 
ing  to  visit  him  again  [3390]  because  I  had 
formed  a  poor  opinion  of  his  natural  gifts  and 
character,  and  because,  knowing  as  I  did  his 
manner  of  life,  I  disapproved  of  it. 

It  is  right  forme  to  speak  the  truth, and  make 
no  complaint  if  anyone,  after  hearing  the  facts, 
forms  a  poor  opinion  of  my  philosophy,  and 
thinks  that  the  tyrant  was  in  the  right.  Dionysi 
os  now  invited  me  for  the  third  time,  sending  a 
trireme  to  ensure  me  comfort  on  the  voyage;  he 
sent  also  Archedemos — one  of  those  who  had 
spent  some  time  with  Archytes,  [b]  and  of 
whom  he  supposed  that  I  had  a  higher  opinion 
than  of  any  of  the  Sicilian  Greeks — and,  with 
him,  other  men  of  repute  in  Sicily.  These  all 
brought  the  same  report,  that  Dionysios  had 
made  remarkable  progress  in  philosophy.  He 
also  sent  a  very  long  letter,  knowing  as  he  did 
my  relations  with  Dion  and  Dion's  eagerness 
also  that  I  should  take  ship  and  go  to  Syracuse. 
The  letter  was  framed  in  its  opening  sentences 
to  meet  all  these  conditions,  and  the  tenor  of 
it  was  as  follows:  [c]  "Dionysios  to  Plato," 
here  followed  the  customary  greeting  and  im 
mediately  after  it  he  said,  "If  in  compliance 
with  our  request  you  come  now,  in  the  first 
place,  Dion's  affairs  will  be  dealt  with  in  what 
ever  way  you  yourself  desire;  I  know  that  you 
will  desire  what  is  reasonable,  and  I  shall  con 
sent  to  it.  But  if  not,  none  of  Dion's  affairs  will 
have  results  in  accordance  with  your  wishes, 
with  regard  either  to  Dion  himself  or  to  other 
matters."  This  he  said  in  these  words;  [d]  the 
rest  it  would  be  tedious  and  inopportune  to 
quote.  Other  letters  arrived  from  Archytes  and 
the  Tarentines,  praising  the  philosophical  stud 
ies  of  Dionysios  and  saying  that,  if  I  did  not  now 
come,!  should  cause  a  complete  rupture  in  their 
friendship  with  Dionysios,  which  had  been 
brought  about  by  me  and  was  of  no  small  im 
portance  to  their  political  interests. 

When  this  invitation  came  to  me  at  that  time 
in  such  terms,  and  those  who  had  come  from 
Sicily  and  Italy  were  trying  to  drag  me  thither, 
while  my  friends  at  Athens  were  literally  push 
ing  me  out  with  their  urgent  entreaties,  [c]  it 
wis  the  same  old  tale — that  I  must  not  betray 
and  my  Tarentine  friends  and  support- 
Also  I  myself  had  a  lurking  feeling  that 


there  was  nothing  surprising  in  the  fact  that  a 
young  man,  quick  to  learn,  hearing  talk  of  the 
great  truths  of  philosophy,  should  feel  a  crav 
ing  for  the  higher  life.  I  thought  therefore  that 
I  must  put  the  matter  definitely  to  the  test  to  see. 
whether  his  desire  was  genuine  or  the  reverse, 
and  on  no  account  leave  such  an  impulse  unaid 
ed  nor  make  myself  responsible  for  such  a  deep 
and  real  disgrace,  [tfoa]  if  the  reports  brought 
by  anyone  were  really  true.  So  blindfolding  my 
self  with  this  reflection,  I  set  out,  with  many 
fears  and  with  no  very  favourable  anticipations, 
as  was  natural  enough.  However,  I  went,  and 
my  action  on  this  occasion  at  any  rate  was 
really  a  case  of  "the  third  to  the  Preserver," 
for  I  had  the  good  fortune  to  return  safely; 
and  for  this  I  must,  next  to  the  God,  thank  Dio 
nysios,  because,  though  many  wished  to  make 
an  end  of  me,  he  prevented  them  and  paid 
some  proper  respect  to  my  situation. 

[b]  On  my  arrival,  I  thought  that  first  I  must 
put  to  the  test  the  question  whether  Dionysios 
had  really  been  kindled  with  the  fire  of  philoso 
phy,  or  whether  all  the  reports  which  had  come 
to  Athens  were  empty  rumours.  Now  there  is 
a  way  of  putting  such  things  to  the  test  which 
is  not  to  be  despised  and  is  well  suited  to  mon- 
archs,  especially  to  those  who  have  got  their 
heads  full  of  erroneous  teaching,  which  im 
mediately  on  my  arrival  I  found  to  be  very  much 
the  case  with  Dionysios.  One  should  show  such 
men  what  philosophy  is  in  all  its  extent,  what 
the  range  of  studies  is  by  which  it  is  approached, 
[c]  and  how  much  labour  it  involves.  For  the 
man  who  has  heard  this,  if  he  has  the  true 
philosophic  spirit  and  that  godlike  temperament 
which  makes  him  akin  to  philosophy  and  wor 
thy  of  it,  thinks  that  he  has  been  told  of  a  mar 
vellous  road  lying  before  him,  that  he  must 
forthwith  press  on  with  all  his  strength,  and 
that  life  is  not  worth  living  if  he  does  anything 
else.  After  this  he  uses  to  the  full  his  own  powers 
and  those  of  his  guide  in  the  path,  and  relaxes 
not  his  efforts,  till  he  has  either  reached  the 
end  of  the  whole  course  of  study  or  gained  such 
power  that  he  is  not  incapable  of  directing  his 
steps  without  the  aid  of  a  guide,  [d]  This  is  the 
spirit  and  these  are  the  thoughts  by  which  such  a 
man  guides  his  life^carryingout  his  work,  what 
ever  his  occupation  may  be,  but  throughout  it 
all  ever  cleaving  to  philosophy,  and  to  such  rules 
of  diet  in  his  daily  life  as  will  give  him  inward 
sobriety  and  therewith  quickness  in  learning,  a 
good  memory,  and  reasoning  power;  the  knid 
of  life  which  is  opposed  to  this  he  consistently 
hates.  Those  who  have  not  the  true  philosophic 
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temper,  but  a  mere  surface  colouring  of  opin 
ions  penetrating,  like  sunburn,  only  skin  deep, 
when  they  see  how  great  the  range  of  studies 
is,  [c]  how  much  labour  is  involved  in  it,  and 
how  necessary  to  the  pursuit  it  is  to  have  an  or 
derly  regulation  of  the  daily  life,  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  thing  is  difficult  and  Im 
possible  for  them,  [^la]  and  are  actually  in 
capable  of  carrying  out  the  course  of  study; 
while  some  of  them  persuade  themselves  that 
they  have  sufficiently  studied  the  whole  matter 
and  have  no  need  of  any  further  effort.  This  is 
the  sure  test  and  is  the  safest  one  to  apply  to 
those  who  live  in  luxury  and  are  incapable  of 
continuous  effort;  it  ensures  that  such  a  man 
shall  not  throw  the  blame  upon  his  teacher  but 
on  himself,  because  he  cannot  bring  to  the  pur 
suit  all  the  qualities  necessary  to  it.  Thus  it 
came  about  that  I  said  to  Dionysios  what  I  did 
say  on  that  occasion. 

I  did  not,  however,  give  a  complete  exposi 
tion,  nor  did  Dionysios  ask  for  one.  [b]  For  he 
professed  to  know  many,  and  those  the  most 
important,  points,  and  to  have  a  sufficient  hold 
of  them  through  instruction  given  by  others.  I 
hear  also  that  he  has  since  written  about  what 
he  heard  from  me,  composing  what  professes 
to  be  his  own  handbook,  very  different,  so  he 
says,  from  the  doctrines  which  he  heard  from 
me;  but  of  its  contents  I  know  nothing.  I  know 
indeed  that  others  have  written  on  the  same 
subjects;  but  who  they  are,  is  more  than  they 
know  themselves.  Thus  much,  at  least,  I  can 
say  about  all  writers,  [c]  past  or  future,  who 
say  they  know  the  things  to  which  I  devote  my 
self,  whether  by  hearing  the  teaching  of  me  or 
of  others,  or  by  their  own  discoveries — that  ac 
cording  to  my  view  it  is  not  possible  for  them  to 
have  any  real  skill  in  the  matter.  There  neither 
is  nor  ever  will  be  a  treatise  of  mine  on  the  sub 
ject.  For  it  does  not  admit  of  exposition  like 
other  branches  of  knowledge;  but  after  much 
converse  about  the  matter  itself  and  a  life  lived 
together,  suddenly  a  light,  as  it  were,  is  kindled 
in  one  soul  by  a  flame  that  leaps  to  it  from  an 
other,  [d]  and  thereafter  sustains  itself.  Yet 
this  much  I  know — that  if  the  things  were  writ 
ten  or  put  into  words,  it  would  be  done  best  by 
me,  and  that,  if  they  were  written  badly,  I 
should  be  the  person  most  pained.  Again,  if 
they  had  appeared  to  me  to  admit  adequately  of 
writing  and  exposition,  what  task  in  life  could 
I  have  performed  nobler  than  this,-  to  write 
what  is  of  great  service  to  mankind  and  to  bring 
the  nature  of  things  into  the  light  for  all  [c]  to 
see?  But  I  do  not  think  it  a  good  thing  for  men 


that  there  should  be  a  disquisition,  as  it  is  called, 
on  this  topic — except  for  some  few,  who  are  able 
with  a  little  teaching  to  find  it  out  for  them 
selves.  As  for  the  rest,  it  would  fill  some  of  them 
quite  illogically  with  a  mistaken  feeling  of  con 
tempt,  and  others  with  lofty  and  vain-glorious 
expectations,  as  though  they  had  learnt  some 
thing  high  and  mighty. 

[3420]  On  this  point  I  intend  to  speak  a  lit 
tle  more  at  length;  for  perhaps,  when  I  have 
done  so,  things  will  be  clearer  with  regard  to 
my  present  subject.  There  is  an  argument  which 
holds  good  against  the  man  who  ventures  to  put 
anything  whatever  into  writing  on  questions  of 
this  nature;  it  has  often  before  been  stated  by 
me,  and  it  seems  suitable  to  the  present  occasion. 

For  everything  that  exists  there  are  three  in 
struments  by  which  the  knowledge  of  it  is  nec 
essarily  imparted;  fourth,  there  is  the  knowl 
edge  itself,  [b]  and,  as  fifth,  we  must  count  the 
thing  itself  which  is  known  and  truly  exists. 
The  first  is  the  name,  the  second  the  definition, 
the  third  the  image,  and  the  fourth  the  knowl 
edge.  If  you  wish  to  learn  what  I  mean,  take 
these  in  the  case  of  one  instance,  and  so  under 
stand  them  in  the  case  of  all.  A  circle  is  a  thing 
spoken  of,  and  its  name  is  that  very  word  which 
we  have  just  uttered.  The  second  thing  belong 
ing  to  it  is  its  definition,  made  up  of  names  and 
verbal  forms.  For  that  which  has  the  name 
"round,"  "annular,"  or  "circle,"  might  be  de 
fined  as  that  which  has  the  distance  from  its  cir 
cumference  to  its  centre  everywhere  equal,  [c] 
Third,  comes  that  which  is  drawn  and  rubbed 
out  again,  or  turned  on  a  lathe  and  broken  up 
— none  of  which  things  can  happen  to  the  circle 
itself — to  which  the  other  things  mentioned 
have  reference;  for  it  is  something  of  a  differ 
ent  order  from  them.  Fourth,  comes  knowl 
edge,  intelligence  and  right  opinion  about  these 
things.  Under  this  one  head  we  must  group  ev 
erything  which  has  its  existence,  not  in  words 
nor  in  bodily  shapes,  but  in  souls — from  which 
it  is  clear  that  it  is  something  different  from  the 
nature  of  the  circle  itself  and  from  the  three 
things  mentioned  before,  [d]  Of  these  things 
intelligence  comes  closest  in  kinship  and  like 
ness  to  the  fifth,  and  the  others  are  farther  dis 
tant. 

The  same  applies  to  straight  as  well  as  to  cir 
cular  form,  to  colours,  to  the  good,  the  beautiful, 
the  just,  to  all  bodies  whether  manufactured  or 
coming  into  being  in  the  course  of  nature,  to 
fire,  water,  and  all  such  things,  to  every  living 
being,  to  character  in  souls,  and  to  all  things 
done  and  suffered.  For  in  the  case  of  all  these 
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no  one,  [e]  if  he  has  not  some  how  or  other  got 
hold  of  the  four  things  first  mentioned,  can 
ever  be  completely  a  partaker  of  knowledge  of 
the  fifth.  Further,  on  account  of  the  weakness 
of  language,  these  (i.e.,  the  four)  attempt  to 
show  what  each  thing  is  like,  [3430]  not  less 
than  what  each  thing  is.  For  this  reason  no  man 
of  intelligence  will  venture  to  express  his  philo 
sophical  views  in  language,  especially  not  in 
language  that  is  unchangeable,  which  is  true  of 
that  which  is  set  down  in  written  characters. 

Again  you  must  learn  the  point  which  comes 
next.  Every  circle,  of  those  which  are  by  the  act 
of  man  drawn  or  even  turned  on  a  lathe,  is  full 
of  that  which  is  opposite  to  the  fifth  thing.  For 
everywhere  it  has  contact  with  the  straight.  But 
the  circle  itself,  we  say,  has  nothing  in  it,  either 
smaller  or  greater,  of  that  which  is  its  opposite. 
We  say  also  that  the  name  is  not  a  thing  of  per 
manence  for  any  of  them,  [b]  and  that  nothing 
prevents  the  things  now  called  round  from  be 
ing  called  straight,  and  the  straight  things 
round;  so  for  those  who  make  changes  and  call 
things  by  opposite  names,  nothing  will  be  less 
permanent  (than  a  name).  Again  with  regard 
to  the  definition,  if  it  is  made  up  of  names  and 
verbal  forms,  the  same  remark  holds  that  there 
is  no  sufficiently  durable  permanence  in  it.  And 
there  is  no  end  to  the  instances  of  the  ambiguity 
from  which  each  of  the  four  suffers;  but  the 
greatest  of  them  is  that  which  we  mentioned  a 
little  earlier,  that,  whereas  there  are  two  things, 
that  which  has  real  being,  [c]  and  that  which 
is  only  a  quality,  when  the  soul  is  seeking  to 
know,  not  the  quality,  but  the  essence,  each  of 
the  four,  presenting  to  the  soul  by  word  and  in 
act  that  which  it  is  not  seeking  (i.e.,  the  quality), 
a  thing  open  to  refutation  by  the  senses,  being 
merely  the  thing  presented  to  the  soul  in  each 
particular  case  whether  by  statement  or  the  act 
of  showing,  fills,  one  may  say,  every  man  with 
puzzlement  and  perplexity. 

Now  in  subjects  in  which,  by  reason  of  our 
defective  education,  we  have  not  been  accus 
tomed  even  to  search  for  the  truth,  but  are  sat 
isfied  with  whatever  images  are  presented  to 
us,  we  are  not  held  up  to  ridicule  by  one  an 
other,  the  questioned  by  questioners,  [d]  who 
can  pull  to  pieces  and  criticise  the  four  things. 
But  in  subjects  where  we  try  to  compel  a  man 
to  give  a  clear  answer  about  the  fifth,  any  one 
of  those  who  are  capable  of  overthrowing  an 
antagonist  gets  the  better  of  us,  and  makes  the 
man,  who  gives  an  exposition  in  speech  or  writ 
ing  or  in  replies  to  questions,  appear  to  most  of 
his  hearers  to  know  nothing  of  the  things  on 


which  he  is  attempting  to  write  or  speak;  for 
they  are  sometimes  not  aware  that  it  is  not  the 
mind  of  the  writer  or  speaker  which  is  proved 
to  be  at  fault,  but  the  defective  nature  of  each  of 
the  four  instruments.  The  process  however 
of  dealing  with  all  of  these,  [e]  as  the  mind 
moves  up  and  down  to  each  in  turn,  does  after 
much  effort  give  birth  in  a  well-constituted 
mind  to  knowledge  of  that  which  is  well  con 
stituted.  But  if  a  man  is  ill-constituted  by  nature 
(as  the  state  of  the  soul  is  naturally  in  the  ma 
jority  both  in  its  capacity  for  learning  and  in 
what  is  called  moral  character) — or  it  may  have 
become  so  by  deterioration — not  even  Lynceus 
could  endow  such  men  with  the  power  i^^a] 
of  sight. 

In  one  word,  the  man  who  has  no  natural 
kinship  with  this  matter  cannot  be  made  akin 
to  it  by  quickness  of  learning  or  memory;  for 
it  cannot  be  engendered  at  all  in  natures  which 
are  foreign  to  it.  Therefore,  if  men  are  not  by 
nature  and  kinship  allied  to  justice  and  all  other 
things  that  are  honourable,  though  they  may  be 
good  at  learning  and  remembering  other  knowl 
edge  of  various  kinds — or  if  they  have  the  kin 
ship  but  are  slow  learners  and  have  no  memory 
— none  of  all  these  will  ever  learn  to  the  full  the 
truth  about  virtue  and  vice,  [b]  For  both  must 
be  learnt  together;  and  together  also  must  be 
learnt,  by  complete  and  long  continued  study, 
as  I  said  at  the  beginning,  the  true  and  the  false 
about  all  that  has  real  being.  After  much  effort, 
as  names,  definitions,  sights,  and  other  data  of 
sense,  are  brought  into  contact  and  friction  one 
with  another,  in  the  course  of  scrutiny  and 
kindly  testing  by  men  who  proceed  by  question 
and  answer  without  ill  will,  with  a  sudden  flash 
there  shines  forth  understanding  about  every 
problem,  and  an  intelligence  whose  efforts 
reach  the  furthest  limits  of  human  powers,  [c] 
Therefore  every  man  of  worth,  when  dealing 
with  matters  of  worth,  will  be  far  from  expos 
ing  them  to  ill  feeling  and  misunderstanding 
among  men  by  committing  them  to  writing.  In 
one  word,  then,  it  may  be  known  from  this 
that,  if  one  sees  written  treatises  composed  by 
anyone,  either  the  laws  of  a  lawgiver,  or  in  any 
other  form  whatever,  these  are  not  for  that 
man  the  things  of  most  worth,  if  he  is  a  man 
of  worth,  but  that  his  treasures  are  laid  up  in 
the  fairest  spot  that  he  possesses.  But  if  these 
things  were  worked  at  by  him  as  things  of  real 
worth,  [d]  and  committed  to  writing,  then 
surely,  not  gods,  but  men  "have  themselves 
bereft  him  of  his  wits." 

Anyone  who  has  followed  this  discourse  and 
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digression  will  know  well  that,  if  Dionysios  or 
anyone  else,  great  or  small,  has  written  a  trea 
tise  on  the  highest  matters  and  the  first  princi 
ples  of  things,  he  has,  so  I  say,  neither  heard  nor 
learnt  any  sound  teaching  about  the  subject  of 
his  treatise;  otherwise,  he  would  have  had  the 
same  reverence  for  it,  which  I  have,  and  would 
have  shrunk  from  putting  it  forth  into  a  world 
of  discord  and  uncomeliness.  For  he  wrote  it, 
not  as  an  aid  to  memory — since  there  is  no  risk 
of  forgetting  it,  [e]  if  a  man's  soul  has  once  laid 
hold  of  it;  for  it  is  expressed  in  the  shortest  of 
statements — but  if  he  wrote  it  at  all,  it  was  from 
a  mean  craving  for  honour,  either  putting  it 
forth  as  his  own  invention,  or  to  figure  as  a  man 
possessed  of  culture,  of  which  he  was  not  worthy, 
if  his  heart  was  set  on  the  credit  of  possessing 
it.  [345&]  If  then  Dionysios  gained  this  culture 
from  the  one  lesson  which  he  had  from  me,  we 
may  perhaps  grant  him  the  possession  of  it, 
though  how  he  acquired  it — God  wot,  as  the 
Theban  says;  for  I  gave  him  the  teaching, 
which  I  have  described,  on  that  one  occasion 
and  never  again. 

The  next  point  which  requires  to  be  made 
clear  to  anyone  who  wishes  to  discover  how 
things  really  happened,  is  the  reason  why  it 
came  about  that  I  did  not  continue  my  teach 
ing  in  a  second  and  third  lesson  and  yet  oftener. 
Does  Dionysios,  after  a  single  lesson,  [b]  be 
lieve  himself  to  know  the  matter,  and  has  he  an 
adequate  knowledge  of  it,  either  as  having  dis 
covered  it  for  himself  or  learnt  it  before  from 
others,  or  does  he  believe  my  teaching  to  be 
worthless,  or,  thirdly,  to  be  beyond  his  range 
and  too  great  for  him,  and  himself  to  be  really 
unable  to  live  as  one  who  gives  his  mind  to  wis 
dom  and  virtue?  For  if  he  thinks  it  worthless, 
he  will  have  to  contend  with  many  who  say  the 
opposite,  and  who  would  be  held  in  far  higher 
repute  as  judges  than  Dionysios.  If,  on  the  other 
hand,  he  thinks  he  has  discovered  or  learnt  the 
things  and  that  they  are  worth  having  as  part 
of  a  liberal  education,  how  could  he,  unless  he 
is  an  extraordinary  person,  [c]  have  so  reck 
lessly  dishonoured  the  master  who  has  led 
the  way  in  these  subjects?  How  he  dishonoured 
him,  I  will  now  state. 

Up  to  this  time  he  had  allowed  Dion  to  re 
main  in  possession  of  his  property  and  to  re 
ceive  the  income  from  it.  But  not  long  after  the 
foregoing  events,  as  if  he  had  entirely  forgotten 
his  letter  to  that  effect,  he  no  longer  allowed 
Dion's  trustees  to  send  him  remittances  to  the 
Peloponnese,  on  the  pretence  that  the  owner  of 
the  property  was  not  Dion  but  Dion's  son,  his 


own  nephew,  [d]  of  whom  he  himself  was  le 
gally  the  trustee.  These  were  the  actual  facts 
which  occurred  up  to  the  point  which  we  have 
reached.  They  had  opened  my  eyes  as  to  the 
value  of  Dionysios'  desire  for  philosophy,  and 
I  had  every  right  to  complain,  whether  I  wished 
to  do  so  or  not.  Now  by  this  time  it  was  sum 
mer  and  the  season  for  sea  voyages;  therefore  I 
decided  that  I  must  not  be  vexed  with  Diony 
sios  rather  than  with  myself  and  those  who  had 
forced  me  to  come  for  the  third  time  into  the 
[e]  strait  of  Scylla, 

that  ones  again  I  might 
To  fell  Charybdis  measure  bac\  my  course, 

but  must  tell  Dionysios  that  it  was  impossible 
for  rne  to  remain  after  this  outrage  had  been 
put  upon  Dion.  He  tried  to  soothe  me  and 
begged  me  to  remain,  not  thinking  it  desirable 
for  himself  that  I  should  arrive  post  haste  in 
person  as  the  bearer  of  such  tidings.  When  his 
entreaties  produced  no  effect,  he  promised  that 
he  himself  would  provide  me  with  transport. 
[346*2]  For  my  intention  was  to  embark  on  one 
of  the  trading  ships  and  sail  away,  being  indig 
nant  and  thinking  it  my  duty  to  face  ail  dan 
gers,  in  case  I  was  prevented  from  going — since 
plainly  and  obviously  I  was  doing  no  wrong, 
but  was  the  party  wronged. 

Seeing  me  not  at  all  inclined  to  stay,  he  de 
vised  the  following  scheme  to  make  me  stay 
during  that  sailing  season.  On  the  next  day  he 
came  to  me  and  made  a  plausible  proposal: 
"Let  us  put  an  end,"  [b]  he  said,  "to  these 
constant  quarrels  between  you  and  me  about 
Dion  and  his  affairs.  For  your  sake  I  will  do 
this  for  Dion.  I  require  him  to  take  his  own 
property  and  reside  in  the  Peloponnese,  not  as 
an  exile,  but  on  the  understanding  that  it  is 
open  for  him  to  migrate  here,  when  this  step 
has  the  joint  approval  of  himself,  me,  and  you 
his  friends;  and  this  shall  be  open  to  him  on  the 
understanding  that  he  does  not  plot  against  me. 
You  and  your  friends  and  Dion's  friends  here 
must  be  sureties  for  him  in  this,  and  he  must 
give  you  security.  Let  the  funds  which  he  re 
ceives  be  deposited  in  the  Peloponnese  and  at 
[c]  Athens,  with  persons  approved  by  you, 
and  let  Dion  enjoy  the  income  from  them  but 
have  no  power  to  take  them  out  of  deposit 
without  the  approval  of  you  and  your  friends. 
For  I  have  no  great  confidence  in  him,  that,  if 
he  has  this  property  at  his  disposal,  he  will  act 
justly  towards  me,  for  it  will  be  no  small 
amount;  but  I  have  more  confidence  in  you 
and  your  friends.  See  if  this  satisfies  you;  and 
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on  these  conditions  remain  for  the  present  year, 

[d]  and  at  the  next  season  you  shall  depart 
taking  the  property  with  you.  I  am  quite  sure 
that  Dion  will  be  grateful  to  you,  If  you  accom 
plish  so  much  on  his  behalf." 

When  I  heard  this  proposal  I  was  vexed,  but 
after  reflection  said  I  would  let  him  know  my 
view  of  It  on  the  following  day.  We  agreed  to 
that  effect  for  the  moment,  and  afterwards  when 
I  was  by  myself  I  pondered  the  matter  in  much 
distress.  The  first  reflection  that  came  up,  lead- 
Ing  the  way  In  my  self-communing,  was  this: 

[e]  "Come,  suppose  that  Dionyslos  intends  to 
do  none  of  the  things  which  he  has  mentioned, 
but  that,  after  rny  departure,  he  writes  a  plausi 
ble  letter  to  Dion,  and  orders  several  of  his  crea 
tures  to  write  to  the  same  effect,  telling  him  of 
the  proposal  which  he  has  now  made  to  me, 
making  out  that  he  was  willing  to  do  what  he 
proposed,  [347%]  but  that  I  refused  and  com 
pletely  neglected  Dion's  interests.  Further,  sup 
pose  that  he  Is  not  willing  to  allow  my  depar 
ture,  and  without  giving  personal  orders  to  any 
of  the  merchants,  makes  it  clear,  as  he  easily 
can,  to  all  that  he  does  not  wish  me  to  sail,  will 
anyone  consent  to  take  me  as  a  passenger,  when 
I  leave  the  house  of  Dionyslos?" 

For  In  addition  to  my  other  troubles,  I  was 
lodging  at  that  time  In  the  garden  which  sur 
rounds  his  house,  from  which  even  the  gate 
keeper  would  have  refused  to  let  me  go,  unless 
an  order  had  been  sent  to  him  from  Dionysios. 
"Suppose  however  that  I  wait  for  the  year,  I 
shall  be  able  to  write  word  of  these  things  to  Di 
on,  stating  the  position  in  which  I  am,  and  the 
steps  which  I  am  trying  to  take.  And  if  Diony 
sios  does  any  of  die  things  which  he  says, 
[b]  I  shall  have  accomplished  something  that 
is  not  altogether  to  be  sneered  at;  for  Dion's 
property  is,  at  a  fair  estimate,  perhaps  not  less 
than  a  hundred  talents.  If  however  the  prospect 
which  I  see  looming  in  the  future  takes  the 
course  which  may  reasonably  be  expected,  I 
know  not  what  I  shall  do  with  myself.  Still  It 
is  perhaps  necessary  to  go  on  working  fora  year, 
and  to  attempt  to  prove  by  actual  fact  the 
machinations  of  Dionysios.3* 

Having  come  to  this  decision,  on  the  follow 
ing  day  I  said  to  Dionysios,  [c]  "I  have  decided 
to  remain.  But,"  I  continued,  "I  must  ask  that 
you  will  not  regard  me  as  empowered  to  act 
for  Dion,  but  will  along  with  me  write  a  letter 
to  him,  stating  what  has  now  been  decided,  and 
enquire  whether  this  course  satisfies  him.  If  it 
does  not,  and  if  he  has  other  wishes  and  de 
mands,  he  must  write  particulars  of  them  as 


soon  as  possible,  and  you  must  not  as  yet  take 
any  hasty  step  with  regard  to  his  Interests." 

This  was  what  was  said  and  this  was  the 
agreement  which  was  made,  almost  In  these 
words.  Well,  after  this  the  trading-ships  took 
their  departure,  and  It  was  no  longer  possible 
for  me  to  take  mine,  [d]  when  Dionyslos,  if 
you  please,  addressed  me  with  the  remark  that 
half  the  property  must  be  regarded  as  belong 
ing  to  Dion  and  half  to  his  son.  Therefore,  he 
said,  he  would  sell  it,  and  when  it  was  sold 
would  give  half  to  me  to  take  away,  and  would 
leave  half  on  the  spot  for  the  son.  This  course, 
he  said,  was  the  most  just.  This  proposal  was  a 
blow  to  me,  and  I  thought  It  absurd  to  argue 
any  longer  with  him;  however,  I  said  that  we 
must  wait  for  Dion's  letter,  and  then  once  more 
write  to  tell  him  of  this  new  proposal,  [e]  His 
next  step  was  the  brilliant  one  of  selling  the 
whole  of  Dion's  property,  using  his  own  dis 
cretion  with  regard  to  the  manner  and  terms  of 
the  sale  and  the  selection  of  the  purchasers.  He 
spoke  not  a  word  to  me  about  the  matter  from 
beginning  to  end,  and  I  followed  his  example 
and  never  talked  to  him  again  about  Dion's  af 
fairs;  for  I  did  not  think  that  I  could  do  any 
good  by  doing  so.  This  is  the  history  so  far  of 
my  efforts  to  come  to  the  rescue  of  philosophy 
and  of  my  friends. 

[34812]  After  this  Dionysios  and  I  went  on 
with  our  daily  life,  I  with  my  eyes  turned  abroad 
like  a  bird  yearning  to  fly  from  its  perch,  and 
he  always  devising  some  new  way  of  scaring 
me  back  and  of  keeping  a  tight  hold  on  Dion's 
property.  However,  we  gave  out  to  all  Sicily 
that  we  were  friends.  Dionysios,  now  deserting 
the  policy  of  his  father,  attempted  to  lower  the 
pay  of  the  older  members  of  his  body  guard. 
The  soldiers  were  furious,  and,  assembling  in 
great  numbers,  declared  that  they  would  not 
submit,  [b]  He  attempted  to  use  force  to  them, 
shutting  the  gates  of  the  acropolis;  but  they 
charged  straight  for  the  walls,  yelling  out  an 
unintelligible  and  ferocious  war  cry.  Dionysios 
took  fright  and  conceded  all  their  demands  and 
more  to  the  peltasts  then  assembled. 

A  rumour  soon  spread  that  Heracleides  had 
been  the  cause  of  all  the  trouble.  Hearing  this, 
Heracleides  kept  out  of  the  way.  Dionysios 
was  trying  to  get  hold  of  him,  [c]  and  being 
unable  to  do  so,  sent  for  Theodotes  to  come  to 
him  in  his  garden.  It  happened  that  I  was  walk 
ing  in  the  garden  at  the  same  time.  I  neither 
know  nor  did  I  hear  the  rest  of  what  passed  be 
tween  them,  but  what  Theodotes  said  to  Dion 
ysios  in  my  presence  I  know  and  remember. 
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"Plato,**  he  said,  "I  am  trying  to  convince  our 
friend  Dionysios  that,  if  I  am  able  to  bring 
Heracleides  before  us  to  defend  himself  on  the 
charges  which  have  been  made  against  him, 
and  if  he  decides  that  Heracleides  must  no 
longer  live  in  Sicily,  he  should  be  allowed  (this 
Is  my  point)  to  take  his  son  and  wife  and  sail 
to  the  Peloponnese  and  reside  there,  [d]  taking 
no  action  there  against  Dionysios  and  enjoying 
the  income  of  his  property.  I  have  already  sent 
for  him  and  will  send  for  him  again;  and  if  he 
comes  in  obedience  either  to  my  former  mes 
sage  or  to  this  one — well  and  good.  But  I  beg 
and  entreat  Dionysios  that,  if  anyone  finds 
Heracleides  either  in  the  country  or  here,  no 
harm  shall  come  to  him,  [e]  but  that  he  may 
retire  from  the  country  till  Dionysios  comes  to 
some  other  decision.  Do  you  agree  to  this?"  he 
added,  addressing  Dionysios.  "I  agree,"  he  re 
plied,  "that  even  if  he  is  found  at  your  house, 
no  harm  shall  be  done  to  him  beyond  what  has 
now  been  said." 

On  the  following  day  Eurybios  and  Theo- 
dotes  came  to  me  in  the  evening,  both  greatly 
disturbed.  Theodotes  said,  "Plato,  you  were 
present  yesterday  during  the  promises  made  by 
Dionysios  to  me  and  to  you  about  Heracleides?" 
"Certainly/3  I  replied.  "Well,"  he  continued, 
"at  this  moment  peltasts  are  scouring  the  coun 
try  seeking  to  arrest  Heracleides;  and  he  must 
be  somewhere  in  this  neighbourhood.  [349(1] 
For  Heaven's  sake  come  with  us  to  Dionysios." 
So  we  went  and  stood  in  the  presence  of  Diony 
sios;  and  those  two  stood  shedding  silent  tears, 
while  I  said:  "These  men  are  afraid  that  you 
may  take  strong  measures  with  regard  to  Her 
acleides  contrary  to  what  was  agreed  yesterday. 
For  it  seems  that  he  has  returned  and  has  been 
seen  somewhere  about  here."  On  hearing  this 
he  blazed  up  and  turned  all  colours,  as  a  man 
would  in  a  rage,  [b]  Theodotes,  falling  before 
him  in  tears,  took  his  hand  and  entreated  him 
to  do  nothing  of  the  sort.  But  I  broke  in  and 
tried  to  encourage  him,  saying:  "Be  of  good 
cheer,  Theodotes;  Dionysios  will  not  have  the 
heart  to  take  any  fresh  step  contrary  to  his  prom 
ises  of  yesterday."  Fixing  his  eye  on  me,  and  as 
suming  his  most  autocratic  air,  he  said,  "To 
you  I  promised  nothing  small  or  great."  "By 
the  gods,"  I  said,  "you  did  promise  that  for 
bearance  for  which  our  friend  here  now  ap 
peals."  With  these  words  I  turned  away  and 
went  out.  After  this  he  continued  the  hunt  for 
Heracleides,  [c]  and  Theodotes,  sending  mes 
sages,  urged  Heracleides  to  take  flight.  Diony 
sios  sent  out  Teisias  and  some  peltasts  with  or 


ders  to  pursue  Mm.  But  Heracleides,  as  it  was 
said,  was  just  In  time,  by  a  small  fraction  of  a 
day,  In  making  his  escape  into  Carthaginian 
territory. 

After  this  Dionysios  thought  that  his  long 
cherished  scheme  not  to  restore  Dion's  property 
would  give  him  a  plausible  excuse  for  hostility 
towards  me;  and  first  of  all  he  sent  me  out  of 
the  acropolis,  [d]  finding  a  pretext  that  the 
women  were  obliged  to  hold  a  sacrificial  serv 
ice  for  ten  days  in  the  garden  in  which  I  had 
my  lodging.  He  therefore  ordered  me  to  stay 
outside  In  the  house  of  Archedemos  during  this 
period.  While  I  was  there,  Theodotes  sent  for 
me  and  made  a  great  outpouring  of  indignation 
at  these  occurrences,  throwing  the  blame  on 
Dionysios.  Hearing  that  I  had  been  to  see  Theo 
dotes  he  regarded  this  as  another  excuse,  [e] 
sister  to  the  previous  one,  for  quarrelling  with 
me.  Sending  a  messenger  he  enquired  If  I  had 
really  been  conferring  with  Theodotes  on  his 
invitation.  "Certainly,"  I  replied.  "Well,"  con 
tinued  the  messenger,  "he  ordered  me  to  tell 
you  that  you  are  not  acting  at  all  well  in  prefer 
ring  always  Dion  and  Dion's  friends  to  him." 
And  he  "did  not  send  for  me  to  return  to  his 
house,  as  though  it  were  now  clear  that  Theo 
dotes  and  Heracleides  were  my  friends,  and  he 
my  enemy.  He  also  thought  that  I  had  no  kind 
feelings  towards  him  because  the  property  of 
Dion  was  now  entirely  done  for. 

[350a]  After  this  I  resided  outside  the  acrop 
olis  among  the  mercenaries.  Various  people  then 
came  to  me,  among  them  those  of  the  ships' 
crews  who  came  from  Athens,  my  own  fellow 
citizens,  and  reported  that  I  was  evil  spoken  of 
among  the  peltasts,  and  that  some  of  them  were 
threatening  to  make  an  end  of  me,  if  they  could 
get  hold  of  me.  Accordingly  I  devised  the  fol 
lowing  plan  for  my  safety. 

I  sent  to  Archytes  and  my  other  friends  in 
Taras,  telling  them  the  plight  I  was  in.  Find 
ing  some  excuse  for  an  embassy  from  their  city, 
[b]  they  sent  a  thirty-oared  galley  with  Lamis- 
cos,  one  of  themselves,  who  came  and  entreated 
Dionysios  about  me,  saying  that  I  wanted  to  go, 
and  that  he  should  on  no  account  stand  in  my 
way.  He  consented  and  allowed  me  to  go,  giv 
ing  me  money  for  the  journey.  But  for  Dion's 
property  I  made  no  further  request,  nor  was 
any  of  it  restored. 

I  made  my  way  to  the  Peloponnese  to  Olym- 
pia,  where  I  found  Dion  a  spectator  at  the 
Games,  and  told  him  what  had  occurred.  Call 
ing  Zeus  to  be  his  witness,  he  at  once  urged  me 
with  my  relatives  and  friends  to  make  prepara- 


814 


PLATO 


tions  for  taking  vengeance  [c]  on  Dionysios — 
our  ground  for  action  being  the  breach  of  faith 
to  a  guest — so  he  put  it  and  regarded  it,  while 
his  own  was  his  unjust  expulsion  and  banish 
ment.  Hearing  this,  I  told  him  that  he  might 
call  my  friends  to  his  aid,  if  they  wished  to  go; 
"But  for  myself/'  I  continued,  "you  and  others 
in  a  way  forced  me  to  be  the  sharer  of  Diony 
sios'  table  and  hearth  and  his  associate  in  the 
acts  of  religion.  He  probably  believed  the  cur 
rent  slanders,  that  I  was  plotting  with  you 
against  him  and  his  despotic  rule;  yet  feelings 
of  scruple  prevailed  with  him,  [d]  and  he 
spared  my  life.  Again,  I  am  hardly  of  the  age 
for  being  comrade  in  arms  to  anyone;  also  I 
stand  as  a  neutral  between  you,  if  ever  you  de 
sire  friendship  and  wish  to  benefit  one  another; 
so  long  as  you  aim  at  injuring  one  another,  call 
others  to  your  aid."  This  I  said,  because  I  was 
disgusted  with  my  misguided  journeyings  to 
Sicily  and  my  ill-fortune  there.  But  they  dis 
obeyed  me  and  would  not  listen  to  my  attempts 
at  reconciliation,  and  so  brought  on  their  own 
heads  all  the  evils  which  have  since  taken  place. 
[e]  For  if  Dionysios  had  restored  to  Dion  his 
property  or  been  reconciled  with  him  on  any 
terms,  none  of  these  things  would  have  hap 
pened,  so  far  as  human  foresight  can  foretell. 
Dion  would  have  easily  been  kept  in  check  by 
my  wishes  and  influence.  But  now,  rushing  up 
on  one  another,  they  have  caused  universal  dis 
aster. 

[3 51  a]  Dion's  aspiration  however  was  the 
same  that  I  should  say  my  own  or  that  of  any 
other  right-minded  man  ought  to  be.  With  re 
gard  to  his  own  power,  his  friends  and  his  coun 
try  the  ideal  of  such  a  man  would  be  to  win  the 
greatest  power  and  honour  by  rendering  the 
greatest  services.  And  this  end  is  not  attained  if 
a  man  gets  riches  for  himself,  his  supporters 
and  his  country,  by  forming  plots  and  getting 
together  conspirators,  being  all  the  while  a  poor 
creature,  not  master  of  himself,  overcome  by 
the  cowardice  which  fears  to  fight  against  pleas 
ures;  [b]  nor  is  it  attained  if  he  goes  on  to  kill 
the  men  of  substance,  whom  he  speaks  of  as  the 
enemy,  and  to  plunder  their  possessions,  and 
invites  his  confederates  and  supporters  to  do 
the  same,  with  the  object  that  no  one  shall  say 
that  it  is  his  fault,  if  he  complains  of  being  poor. 
The  same  is  true  if  anyone  renders  services  of 


this  kind  to  the  State  and  receives  honours  from 
her  for  distributing  by  decrees  the  property  of 
the  few  among  the  many — or  if,  being  in  charge 
of  the  affairs  of  a  great  State  which  rules  over 
many  small  ones,  [c]  he  unjustly  appropriates 
to  his  own  State  the  possessions  of  the  small 
ones.  For  neither  a  Dion  nor  any  other  man 
will,  with  his  eyes  open,  make  his  wTay  by  steps 
like  these  to  a  power  which  will  be  fraught  with 
destruction  to  himself  and  his  descendants  for 
all  time;  but  he  will  advance  towards  constitu 
tional  government  and  the  framing  of  the  just- 
est  and  best  laws,  reaching  these  ends  without 
executions  and  murders  even  on  the  smallest 
scale. 

This  course  Dion  actually  followed,  think 
ing  it  preferable  to  suffer  iniquitous  deeds  rath 
er  than  to  do  them;  but,  while  taking  precau 
tions  against  them,  he  nevertheless,  when  he 
had  reached  the  climax  of  victory  over  his 
enemies,  [d]  took  a  false  step  and  fell,  a  ca 
tastrophe  not  at  all  surprising.  For  a  man  of 
piety,  temperance  and  wisdom,  when  dealing 
with  the  impious,  would  not  be  entirely  blind 
to  the  character  of  such  men;  but  it  would  per 
haps  not  be  surprising  if  he  suffered  the  catas 
trophe  that  might  befall  a  good  ship's  captain, 
who  would  not  be  entirely  unaware  of  the  ap 
proach  of  a  storm,  but  might  be  unaware  of  its 
extraordinary  and  startling  violence,  and  might 
therefore  be  overwhelmed  by  its  force.  The 
same  thing  caused  Dion's  downfall.  For  he  was 
not  unaware  that  his  assailants  were  thorough 
ly  bad  men,  but  he  was  unaware  how  high  a 
pitch  of  infatuation  and  of  general  wickedness 
and  greed  they  had  reached,  [e]  This  was  the 
cause  of  his  downfall,  which  has  involved  Sicily 
in  countless  sorrows. 

[3$2,a]  As  to  the  steps  which  should  be  tak 
en  after  the  events  which  I  have  now  related, 
my  advice  has  been  given  pretty  fully  and  may 
be  regarded  as  finished;  and  if  you  ask  my  rea 
sons  for  recounting  the  story  of  my  second 
journey  to  Sicily,  it  seemed  to  me  essential  that 
an  account  of  it  must  be  given  because  of  the 
strange  and  paradoxical  character  of  the  inci 
dents.  If  in  this  present  account  of  them  they 
appear  to  anyone  more  intelligible,  and  seem  to 
anyone  to  show  sufficient  grounds  in  view  of 
the  circumstances,  the  present  statement  is  ade 
quate  and  not  too  lengthy. 
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